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Abstract

Ever since Descartes, many of us have not questitre assumption that the knowledge
we are able obtain from accessing our own meragsis a priori in nature since we can access
these states outside of experience. Content Eximabas called that assumption into question,
it carries the implication that our mental statesassarily depend on particular objects and
events that exist in our external environment tdeast part of their content. Some philosophers
believe that this principle of Privileged Accessnserently incompatible with Content
Externalism. Others are convinced that both mustuseand compatibility must be possible.
This thesis explores arguments from both sideshégidights the merits and disadvantages of
each. The paper concludes with the argument ttiega@ay developed by Sarah Sawyer presents

the best solution to incompatibility problems.
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Chapter |

For centuries there has been a Cartesian perspattttie mind which has influenced our
beliefs about how we access the content of ourtbmwughts. Despite the many flaws in
Descartes’ arguments which led to the developmkthi® Cartesian perspective of the mind,
some key features describing our access to ougtiiseican be extracted from those arguments
which the majority people believe are undeniableese features are that we are able to access
the content of our thoughts without the need fopieical investigation and that no one is in a
better position than ourselves to judge whetheakecorrect in our assessment of that content.
The former feature is often described as a prawrdirect, knowledge and the latter is described
as authoritative knowledge. While we may not be ablprove beyond a doubt that we have this
kind of ‘privileged access’ to our thoughts, thetfthat people seem to access the content of
their thoughts in this way on a daily basis is agtoto justify our belief in it.

Now this belief in a privileged access to our owaughts would have become something
to be just taken on faith if it wasn't for the fdhbat it creates a conflict when combined with
another theory that the majority of people alsadvel to be true. This theory is Content
Externalism which dictates that at least some efciintent of our ‘wide’ mental states
necessarily depend on some relation it bears testternal environment. It is reasonable to
believe that any concepts we have which pertaobjects to the external environment will have
obtained their content from those objects in thiereal environment. Therefore it feels safe to
assume that the content of any thoughts we hawg tisose concepts must have been derived
from the relations the concepts bear to their egfex in the external environment. The problem

only ensues when we consider the idea that if weahle to know our thoughts and their content



without having to do empirical investigation thém@ppears that it is possible for us to have a
priori knowledge of contingent facts about our exét environment. In other words, as long as
we assume content externalism is true and we d@alychave a privileged access to our own
thoughts then seems to be the case that we carkhawdedge without empirical investigation
which should only be obtainable through empiricateistigation.

Many philosophers have developed arguments in atteta solve the problem while
others drew up counter-arguments for why they etiek not or could not solve the problem.
The philosophers in the former category are callenpatibilists’ while those in the latter
category are called ‘Incompatibilists’. The purpo$ehis thesis is to present the best arguments
put forth from both sides and analyze their streagind weaknesses. The ultimate goal is to
figure out if any argument sufficiently navigatesuand the problems that are created when we
combine content externalism and privileged acceg®wt sacrificing essential components of
either one.

Most Compatibilist arguments usually end up procegdy assuming a different version
of either content externalism or privileged acdbss was in place when the conflict originated.
As long as the version being assumed of eitherecdmxternalism or privileged access is
consistent with our intuitions that led us to bedien their truth in the first place then this waul
not be an issue. However, most of these alterra@ons lack that consistency. The arguments
which use a different version of privileged accesgally result in only having a priori
knowledge to a portion of the content of our thaggir even just to the fact that a thought has
occurred without knowing any of its content. Inrtuthe arguments which use a different version
of content externalism usually loosen the hold thatexternal environment has on the content

of our concepts. The reason these types of argenaeatunacceptable is because they don't



solve the same problem that was originally credtsthg a different version of content
externalism or privileged access to circumventissae is basically the same thing as being an
Incompatibilist because you are essentially adngtthat the two cannot work together as they
currently stand so one must be changed.

The second chapter of this thesis begins with eampatibilist argument by Michael
McKinsey. Even though Tyler Burge and Donald Dasidgvrote on the subject prior to the
development of McKinsey’s argument, he deservdsetdiscussed first because his argument
was strong enough to draw the attention of the ntgjof compatibilist arguments that were
developed after the publication of his paper, “Andividualism and Privileged Access”(1991).
The following chapter pertains to Anthony Brueckw&iose paper, “What an Anti-Individualist
knows A Priori”(1992), is a direct response to Mogey’s paper. In Chapter 4 we finally arrive
at the views of Donald Davidson and Tyler Burge séhaespective papers, “Knowing One’s
Own Mind”(1987) and “Individualism and Self-Knowlgel’(1988), were written prior to
McKinsey's paper but present compatibilist arguraemtich apply to McKinsey's
incompatibilist argument. Both author’'s compatgiilarguments appear strong until we consider
Paul Boghossian’s arguments in his paper, “CoraadtSelf-Knowledge”(1989). Although this
paper was written prior to McKinsey’s, Boghossiaarguments in it go into much more detail
than McKinsey as to why the kind of self-knowledfat is supposed to result from privileged
access is a problem when we assume content exsanndls a result many compatibilist
arguments were developed to address the problesssmed by Boghossian. Following the
chapter on Boghossian we consider such argumemntsKevin Falvey, Joseph Owens, Andre
Gallois, and Maria Lasonen-Aarnio. Arguments fraasteof these authors take a unique

perspective on the issue at hand but in one wayeother they alter crucial features of either



content externalism or privileged access whichralespensible without changing the debate
altogether. For this reason we ultimately end ugharguments present by Sarah Sawyer whose
theory takes an unforeseen approach of embraatiegausion that most people consider
absurd. It is through Sawyer that we will find theory with the best potential for solving this
whole problem altogether.

As we proceed through each chapter | discuss adbbrés arguments as they presented
them in their respective papers. After each argunseflly developed it is put up against
whatever incompatibilist arguments are the mostviagit to see how it handles the problem they
create. Lastly | illustrate the weak points of #ngument and assess its strength in being a
potential solution to the compatibility problem. Whevery argument has its own merits, it is
safe to assume that up until the chapter on Satlhgee will be significant problems with each
argument. However, even in insufficient argumehésd are sometimes features which are
adopted by others and make contributions to theldpment of new arguments. It is for this
reason that many authors were included in thiseptaespite their individual arguments lacking

any potential towards being a solution.



Chapter I

In his paper, “Anti-Individualism and Privilegectéess,” Michael McKinsey paints a
picture of Privileged Access by first starting with Cartesian origins and moving forward to the
more uncontroversial version commonly acceptedytoda defines a priori knowledge as
knowledge obtained independently of empirical itigedion and Privileged Access as the
principle that it is possible to have such knowked§one’s own neutral cognitive attitude states.
(McKinsey 175) McKinsey believes that the intuitithvat pushes us to accept Privileged Access
as an unquestionable principle is just an appariicthe mind. He refers to Tyler Burge’s use of
Putnam’s Twin Earth thought experiment in Burge982 paper “Other Bodies” as reason to
believe that two individuals can be exactly the samternally and yet it is possible for them to
be in two distinct mental states. Any mental statbih could fall into this category are to be
consideredvide states as opposedrarrow because part of its content is determined by eater
factors. McKinsey assumes that due to Burge’s osih “Other Bodies” he would advocate an

Anti-Individualist statement like the one below:

(B) Some neutral cognitive states that are ascribetklolcto attitude sentences (e.g.,
‘Oscar is thinking that water is wet’) necessadgpend upon or presuppose the
existence of objects external to the person wharstate is ascribed.

Despite the apparent conflict between (B) and Rgeéd Access, in “Individualism and Self-
Knowledge” Burge maintains the Anti-Individualisigiory he promotes and Privileged Access
are compatible. For the remainder of the paper Ms&y dedicates his effort into showing that

both Burge and Donald Davidson, who shares a giwigav, are wrong.



It is obvious that the reason McKinsey decidesttude a response to Davidson in his
paper is that Davidson claims that Incompatibilests all making a particular mistake which
McKinsey does not believe any Incompatibilist haadeso far. “Such philosophers make the
mistake, Davidson says, of inferring from the fdett a thought is identified alescribed by
relating it to something outside the head, thathioeight itself must therefole outside the
head and hence must be unavailable to privilegedssc’ (McKinsey 177) McKinsey claims
that he has yet to see any evidence that any Inabloilst has made this mistake and the most
convincing reason for advocating Incompatibilisneslmot assume thoughts to exist outside the
head. Although McKinsey does not provide evidemeehfs own claim that the prominent
defenders of Incompatibilism aren’t making this tak®, his argument against Davidson hinges
on the fact that the version of Privileged Acceswibson is endorsing is too weak for even most
Compatibilists to accept. The crucial move in Dawi's argument is to distinguish between
thoughts and their descriptions so that knowinigoaight and knowing its description are two
different cases of knowledge. We could have a pkimowledge of a thought whose description
can only be known through empirical investigatidlowever, the description of a thought is
really just the content of a thought put into tbenf of a language. If the only knowledge we
have privileged access to is the existence of aghiowe are currently having and not to its
meaning then this knowledge is very insubstanfiately no defender of Compatibilism wants to
claim that with an occurrence of a thought we caovk a priori that it is occurring but in order
to come to know what the thought is about we hawotempirical investigation. Moreover,
McKinsey claims that under Davidson’s view we apé @ven in a privileged position to know

that the event is a mental state as opposed tgsagalh state. (McKinsey 177)



Moving on to McKinsey’'s assessment of Burge, M€ believes that Burge’s
Compatibility theory does not involve a weak vensaj Privileged Access like the version he
assumes that Davidson is defending. Instead hercotshis triad of propositions which he
claims Burge would argue for their consistency tuerhat he says in his paper, ‘Individualism
and Self-Knowledge’. The triad, to reiterate fromapter 1, consists of the following

propositions:

(1) Oscar knowsa priori that he is thinking that water is wet.
(2) The proposition that Oscar is thinking that wasewet necessarily depends upon E.

(3) The proposition E cannot be knowarmpriori, but only by empirical investigation.

Again, E is to be interpreted as an ‘external psigpan’ which exhibits the relation between his
thought and whatever it is in the external envirentrthat determines the content of the thought.
(McKinsey 178) McKinsey openly admits that the astecy of the propositions depends on
how we wish to interpret the dependency relatiastdbed in the second proposition. He
believes that the only reason Burge considersritié tonsistent is because Burge interprets the

dependency relation as metaphysical necessity.

McKinsey's reason for believing that this is théerpretation Burge uses is extracted
from an argument he uses that claims Incompatibiise making the same mistake Descartes
made in hidMeditations. Descartes believed that he could exist as a sontpletely
independent from anything physical including phgkieality because the existence of himself
as well as his thoughts were undeniable but thetexxce of his body and the physical universe
were not. Arnaud argued that Descartes was wrooguse the asymmetry in the deniability of

the existence of those things can be present wihigeything that exists is physical in nature



including Descartes mind and thoughts. While fiassible that Descartes could have been right
all along, if it is possible that Descartes or epest some his thoughts could not have existed
without certain physical objects existing then ses deduction of the possibility of existing as
a disembodied mind in a non-physical reality isaiit. Furthermore, knowledge that the
existence of Descartes or his thoughts depend mething physical in nature is something only
obtainable a posteriori. It is this last point thaghlights the mistake Burge attributes to
Incompatibilists. The fact that the existence afental state depends on something physical
does not entail that one must know the dependesiation before it is possible to know the
mental state. Of all things we can claim to knopriari, the existence of ourselves as a ‘thinking
being’ seems to be the least controversial piedaoiviedge to consider as a priori. Although it
is up for debate whether my existence dependseaxistence of my parents, it is necessarily
the case that my existence depends on the facathedg was provided the second half of a
DNA sequence which resulted in the creation of nNADsequence and initiated cellular
development. Surely is it possible to know a pribat | exist as a ‘thinking being’ without first
having to know the exact physical process that weduvhich makes my existence possible. In
fact it must be possible since knowledge of thaiceéphysical process is something only

knowable a posteriori.

McKinsey agrees that the triad is consistent uhiemterpretation of Burge’s theory.
Oscar may very well in fact know a priori he isntking water is wet while the existence of that
thought depends on something physical. The depegndetation is characterized by the
proposition E which is only knowable a posteriant bince the dependency is metaphysical
entailment it does not need to be known before aveacquire knowledge of the thought. In this

case, E would be the proposition ‘that water ekXi€iscar does not need to have knowledge of



this to think the thought because for all Oscanksbis thought was about an incorrect
statement. If water did not even exist it is gtdssible for Oscar to have the thought and know it
a priori. To deny this is on par with claiming tipetople who were orphaned as a child and
adopted by a family without them ever knowing do kimow themselves or that they exist
because their existence metaphysically entailstkigat biological parents existed and they have

no knowledge of their biological parents’ existence

However, McKinsey wants to argue that interpretimgtaphysical entailment as the
dependency relation attributed to Anti-Individuadisesults in a different version of Anti-
Individualism from the one developed by PutnamvaneBurge himself. When it is
metaphysical entailment that determines whethévengnental state is a wide or narrow state, it
necessarily leads to the notion that nearly atilofmental states are wide states. (McKinsey
180) McKinsey turns Burge’s own argument against hy first stipulating the premise that it
may very well be possible that we could not exighaut the existence of the specific pair of our
biological parents in the actual world. If metapbgsentailment is the dependency relation that
determines wide individuation then for us to besablbe in any mental state whatsoever
metaphysically entails the existence of our parertigs entails that every mental state that has
ever occurred in a human being is a wide statei-lAdividualism would at once become both
fairly insignificant, because there aren’t any paristates left to distinguish from wide states,
and hard to defend, because it instantly becomadieal theory when it claims that every
mental state presupposes the existence of an ektdyect. Radical theories are much easier for

opponents to object to since radical theories liyreaare controversial.

The consequence of metaphysical entailment brougttnti-Individualism is the reason

McKinsey believes Burge made a mistake when ingtirny the dependency relation as
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metaphysical entailment. While it solved the prablef the apparent incompatibility between
Anti-Individualism and the Principle of Privilegédcess, Burge did not foresee that his solution
made the concept of a narrow mental state an eogpiyept. McKinsey thinks that what Putnam
and Burge originally had in mind for wide stateAmti-Individualism, at least for Burge before
he wrote ‘Individualism and Self-Knowledge’, haddo with the external implications of the
content of mental states and not their existerMeK({nsey 181) While the existence of our
mental states may depend on the existence of ologital parents, it is not necessarily the case
that the content of our mental states do as wefuents will always be made that the content
of our mental states presuppose their existentessitively the content also depends on the
existence of our parents but arguments like thase the point. The existence of a mental state
may depend on external objects that have no beanrige meaning of the mental state and the
most that knowledge of the dependency relation d¢ell us is what made the occurrence of the
state possible. On the other hand, the contentératal state is precisely what gives it meaning
and knowledge of the dependency relation it haxternal objects will not only provide us with
knowledge of how the mental state was individudteidalso knowledge of the existence of the
objects that determined its individuation. Accoglto McKinsey, Putnam and Burge intended
the classification of a wide state to, “say sontmegrabout what itneans to say that a given

person is thinking that water is wet.” (McKinseyl1).8

At this point McKinsey introduces his notion @inceptual implication as the correct
interpretation of the dependency relation. Hism&bn of this notion is that, “a propositign
conceptually implies a propositiorg if and only if there is a correct deductiongdrom p, a
deduction whose only premises other tpaare necessary or conceptual truths that are krlewab

a priori, and each of whose steps follows from ey lines by a self-evident inference rule of
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some adequate system of natural deduction.” (Mairis81) Disregarding theses extremely
strict standards, McKinsey refers to Putnam asasae for the dependency relation to be
interpreted as conceptual implication because Puttefined wide and narrow mental states in
terms oflogical possibility. This combined with the fact that Parmoriginally evoked wide and
narrow individuation a€artesian concepts leads McKinsey to believe that a narrateshould
be defined as, “a state from which the existenaextérnal objects cannot bleduced,” and
conversely a wide state should be defined as,tg@sfrom which the existence of external
objectscan be deduced.” (McKinsey 181) Here McKinsey providaginstatement of (B) from
the beginning of the paper where the only diffeesiscthe ‘necessarily depends upon or
presupposes’ is substituted with ‘conceptually iegl However, when he does this the triad is
no longer consistent because the second premiss #tat Oscar can know E a priori when the

third proposition clearly states that E is only Wwatle a posteriori.

McKinsey considers an objection to his argumentitgetoncluding that Anti-
Individualism conflicts with Privileged Access whanti-Individualism is understood properly.
He points out another charge Burge makes agaiostrpatibilists about a mistake some of
them may be making. Burge believes some Incomfliatdhave been assuming the proposition

below:

(4) Since the proposition that Oscar is thinking thater is wet necessarily depends
upon E, no one, including Oscar, could know thatadss thinking that water is wet

without first knowing E.

If Incompatibilists were making this assumptionrtligurge would be correct that they were

wrong but McKinsey is right in pointing out thaiglwas actually an incorrect assumption on
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Burge’s part. Anyone who holds (4) to be true ipesding to closure principles which are

known to be false. McKinsey’'s Incompatibility argent does not assume (4) because nowhere
is it required that E be known before the thougint be known. Instead his argument is that for it
to be possible to know the content of our thoughtiari it must be possible to deduce a priori
from that knowledge the existence of the physitgcts conceptually implicated by the content
of the thought. Since knowing the existence of lamgt physical a priori is an absurd conclusion,
either Anti-Individualism contains an inherent plievh or the a priori nature of knowledge

obtained through Privileged Access is an illusion.

There are a few objections to McKinsey’s arguntbkat should be considered before
moving on to the Compatibilists and their resporieddcKinsey’s triad. First off, if we recall
the distinction between knowledge of the existesfce mental state and knowledge of the
content of a mental state from our discussion ofison, perhaps Burge did have metaphysical
entailment in mind for wide individuation but ortlye metaphysical entailment of the content of
the mental state and not of the existence of thetahetate. In these terms it is not the case that
all of our mental states are wide states becawsmtlividuation of the states no longer
presupposes the conditions that make our own existpossible. The existence of our thought
may metaphysically entail the existence of our p@réut the content of our thought does not
and it would be the metaphysical entailment ofdbetent alone that matters for whether it is
determined a wide or narrow state. In this situgtiarrow states would be the mental states
which do not utilize natural kind concepts becawsig natural kind concepts metaphysically

entail the existence of external objects.

Although there is another objection that can beemdisregarding the idea that

metaphysical entailment can pertain to the cordéatmental state just as conceptual
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implication it able to. The strict standard McKigsets up for conceptual implication cannot be
what Burge and Putnam had in mind for wide indiaiion either. In its most basic form, for a
state to be considered a wide state is simplyydisst the content of our thought was
determined at least in part by an external obje.would be taking it a step further if we were
to say that knowing a priori we are in that statgans that we can know the existence of an
external object a priori. There are at least tladditional pieces of knowledge that must be
knowable a priori before the bridge between a pkinowledge of a mental state and the
existence of an external object can even begirtoonstructed. First of all, we must be able to
know a priori that the state we are in is in fagtide state. The possibility of our ability to
acquire even empirical knowledge that our menttkstontains at least one natural kind concept
is a very controversial subject let alone a prkoowledge of it. Without knowledge that the
state is a wide state we can never be warrantadieduction from knowledge of the state to the
existence of external objects. Secondly, we woldd aeed to know a priori the hold that
Externalism has on wide mental states, specificgaljarding the dependency relation. Even if
we can know a priori our mental state is a widéestge need to know that Externalism ensures
that if we have a natural kind concept we must legpiired the concept from interacting with
the natural kind object in the correct manner. Whilost philosophers agree that Externalism is
a conceptual truth and is knowable a priori, nas the case that a majority of people who are
not philosophers have heard of Externalism and kihewell enough to see it as a conceptual
truth. In order to know Externalism a priori oneshbave either encountered the concept at
some point in time or have the ability to develbg toncept on one’s own outside of experience.
It is implausible to believe that even people whaoédthis ability have done so because for such

a person inexperienced in philosophy an endeaviakison such a development would take
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many, many years. The last piece of knowledge wisicbquired for the deduction is a priori
knowledge of a system of logic and its self-evidafdgrence rules. Even though this is the
easiest obstacle to overcome in terms of commosersus, it is true that arguments have been
made against the validity of the modus ponens emiez rule which is considered by many
philosophers to be one of the most basic inferenles around today. | am not going to go over
this argument because | do think that modus poiseasalid inference rule, but the crucial point
is that it is a required piece of knowledge whiglfiar from being self-evident. These are three
pieces of knowledge which are required to move feopmiori knowledge of a state to the
existence of external objects which seem to alvaysft out of the discussion especially on the

side of the Incompatibilists.

There is also the question to be asked as to wh&tbKinsey was correct about
conceptual implication when claiming that it mustalve premises which are either known or
only knowable a priori? For instance, the existenfca triangular object conceptually implies
that the sum of its angles will be 180 degrees. él@#, unless someone has taught themselves
geometry completely outside of experience, theg Wi# not be able to know the sum of its
angles without empirically investigating the objéself or the tenets of geometry. While every
human has the inherent capability to teach therasejeometry outside of experience upon
encountering the object, it seems unlikely thatpbeavith lower 1Q’s will actually be able to
accomplish this feat. So it would seem that themni important difference between a piece of
knowledge being knowable a priori and an individeson having the ability to come to know
it a priori. Just because something is knowablega@igor Einstein doesn’t mean that everyone

has the ability to know it a priori.
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Lastly, there is a question that needs to be aakeéd whether McKinsey’s definition of
conceptual implication is proper in the debate alblo&i compatibility of Externalism and
Privileged Access? McKinsey's proposed third pragms has it that however we wish to
interpret E, it will necessarily have to be someghonly knowable a posteriori if our ultimate
goal is to make the propositions in the McKinsegument consistent. However, the way
McKinsey defines conceptual implication ensure$ Wiaatever E is it will have to be something
knowable a priori. So McKinsey will be right that matter how things are set up, conceptual
implication will always lead to the inconsistendytloe triad. The only way to remedy this
problem is to object to his stipulated definitidnconceptual implication. All that would do is
call for a whole new argument to be constructedchbse for any given argument its validity
cannot be guaranteed to remain constant when &tsitibs of definitions for a term contained
in the argument occurs. Therefore, McKinsey’s argantannot be required to account for such
an objection since it would no longer be the sargaraent if a different definition for
conceptual implication were introduced. Even if Magey decides to respond, his response
would run along the lines of why the definition yteere promoting isn’t correct and why his
definition is correct rather than actually makinty gubstantial contribution to the compatibility

debate.

The trick is that McKinsey set everything up sa tine only possible outcome is the
outcome he wanted rather than allowing for othessmlities and then proving them wrong. It
may very well turn out that McKinsey was right ahdas a coincidence that the only apparent
possibility was that the triad is inconsistent hesain actuality it is the only way things could
have been all along. However, if making progreshéndebate is our overall goal then without

such foreknowledge, the idea of restricting allgdodities to the one McKinsey is trying to
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promote does not seems like a smart one. If wéryrg to figure out whether E mnly
knowable a priori or a posteriori then conceptoglication should allow for the possibility of
both and see which situation most resembles thetmmagsactually are. If we are trying to
figure out whether McKinsey's stipulated versioncohceptual implication is how we should
interpret the dependency relation, then we shoegdvghat potential outcomes it leads to and
which outcome most resembles the way thixgeally are. Instead, McKinsey stipulated both
and expects it to be a proven truth that the tndadconsistent when actually it does not prove

anything since the way he set it up does not allongs to happen any other way.

Despite all the problems with the McKinsey arguméat | just discussed, one problem
remains for the Compatibilist. Even though reactargiori knowledge of the external world
requires a lot of a priori knowledge that is updebate as to whether we can actually obtain it a
priori, the idea that we a@pable of obtaining a priori knowledge of the externalriglds a
serious problem. Before a Compatibilist can hopeoiopletely defeat the McKinsey argument,
they must prove that this capability doesn’t eristhat it isn’t the problem it appears to be.
Since arguing that a priori knowledge of the exaémorld is an unproblematic notion certainly
appears to be a futile endeavor, most Compatibidish at proving that we cannot acquire, in an
a priori fashion, the knowledge of the necessargooiceptual truths required to make the

deduction to a priori knowledge of the external Mfor
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Chapter Il

Anthony Brueckner was one of the first to resptmthe argument McKinsey presented
in his paper, “Anti-Individualism and Privileged ée&ss”. Brueckner starts his paper, “What an
Anti-Individualist Knows A Priori”, by pointing outhat McKinsey’s argument is based on a
incorrect interpretation of the necessary depergleglation involved in Burge’s Anti-
Individualism. As you recall from the previous ckexg, the triad that McKinsey believes Burge

would hold consistent is as follows:

(1) Oscar knows a priori that he is thinking that wasewnet

(2) The proposition that Oscar is thinking that wasawet necessarily depends upon E

(3) The proposition E cannot be known a priori, butydny empirical investigation
Brueckner agrees with McKinsey in that the consisgeof the triad depends on how we
interpret E. According to what McKinsey says in p&per, Brueckner assumes that McKinsey
would interpret E as E1 below:

(E1) Oscar inhabits an environment containin@tand not XYZ

Using the only paper where Burge uses the terntessary dependence’, i.e. “Individualism
and Self-Knowledge”, Brueckner takes it that MckKay's attribution of (2) to Burge with E
being interpreted as E1 comes from a counterfagialf. If E1 was false and Oscar’'s
phenomenology, functional structure, behavior, etere held fixed, then some of the content of
Oscar’s thoughts would have been different fromtvwheay actually are. Therefore, the content
of the thought depends on E1. As you recall, McEynimiterprets the necessary dependence as
conceptual implication which he defines as “a psipon p conceptually implies a propositiorg

if and only if there is a correct deductiongpfrom p, a deduction whose only premises other
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thanp are necessary or conceptual truths that are krlevegriori, and each of whose steps
follows from previous lines by a self-evident irdace rule of some adequate system of natural
deduction.” (McKinsey 181)

Brueckner fully concedes that when the necessgrgrakence in (2) is taken to be
conceptual implication under this definition andsEnterpreted as E1, the triad will always be
inconsistent. However, Brueckner also points oat then (2) is interpreted as such it is not
something that an Anti-Individualist advancing Beiggversion of the theory is committed to
accept. Under Burge’s Anti-Individualism, one cacept (a), that Oscar would not have been
thinking that water is wet had he been in a Twintlidg environment containing XYZ instead of
H20, while rejecting (b), that every world in whi€scar thinks that water is wet is a world
containing H20. The proposition (b) is a direct ®equence of (2) when E is taken to be E1.
(Brueckner 200) The proposition (a) simply implikat in the specific situation we are
envisioning Oscar would not have had the thougttiidnad he been in a different environment
when it occurred while (b) is making a sweepingagahzation that in any potential situation
that has, is, and will ever occur, we could neherkt a thought about H20 in an environment
that does not contain it. Even if we weren’t ustogiceptual implication, E1 has it that Oscar’s
ability to think the thought ‘water is wet’ necessadepends on the fact that Oscar inhabits an
environment containing H20.

Brueckner claims that Burge does in fact denyrild)is paper, “Other Bodies”, which
McKinsey alludes to as one of the reasons why qaoeéimplication should be how we
interpret the necessary dependence. Bruecknemibdexplicate Burge’s denial in detail but he
claims that Burge is cautious when discussing qotoed implication because, “such questions

concern the possibility of a Kantian transcendeatgliment against skepticism proceeding from
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the assumption of anti-individualism about conteflBrueckner 200) Essentially Brueckner is
claiming that Burge knew that conceptual implicatas the necessary dependence inevitably has
the consequence that we can access a priori knge/lefcthe external world. Since knowledge

of this kind is impossible to have a priori, Butgeew to tread lightly when discussing the
conceptual implication of mental states.

Although this does not completely free Burge’s Antlividualism from the criticisms of
McKinsey because there is still a way to revive Mw€y’s argument without using E1 or
conceptual implication. Brueckner considers theedtlipn that Burge’s thought experiment
involving Oscar allows for Oscar to have a priarolwledge of (2c) below:

(2c) If Oscar’s environment had been sufficientlffedent from the way it in fact is (for

example, if it had contained XYZ instead of®), then, even holding fixed Oscar’s

phenomenology, functional structure, behavior, @scar would not have been thinking
that water is wet.
From a priori knowledge of his thought ‘water istiwembined with a priori knowledge of (2c)
obtained through the thought experiment, Oscakoaw a priori that his environment does not
contain XYZ. (Brueckner, 201) Brueckner respondthis objection by again claiming that (2c)
can be separated into two distinct propositions]and (2c2) below:

(2cl) If Oscar’s environment had been sufficiewtifyerent from the way it in fact is,

then, even holding fixed Oscar’s phenomenologyctional structure, behavior, etc.,

Oscar would not have been thinking that water is we

(2c2) Oscar’s environment in fact containgZHand not XYZ
The former can be known a priori while the lattenigot be known a priori and it is only with a
priori knowledge of the latter that we could bedsai have a priori knowledge of the external
world.

So it seems that even if we interpret E as Elumedconceptual implication as the

necessary dependence, Burge’s Anti-Individualisesdaoevitably entail the possibility of a
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priori knowledge of the external world. The onlyppositions that a Burgian Anti-Individualist
must potentially allow for a priori knowledge of(®c1) which on its own does not allow for the
possibility of accessing a priori knowledge of theernal world. Although, objecting to
McKinsey’'s argument was not the only goal of Brussks paper because even though it is no
longer the case that conceptual implication necigdeads to the inconsistency of the triad,
Brueckner wants to figure out how we should cotyaaterpret the necessary dependence
factor. Brueckner alludes to “Other Bodies” to shibvat Burge does in fact argue that it is
possible for someone to have the concept of watarworld where there is no water or even if
water didn’t exist on any world. Though, in caseshsas this we need reason to believe that it is
in fact a water concept rather than a twater canaepny other water counterfeit.

There are two possible ways through which someanehave a water concept in a
waterless world. The first is by acquiring the ogpicfrom a linguistic community which
obtained the concept through some members of timencmity theorizing about a liquid with the
chemical makeup H20. The other possible way istti@person acquires the concept by
theorizing about a liquid with the chemical makéigO on their own, which accounts for the
possibility of having a water concept in a watesla®rld when the individual is alone in the
world. In both cases it is assumed that enoughiphlysntities exist in the world so that whoever
is doing the theorizing can distinguish the conseptthose entities from their theoretical water
concept. (Brueckner 202) Through Brueckner’s inigdion of Burge’s claim about the
possibility of having a water concept in a wateslasrld, Brueckner was able to postulate (N)
below as the true characterization of the necestgpgndence in (2):

(N) It is necessary that if Oscar is thinking thaiter is wet, then either (i) water exists,

or (ii) Oscar theorizes that,B exists, or (iii) Oscar is part of a communityspeakers
some of whom theorize that@ exists.
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Through this characterization we are now in a bgidsition to make an attempt at deducing
how we should interpret the necessary dependefat@rethat ensures either (i), (ii), or (iii)
must be the case if Oscar is able to have the titongjuestion. Is (N) true in virtue of
conceptual implication, metaphysical entailmentsamething else? While Burge never answers
this question directly, Brueckner claims that Budges not state once in the paper from which
(N) was extracted that the necessity he had in migsl conceptual and knowable a priori.
Brueckner also believes that since (ii) and (i@jtpin to how chemical theory reveals the nature
of water, Burge had intended (N) to be taken agtaphysical necessity which is sometimes
only knowable a posteriori. Since (N) is a metajtaisnecessity, Brueckner argues that Burge’s
Anti-Individualism does not require that (N) is kmable a priori despite the fact that it is
metaphysically entailed from a thought that is knawpriori. (Brueckner 203)

Though Brueckner’s job is not done because ttseam iobjection to his argument through
raising the question of whether Anti-IndividualiEmeven just some parts of the theory can be
known a priori. For instance, even if (N) is nobkvable a priori, it may be the case that the
proposition (P) below can be known a priori:

(P) It is necessary that if Oscar is thinking tlvater is wet, there exist some physical

entities distinct from Oscar.

While Brueckner suspends judgment as to whetheis()owable a priori, he admits that if it is
knowable a priori then this knowledge combined vaithriori knowledge of a thought would
allow for a priori knowledge that the world, “comta physical entities sufficient to fix the
contents of his thoughts.” (Brueckner 204) The foisy of having a priori knowledge of (P) is
an extremely controversial claim, but Bruecknerdya&s that it even if it is possible it will not be

a problem for Compatibilism. Combining a priori kviedge of (P) and the thought described in
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it would at most grant us a priori knowledge thanhg physical entity exists which is distinct
from us. McKinsey believes such knowledge is impmedut Brueckner thinks differently.
While such knowledge is implausible, Bruecknerdads that to say it is impossible is to make
the claim that there could never be a successfatiatranscendental argument. It is not the
case that just because so far no adequate Kargiascendental argument has been offered the
existence of such an argument is impossible. taody possible that Transcendentalism is true
but it is an extremely hard theory to make a casé$ truth. If McKinsey wants his claim, that a
priori knowledge of the existence of some physadlty distinct from oneself, to have any
traction he must provide a full-fledged rejectidnfoanscendentalism as a whole.

Even though Brueckner has backed McKinsey intoraer where the only way out is
through the complete rejection of Transcendentallimargument does not help the
compatibility cause very much. While Brueckner’guanent shows how difficult it would be to
make the move from a priori knowledge of our thaugha priori knowledge that a given entity
exists in our external environment, sacrifices waegle along the way that force us to diminish
our intuitions about privileged access. When weetathought about water, we know it is about
water and not some alternative concept becausenose kow we acquired our water concept
and the substance that our water concept refeleéanay not know that we actually interacted
with the substance as a natural kind in our extemaronment for the same reasons that we
cannot know whether the external environment wegree through our senses is even real.
However, as long as we proceed on the assumptanntiour perceptions of the external
environment we correctly perceive existing objeéltn we do actually know that our concept of

water used in our thought is of entities that exighe external environment. Any compatibilist
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theory must be able to account for this if it i@considered a potential solution to the problem

so Brueckner’s theory does not make the cut.
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Chapter IV

Donald Davidson is considered by many to play & segnificant role in the
compatibility debate between Privileged Access Antl-individualism (Content Externalism).
While he does have much to say on the subjectnergé his biggest contributions to this topic
are a few key ideas and thought experiments pregaemthis paper, “Knowing One’s Own
Mind”, as well as his overall argument for compédityp These ideas were eventually adopted
and used by other authors who proceeded to maks&tdpg toward a Compatibilist solution. The
most significant of Davidson'’s ideas is withoutault his introduction of first- and second-
order mental states. Many authors, including TRlerge, Kevin Falvey, and Joseph Owens,
have used the concepts of first- and second-or@atahstates directly in their proposed
solutions despite the fact that Davidson neverieitlyl uses those terms himself. Later on in this
chapter we will discuss Tyler Burge’s Basic Selfeiriedge which uses the nature of second-
order mental states to develop a set of self-viegfgelf-knowledge. As we will see when we get
to the chapter on Paul Boghossian, Davidson’s agaraent for compatibility doesn’t come
close to addressing all the problems associatddthat apparent incompatibility of Privileged
Access and Anti-Individualism. However, his ide#s lielp others develop arguments which
have addressed many more of the problems that Bavislargument missed and have even
been considered by some to have solved the wholdgm altogether.

Before getting into Davidson’s ideas, thought ekpents, and arguments, there is one
other significant contribution that Davidson madehe debate and that is providing one of the
clearest illustrations of the initial compatibilipyoblem. It all comes down to the fact that our

method of determining what other people think iggathering evidence based on their behavior
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and our knowledge of the person. However, our nittior determining what is going on in our
own mind rarely involve the use of evidence evernvit is readily available. “It is seldom the
case that | need or appeal to evidence or observatiorder to find out what | believe; normally
| know what | think before | speak or act. Even wihdave evidence, | seldom make use of it.”
(Davidson 87) Perhaps all that means is that mexgple have been conditioned by the external
world to give the concept of evidence more weiphantit deserves. However, what is more

likely is that it should cause us to question tlag/we actually do know our own minds.

Disregarding a drastic paradigm-changing discogeh as finding out what we think
we know of our own minds is just an illusion, wendee extremely sure that we do know our
own minds. Whether or not our knowledge of our awinds is a priori or infallible is still up for
guestioning, but the fact that when we have a thbwg know we are having that thought seems
pretty undeniable. Furthermore, we can come to kwbat we are thinking in the absence of or
prior to any evidence being available. On the ottad, to even be able to attempt to know the
minds of others we must use evidence and withopeaidence to use we are completely unable
to make any determination. All the while it is alshaniversally accepted that the knowledge of
our own minds determined without evidence is meliable than the knowledge of other
people’s minds determined with evidence. “It igrarsge idea that claims made without
evidential or observational support should be fadarver claims with such support.” (Davidson
88) It is important to note that Davidson beliewescan be mistaken about our own thoughts so
we are not infallible when it comes to knowing own minds. However, even this addition does
not change our intuition that our knowledge of own minds which usually lacks evidential
support seems more reliable than our knowledgbeofrtinds of others which requires evidential

support.
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One unique point made by Davidson is that if/whenane ever wrong about what is in
our own minds then it cannot be that we were lécgpdy incorrect evidence. Although, he
doesn’t address the fact that we probably coulencthat the error was at least in part due to a
lack of evidence. Regardless, we tend to be coafgatit our own minds with a lack of evidence
and there seems to be no reason why we shouldctaiists made without evidence more than
we trust claims made with evidence. According tewiBson, this all comes down to a question;
“Setting aside, then, self-deception and other alous or borderline phenomena, the question
is whether we can, without irrationality, inconsisty, or confusion, simply and
straightforwardly think we have a belief we do hate, or think we do not have a belief we do
have.” (Davidson 90) This quote will also be impmitlater because it is one of the two places

where Davidson’s concept of second-order ment&si@an be extracted.

Hilary Putnam presented what seems to be the Highstacle to overcome in answering
this question with his Twin Earth though experimdht this point we know Twin Earth all too
well so we know that Putnam argued that what wardan depend on more than ‘what is in the
head’ and therefore the meaning of our thoughtsgusiose words will depend on the same
factors which cannot be found within us. Davidséfers the best description of the problem at

hand:

“Putnam holds that many philosophers have wrongbumed that psychological states
like belief and knowing the meaning of a word apghl(l) ‘inner’ in the sense that they

do not presuppose the existence of any individtierahan the subject to whom the state
is ascribed, and (1) that these are the very statach we normally identify and
individuate as we do beliefs and the other propwsal attitudes. Since we normally

identify and individuate mental states and meamrtgrms partly of the relations to
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objects and events other than the subject, Putmdievbs (1) and (II) come apart: In his

opinion, no states can satisfy both conditions &\idson 91-92)

Davidson states here that the ultimate purposésgddper is to show that ordinary mental states
can and often do satisfy both conditions (I) ad Hor Davidson, a mental state of belief can be
‘inner’ by being identical to a state of the bodlyigh occurs within the body and thus be
identified without referencing anything outside thady. At the same time this belief has a
meaning through its content which is ‘nonindividsat’ due to the fact that at least part of its
meaning was derived from the external environmadtthus identified in part by its relations to
things within the external environment. (Davids@) 9
This brings us to the sunburn thought experiméritivis one of the significant

contributions that Davidson has made to the del@xte.of the reasons that Burge doesn’t think
an ordinary mental state can satisfy both (I) djdg because of Putnam’s distinction between
‘narrow’ and ‘wide’ psychological states. AccorditgPutnam, narrow psychological states are
mental states which do not refer to anything ingkiernal environment while wide
psychological states are those that do. Davidsbeves that Putnam’s reason for making such a
distinction rests on two “largely unquestioned agstions”:
(1) If a thought is identified by a relation to somethoutside the head, it isn’'t wholly in the
(2) Ir;eaa?riought isn’'t wholly in the head, it can’t igasped’ by the mind in the way required by

the first person authority. (Davidson 102)
Since ‘narrow’ psychological states are a very $s#tlof all the mental states to which our
intuitions tell us that we have privileged accd&3ayidson wants to object to (1). “It should be
clear that it doesn’t follow, simply from the fabtiat meanings are identified in part by relations

to objects outside the head, that meanings anmetfta head. To suppose this would be as bad as

to argue that because my being sunburned presupgasexistence of the sun, my sunburn isn’t



28

a condition of my skin.” (Davidson 103) If we wdretake two people with physically identical
skin conditions where one was caused by sunburnhendther by some other means then one
presupposes the existence of an external objedt Wie other either doesn’t presuppose the
existence of any external object or at the vergtlégpresupposes the existence of a different
object. This shows that it's possible for two peofa be in physically identical states despite the
causes and meanings behind those states beingediffé&or this reason Davidson argues that we
should view all psychological states in the samg.Wathe hypothetical scenario where two
people have brain states which are physically idahtthere is no reason to think that the
content of the mental states associated to thgpeitive brain states can’t refer to distinct
objects in the external environment. “Individuatsts and events dorgonceptually presuppose
anything in themselves; some of thegscriptions may, however.” (Davidson 103)

The sunburn thought experiment does provide amnaegt for how (1) and (II) can both
be satisfied by an ordinary mental state. As lamgraer’ in (1) is defined as being identical to a
state of the body and not identified by referriagbjects or events outside the body then the fact
that they don’t conceptually presuppose the extgtar external objects allows them to satisfy
(). In the sunburn experiment even though the esw$ each person’s skin conditions were
different, the conditions in themselves were phalgradentical and both identifiable without
reference to anything outside of the body. Howeorce we focus on the descriptions of the
skin conditions, which would include their causastbries, then we find that the description of at
least one of them presupposes an external objecborBinary mental states, to describe them is
essentially to state their meaning or content wigalihy we usually feel like our mental states
in themselves are identified in part by the relagito external objects which give them their

content. The states themselves do not presuppgtaranbut it is hard for us to imagine our
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mental states without their content because we seafvays know the content of our mental
states the instant they occur. So ordinary meta#ts when considered separately from their
content satisfy (I) but the fact that they haveteahwhich almost always have relations to
external objects or events ensures that they g&tlsf

Even though Davidson has at this point accomptisiieat he stated was the purpose of
paper, he still hasn’'t explained how we can hawalpged access to the content of our mental
states and not just to the fact that they haveroedwvithin us. This is what Davidson’s
compatibility argument is meant to solve. Throughtbe paper Davidson makes claims that we
shouldn’t view the content of our mental state®hfects’ which are supposed to be ‘before the
mind’ or ‘grasped’ by it. (Davidson 107) He brinigack his sunburn thought experiment by
explaining that a ‘sunburn expert’ who inspectstthe people’s skin conditions could not,
through inspection alone, determine which is theasunburn and which is the one caused by
other means. By analogy, without empirical investiignh we can know that a mental state is
occurring within us but we cannot know the desaipbr meaning of the state. According to
Davidson, when we view the content of our mentatlest as objects which play a role in the
individuation of our mental states we cannot knbe ilentity of the states without knowing the
object that is its content. In turn, we cannot krtbe object without knowing what determines
the identity of the object. “For if it to be in tate of mind is for the mind to be in some relation
like grasping to an object, then whatever helpsri@ine what object is it must equally be
grasped if the mind is to know what state it i$ (Ravidson 106) As long as we view the
content of our mental states as objects in thisthvag it seems impossible that we could ever
know the content of our mental states. “For untass knowseverything about the object, there

will always be senses in which one does not knowtwhbject it is” (Davidson 108)
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Davidson’s solution for this problem is that wepsviewing the content as objects and
instead we should identify them in part by theusal history. The way in which we learned our
concepts and what has prompted us to apply thevhas identifies our mental states that use
them. It is not the case that in order to knowdbetent of our thoughts that we must know
everything there is to know about the concepts tiMzeiin those thoughts because that would
include knowing how people in our social environtnese the word and the referents of those
concepts in the external world. In other words, mhe do not see the content of our mental
states as objects it is no longer the case thahust know everything about the concepts which
play a role in the content before we can be salthte knowledge of the content.

Davidson’s compatibility argument does offer attbothe compatibilist position; as we
will see later on it does resemble Sarah Sawyerispatibility argument which | believe does
actually solve the problem altogether. However, iBsan’s argument has the consequence that
virtually no one’s concepts could be the same bezao two people would have the same causal
history for their concepts even if they carry theng label. The reason we commonly thought of
the content of our mental states as objects waauseonve wanted to know that when two people
used the same word that they are referring todheesconcept. This by no means proves that
Davidson’s argument is wrong because it may verytwe out that we think we understand
each other when in reality everyone just talksacheother in their own unique languages which
happen to have similar words. However, if Davidsonght then without further development of
his argument to account for this then we are rga#iyy substituting one problem for another.

The biggest contribution that Davidson has madaitodebate is something that he never
explicitly states but other authors do and use iheir theories directly. This contribution is the

idea of first- and second-order mental states. dhes two quotes in this paper form which this
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idea can be extracted. “Setting aside, then, satéption and other anomalous or borderline
phenomena, the question is whether we can, witin@itonality, inconsistency, or confusion,
simply and straightforwardly think we have a belef do not have, or think we do not have a
belief we do have.” (Davidson 90) “In general, betief that one has a thought is enough to
justify that belief.” (Davidson 88) As we will s&ehen discussing Tyler Burge, his postulation
of ‘Basic Self-Knowledge’ seems to be directly drafrom the latter quote. Essentially for
Burge, Basic Self-Knowledge is a second-order psapmal attitude like judgment or belief
whose object is a first-order thought occurringudianeously. Burge believes Basic Self-
Knowledge cannot be wrong because the occurrenaesetond-order judgment like ‘I judge
that | am thinking water is wet’ is self-verifyingo judge or believe that we have a thought is
enough to make the judgment true because makingdigenent or forming the belief ensure
that we are having the thought.

Up until this point no one had been discussingeddit levels of thought being involved
in the process of how we come to know the conténtiothoughts. Davidson himself never
actually wrote about it explicitly either. Instedm just focused on thoughts and beliefs which
happened to fall into the category that was latiedt‘'second-order mental states’. However,
years after Davidson wrote this paper Kevin Falaeg Joseph Owens wrote a paper titled,
‘Externalism, Self-Knowledge, and Skepticism’, whnis the topic of a later chapter. In that
paper, Falvey and Owens develop an argument forwehgan have introspective knowledge to
the content of our thoughts based on the natuse@dnd-order states. Their argument is that
since the concepts of our first-order mental stateslerived from the external environment and
our second-order mental states draw their conciastly from the first-order states, some

concepts we would normally consider to be releadternatives to other concepts are not
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actually relevant because we could not have thedorconcepts in certain environments. This
will be explained more in the chapter on Falvey @wns but the crucial point is that the whole
concept of second-order mental states plays amtgs®le in arguments being developed many
years after Davidson wrote his paper.

When it comes to the compatibility debate betweati-Adividualism and Privileged
Access, Donald Davidson is like the Bob Dylan t@Rand Roll. He was a major influence to
many that followed him, especially to the compdisks, but he never received the credit that he
deserved. Davidson’s overall argument came theestde an actual solution to the whole
problem but the way he presented it didn’t makesry appealing to readers because it was
vague, a bit confusing, and highlighted its weakassather than obscuring them. Despite the
errors, however, his influence can be seen aldneto Sarah Sawyer which is, in my opinion,
where the road of this debate ends. So insteanicosfng on how much progress Davidson has
lent to the compatibility cause himself, we shdalcus on his ideas that others adopted and
made progress in the cause through their developmen

In his paper, “Individualism and the Mental”, TyBurge developed an anti-
individualistic theory concerning the individuatiohmental states which, through some
interpretations of the theory, had serious impiara pertaining to the potential knowledge we
can acquire about our mental states. We can asthanBurge was unaware of these
implications while writing the paper because a {@ars later he began writing “Individualism
and Self-Knowledge” as an attempt to explicateptodlem generated by his theory and offer a
potential solution to the problem.

Burge states that the problem is created when ombines his Anti-Individualism

regarding the individuation of mental states witlestricted Cartesian perspective of Self-
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Knowledge, which essentially boils down to a vemsod the Principle of Privileged Access.
Despite all the problems with Descartes’s viewSelf-Knowledge, there are two features we
can trace to him which seem to be undeniable. Ttvesdéeatures are the directness and certainty
in which we come to know our own mental states can@g to how we come to know the mental
states of others. When some of the content of antah states is determined by the external
environment, it is difficult to see how we can hakre ability to know our mental states and their
content with the directness and certainty that pgear to have without first investigating the
external environment. Although Burge’s main goahis paper is neither to explain nor defend
his anti-individualism or the restricted Cartestamception of Self-Knowledge. (Burge 111)
Instead he wants to make the problem that occuenwhe two are combined visible and then
offer a class of Self-Knowledge, which he labelasi® Self-Knowledge’, with certain
characteristics that allow us to know them with ditectness and certainty required by the
restricted Cartesian perspective of Self-Knowledgbout conflicting with his theory of Anti-
Individualism. While basic self-knowledge does oompletely solve the problem because it
only accounts for a small sub-set of all mentalestait identifies a class of self-knowledge
which must be true and thus knowable a prioriutisghe ball in the court of the Incompatibilist
to explain how we can’'t know them a priori becaii$eads to a priori knowledge of the external
world.

Burge derives his prime examples of basic self-dedge from Descartes’s famous
cogito argument. The force of the argument is driérerm the idea that my ability to think that |
exist allows me to know that | do exist becaus®ul not be able to think about my existence,

or think about anything for that matter, if | didtractually exist. Since our own existence is
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necessary for us to have the ability to think almurtexistence, any occurrence of a thought ‘I
exist’ is necessarily true and thus knowable arprio

Burge takes this paradigm and applies it to oupgsdional attitudes. Two examples that
he gives are, ‘I think (with this very thought) theriting requires concentration’ and ‘I judge (or
doubt) that water is more common than mercury’.r@@ul11-112) The propositions ‘writing
requires concentration’ and ‘water is more comni@ntmercury’ may or may not be true
independent of a person’s attitude towards themvé¥er, when a person is thinking the
proposition ‘water is more common than mercury’ #meh develops the propositional attitude ‘I
judge that water is more common than mercury’ pitegositional attitude must be true because
the act of making the judgment ensures its trublie dnly way that the propositional attitude
wouldn’t be true is if the person’s mental statarelaterized by that exact propositional attitude
did not occur. Just like Descartes’s cogito, thistence of the mental state pertaining to the
judgment ensures that the judgment itself is i same goes for thoughts about the
proposition ‘writing requires concentration’. Theposition itself may not be true because it is
possible that some people have the ability to writeout concentrating. Regardless, when
someone has the thought ‘I think (with this vergught) that writing requires concentration’ the
truth of the individual proposition ‘writing req@is concentration’ makes no difference to the
truth of the thought because the act of thinkirgttiought alone ensures that it is true.

Later on in his paper, Burge offers a more detallestription of basic self-knowledge in
terms of first and second-order mental states whechorrows from Davidson. Essentially basic
self-knowledge takes the form of a second-ordegnueht whose content is a first-order thought.
While having a first-order thought we, at the veayne time, think about the thought as our own.

According to Anti-Individualism, the content of thest-order thought is derived from the
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external environment and locked into the conditifvam which it was acquired. As an example
we can take the commonly used thought ‘Water is twaepresent the first-order thought.
Second-order judgments have a reflexive and stdfantial nature in that upon having the
thought ‘Water is wet’ we simultaneously judge urgelves that ‘I am thinking that water is
wet’. (Burge 122) This second-order judgment i$-seferential because we are truly just
thinking the same first-order thought occurringhaitus but we think of it as our own thought
and not just as concepts acquired from the extemalonment that we put together in a way
that represents that environment. The second-gudgment is also reflexive because the very
act of having the first-order thought naturally sesi us tahink that we are having that first-
order thought and therefore judge ourselves tdimdking it. Since the content of the first-order
thought is contained within itself, that contentremsferred to the content of the second-order
judgment because the object of reference for thergtorder judgment is the first-order thought
itself. (Burge 121)

It is worth pointing out that some would argue thasic self-knowledge can only avoid
the problem of being a priori knowledge about cogeint facts of the external environment if the
content contained in the first-order thought isseld off from our awareness at the second-order
level. This is something Burge does not addresausechis purpose with basic self-knowledge
is not to definitively solve the compatibility priglon between Privileged Access and Anti-
Individualism, but rather to label a class of knedde which could be compatible and leave it to
Incompatibilists to say why it isn't compatible. i$lobjection would be one such response by
Incompatibilists but it still remains to be seeit thas any real traction in the debate. One
potential counter-response is that perhaps werdyeawvare at the second-order level of our

perception of the content of the first-order thought. While may perceive the content correctly,
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there is no guarantee that we are and therefoguaantee that it actually represents the
external environment. This begs the question oftiadreve could truly consider it knowledge if
the perception may or may not be accurate, buiglsemething Burge actually does address
when he compares what we commonly count as per@eptowledge to what we should
consider self-knowledge. At the very least, thisaduction of first and second-order mental
states to basic self-knowledge helps avoid potectianterfeit objections. The first-order
thought will always be the object of referencetfee second-order judgment. “Basic self-
knowledge is self-referential in a way that insutes the object of reference just is the thought
being thought. If background conditions are differenough so that there is another object of
reference in one’s self-referential thinking, treag also different enough so that there is another
thought.” (Burge 121-122)

As Burge states, “it is certainly plausible thaggh sorts of judgments or thoughts
constitute knowledge, that they are not productsrdinary empirical investigation, and that
they are peculiarly direct and authoritative.” (Berl12) As long as mental states of this kind
count as knowledge and didn’t result from empiriogkstigation then they can meet the
‘knowable a priori’ feature of Privileged Accesschase they are self-verifying due to the fact
that their existence alone ensures their truth céreknow them directly because as long as they
exist they are necessarily true and for the samsorewe know them with certainty.

Since it is clear that mental states of this kirelself-verifying and are not the result of
empirical investigation, all that is left to do gt they may be classified under the label ‘Basic
Self-Knowledge’ is to prove that they count as ktemlge and not just trivial bits of information.
This is a daunting task which many would believepassible to accomplish since there is a

whole field of philosophy devoted to figuring obietconditions that must be met for something
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to be considered knowledge. Burge takes on thst@pic endeavor through assessing the
conditions we tend to require by common practicestomething to count as perceptual
knowledge. In doing so he compares and contrasteptial knowledge and self-knowledge so
that we may see which conditions should be kepttdukeeir similarities and which should be
revised or discarded due to their differences. uskepticism it is rare in philosophy that
common practice can be used to prove anything.dtioess this Burge states, “My discussion of
knowledge and individualism has proceeded on tla@gued assumption that skepticism is
mistaken.” (Burge 117) With this statement alonel@wvs for common practice to actually
have some traction in his argument because it ¢drendefeated by the claims that one person
thinks otherwise or that the entire population vletieve in the common practice could be
wrong.

The first aspect of perceptual knowledge that Bulhgeks applies equally to self-
knowledge is that in order to have perceptual kedgé of something we are not required to
first have knowledge of the conditions that madeghrceptual knowledge possible. (Burge 117)
To grant someone the perceptual knowledge ‘theaepisol over there’, we do not require that
they first must know how their sense of sight wotkat they are not hallucinating, that the
object is not a counterfeit like a pond made tklbke a pool, etc. All that we require for it t@ b
considered knowledge is that they perceived ancolfpat meets the conditions to be classified
under their concept of a pool. Likewise, for uskassify something as self-knowledge we
should not require that we know all of the conaisdhat made our acquisition of the knowledge
possible. For instance, when we have the thoughtrik (with this very thought) that writing
requires concentration’ we should not be requicekitow the concepts of writing, requirement,

or concentration before we can know the occurreftlee thought as well as which terms are
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used in its content. It is true that knowledgehaf toncepts would allow for a richer and more
thorough understanding of the thought which woektl one to believe that the knowledge of
the thought is richer and more thorough as welthéhsame regard knowledge of how sight
works, that you are not hallucinating, or seeirg@anterfeit would seem to add more depth to
our perceptual knowledge than if it lacked knowledtlgose things. However, as long as
skepticism is assumed to be mistaken and the g¢onslifor what counts as knowledge in
common practice are kept the same, then just bealdeeper’ knowledge can be found doesn’t
mean that the more ‘shallow’ knowledge shouldntually count as knowledge.

Despite the similarity between perceptual knowledgeé self-knowledge described
above, there is a big difference which leads Buiogeelieve that it is less plausible than with
perceptual knowledge to think that in order to edesbasic self-knowledge as knowledge that
we need to be able to differentiate the thoughtslired in such knowledge from ‘twin
thoughts’. This is one form of counterfeit objeasdike | described in the discussion of first and
second-order mental states. Burge’s reason foclais is that perceptual knowledge has forms
of objectivity that basic self-knowledge does rware. (Burge 119) The first form of objectivity
in perception deals with the possibility of errdfe have no guarantee that our perception of
objects actually matches the true nature of objaatside of that perception. This could be due
to any number of things like illusion, hallucinatjar just the brute fact that the process of
perception may adjust the true nature of thinghésame way that light appears to bend when
going through different mediums. This is not polesib basic self-knowledge because it is self-
referential and self-verifying. (Burge 120) The @ad-order judgment must be true because if

the first-order thought were different enough tedrany effect on the truth of the second-order
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judgment then we would have a different second+guakgment altogether instead of a false
one.

The other form of objectivity in perception is tlveé can compare our own perceptions
of an object to other people’s perceptions of #rae object. Science would not be our method
of determining truth in our physical world withootir ability to recreate experiments that have
already been done so that we can test for errarvamations. With perception we have no way
of knowing if you and | perceive the same thingewkwe look at the same object without being
able to compare our perceptions. With basic setirkadge there cannot be this kind of
objectivity because it must be done from the fastson point of view. (Burge 121) Basic self-
knowledge is self-verifying because the first-ortteyught and the second-order judgment occur
at the same time in the same individual in suclag that the second-order judgment cannot be
false as long as the first-order thought is alstuaing. There is no way that another person
could be witness to this process in any way fonthe be able to offer any further information
that would prevent basic self-knowledge from besatf-verifying. Even if an invention were
created that allowed us to see the thoughts of atdéviduals, all they would see is that we had
a thought and that we thought about it as our owsuch a way that the second-order judgment
must be true regardless of the content of the-dirder thought. We could have the first-order
thought ‘1+1=3’ and then the second-order judgnieat thinking that 1+1=3" and it still
couldn’t be wrong because the truth of the firstesrthought does not change the fact that we
are thinking it.

While Burge’s basic self-knowledge is only a snsall of all the self-knowledge that
must be made compatible with Privileged AccessAmiindividualism, its introduction does

offer a good stepping stone on the way to compayibits weakest point is whether or not such
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second-order judgments can actually be classiddhawledge. However, with skepticism on
the table that is a problem for practically evenytfywe have ever wanted to consider knowledge.
All'in all Burge has given Compatibilists hope tfiatling a compatibility between Privileged

Access and Anti-Individualism is truly possible.
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Chapter V

In his paper, ‘Content and Self-Knowledge,” PaugBossian starts off by explaining the
overall purpose of his paper. The purpose is, ;ttpaen a certain apparently inevitable thesis
about content, we could not know our own minds. fiasis is that the content of a thought is
determined by its relational properties.” (Boghassl49) | would like to assume here that
Boghossian meamart of the content of a thought is determined byetatronal properties but |
am not so sure | can warrant that assumption. S¥rBeghossian’s main arguments hinges on
the idea that there are no intrinsic propertiea ofental event, i.e. an occurring mental state,
since even the internal factors that determinetment of the mental event are relational
properties of the event itself which he claimsis fturrently prevailing orthodoxy’.
(Boghossian 161) If this is true then every propefta mental state is an extrinsic property. We
will look at this a bit later because it is a conersial point and it lies at the foundation of

Boghossian’s arguments.

Boghossian proceeds by explaining that the proliéetimat occasionally when we know
our own thoughts we seem to do so in a direct maniteout having to infer this knowledge
from anything else. If we don’t use inference tdéaii this knowledge then the only other
options are that we either use some form of inseovation or there is no process to describe
how we acquired the knowledge, we know our thowghthe basis of nothing. However,
Boghossian believes that neither of the two optemesan adequate description of how we come
to know our own thoughts. Both options give us oea® doubt that they will yield the kind of
knowledge of our mental states that we occasiomalgsess. The first section of his paper is

dedicated to showing that inference is not the maimmwhich we can come to know our own
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thoughts. Despite the fact that it is already stifmd that we do not use inference for this
knowledge Boghossian must have felt that it wasuli$er his argument to show why it was
stipulated in the first place. The second sectitengpts to show that inner observation will

never give us knowledge of a mental state becdngsproperties that we are supposed to observe
cannot be perceived through observation alonéndrast section, Boghossian argues that we do
not know our thoughts, at least the majority oihthen the basis of nothing. Even if we gain
something from our thoughts on the basis of notisrngnot considered knowledge the way he
defines it. He states that in his use of the tdmowledge’, particularly ‘self-knowledge’, it must
be a true and justified belief about one’s own tifds. (Boghossian 150) As long as proper
evidence is required for justification Boghossiam$ it hard to believe that any ‘knowledge’

based on inner observation or nothing will be ablprovide it.

The first section starts by referencing the perspeof the mind and self-knowledge
developed by Descartes which has greatly influeisedhilosophy of Mind for centuries.
Despite the obvious flaws in the Cartesian pictfrdhe mind which have been rejected by the
majority of philosophers today, some aspects corgdruth about the nature of the mind that
cannot be ignored or denied. Even though we ardystallible when it comes to our judgments
about our mental states, there does seem to b&yamzetry in the way we come to know our
own mental states compared to how we come to khewnental states of others. No matter how
well you know someone else the only way we are @bleake a judgment about what mental
state they are, were, or will be in is if we obgettveir behavior and make an inference. When it
comes to knowing my own mental state not only ference from observing my own behavior
hardly necessary but it runs counter to the irdngiabout the direct nature in which we obtain

self-knowledge motivating the development of Pagid Access.
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Boghossian offers an argument of Ryle’s to heldarpvhy it is necessary that we don’t
know our mental states by observing and inferrnognfbehavior. Ryle promoted the idea that
the apparent asymmetry described above is juslusion and we come to know our own mental
states the same way we come to know the mentakstdbthers. Boghossian does not offer a
complete description of Ryle’s theory since he phb figures that most people would find it as
absurd as he does but | assume that one of Ry&mascfor the reason the illusion exists is that
we know ourselves much better than the way we kaiyone else. However, whatever reason
Ryle has for his theory doesn’t matter becausierattual world when we have an occurring
mental state we come to know that state beforadtahchance at affecting our behavior in any
way. Boghossian offers an example of a thoughhtavsthis but | believe that it is better seen
with an example of a sensation. Imagine that yeusdting down watching TV and suddenly
there is a sharp pain in your foot. Neurosciencedm@wn us that what happens physically is that
at the point of origin of the pain electrical sitggare first sent to the brain through the nervous
system and then the brain registers a feeling iof @iathe point of origin. Since the brain also
controls the body’s behavior it would be illogidat the brain to send out signals to the body to
behave as if it is in pain before the brain evansters that the body has had an experience that
causes the pain feeling. If we substitute ‘thoughth ‘feeling of pain’ then this Boghossian
guote sums up the moral of the example; “Your krealge of that occurrent thought could not
have been inferred from any premises about yoabehbecause that thought could not yet
have come to have any traction on your behavi®&dghossian 152) It is a given fact that when
a heavy box falls on my toe | feel the pain befostart jumping up and down holding my foot
while screaming “Ow! Ow! Ow!” Moreover there is tf@mous Super-Spartan thought

experiment where a whole society is taught to seggall pain behavior no matter how much
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pain they feel. Regardless of the extremenesseafhtbught experiment it shows that it is indeed

possible to feel something and not behave as ifdgou

Boghossian moves on to consider other potentiahdanf inference that could be used to
acquire self-knowledge. He uses a tenet of Intesmaio help show that any use of inference in
obtaining self-knowledge necessarily runs into@bjm familiar to many philosophers.
According to Boghossian, the intuition motivatimgdrnalism is that regardless of what is going
on in the external world, a person cannot be camsdljustified in having a belief if from their
particular subjective perspective it is epistemalalyy irrational or irresponsible to hold that
belief true. (Boghossian 153) As usual there apeght experiments supporting this intuition
just as there are also thought experiments ainartfisprove it. However, one experiment that
Boghossian discusses highlights the fact that ulmdernalism the only evidence available to a
person to justify knowledge of their mental statevhat is already in their mind because they are
only allowed to make a judgment about the mentdedtom their subjective perspective. Since
they are restricted from using anything in the otiye world, the person is forced to use other
mental states as evidence for justification ofkhewledge. This is another way of saying they

inferred the knowledge of an occurring mental staim other mental states, past or present.

There is an inevitable problem concerning justtimain the field of Epistemology when
something is justified by another thing which ig atveady intrinsically justified itself. Evidently
this problem is that if anything is to be usedadence for justification it must already be
justified independent of the thing for which it wiagended to provide justification. If a belief in
the proposition thap is justified by a belief in the proposition tlgathen the belief thag must
be justified by something else if it is to work@®per evidence for the justification of the belief

thatp. An infinite regress is inevitable as long asphéh of justification is not brought to a halt
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by something which does not require justificatignsbmething else. Here is where Internalism
is no longer required for Boghossian’s argumenghse he just needed to paint the picture of
what it would look like if we were inferring knowdge of our mental states from other mental

states. He takes this argument as showing thehicessary under Internalism that self-

knowledge be non-inferential.

Boghossian points out another similar but distproblem when we consider knowledge
of our own mental states instead of only considgkimowledge of a proposition. Here
Boghossian stipulates that in this scenario taibsfjed in believing a proposition, the
proposition must be justifiedtative to another belief, or other mental state, rathantrest on
another belief that carries its own justificatifBoghossian 154-155) Let’s say | have a belief
thatr and | believe that | have the belief thamhstead of knowing that | believe that~or this
belief that | have a belief to be justified it mbst the case that there is another mental state
related to the belief thatwhich justifies the belief that This mental state happens to be a belief
thats where the proposition thajustifies the proposition that | believe thatn this scenario,
my belief thatr is a justified belief due to the truth of the posftion thats but we can only be
justified in believing that we hold the belief thiaft we also believe that Furthermore we can
only obtain justified knowledge that | believe thaklieve that if we know that we believe that
s and knowledge of the belief thajustifies the belief that | believe thatWhat this amounts to
is that if all self-knowledge were inferential,ander to obtain justified knowledge of a mental
state we must already have knowledge of anothetahstate that justifies the knowledge of the
former state regardless of whether the latter stgtestified itself. The knowledge of the latter
mental state can only be acquired in the same nnavimeh means that it must have been

obtained from knowledge of yet another mental stastead of an infinite regress of
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justification we have an infinite regress of knogde of particular mental states that must be
known before we can have justified knowledge obecurring mental state. If all self-
knowledge is inferential, it cannot be the case tirare will be a mental state which does not
presuppose knowledge of another mental state bedaaosvledge of the latter state is self-
knowledge and must have been inferred from somgtiinhthis point Boghossian concludes that
the type of knowledge Privileged Access is supptsadeld cannot be obtained through

inference since it will inevitably lead to an inferegress in one way or another.

There is not much to be said in response to Bogdawsdirst section because whether or
not you are inferring from only mental states anfrthings in the environment as well it is
obvious that inference leads to many problems. Bsgilan could have even shortened or
completely cut out his first section because thedle of Privileged Access already implicitly
restricts inference from yielding inferential knadbe. When Privileged Access is put in terms
of direct knowledge, knowledge from inference doesexhibit the property of directness that is
required. Any use of inference between the insatioti of a mental state and the acquisition of
the knowledge of the state is a mediating factat thust exist between the two stages if the
transition is to be possible. For knowledge to twesadered direct we must be able to go from the
instantiation stage to the acquisition stage withbere being any other necessary stages in
between. If a particular inference is necessaryifertransition then the resulting knowledge
must be indirect knowledge. When Privileged Acdsgsit in terms of a priori knowledge,
inference can be used if it only involves othengjs known a priori but the problem of infinite

regress is once again apparent.

Boghossian decides to move onto his next secti@revhe attempts to show that the

knowledge characterized by Privileged Access cahadhe result of inner observation. He
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believes that the true problem here comes fromdeyiaccepted relationist conception of
content which dictates that, “the content propsrtieour mental states and events are
determined by, or supervenient on, thhelational properties.” (Boghossian 157) His first
argument against inner observation is the usuahdtaat in order to say | know my thought
involves mywater concept | need to first be able to know that dags not involve mywater
concept. Since we can only figure this out by itigasing the environment to see which
substance | was in the presence of when my thoughtnstantiated, it is safe to say that |

cannot know a priori that my thought was about wedther than twater.

Boghossian concedes that this argument was tdotsvéccount for the whole issue and
introduces the relevant alternatives hypothesiss fijppothesis is used with thought experiments
whose real-world applications have been outlanglistietched to include logical possibilities
that, as far as we know, have never and will nbeeactualized. What it states is that when we
are using a thought experiment to make a pointgairaent and this thought experiment asks us
to consider a situation where something is the basé could have been otherwise, the only
potential alternate cases that should be offereddosideration are those that are realistic
alternatives in the actual world. For instance téwvé not a realistic alternative in the actual
world since the existence of a liquid with all teame properties as water except for chemical
makeup seems highly implausible for many reasohs.Key reason for its implausibility is that
the properties of any substance ultimately boil ddavits chemical makeup so the different
chemical makeup of twater should exhibit some diffiee in properties. However, Boghossian
does not consider this reason for twater’s implalisi and claims that the relevant alternatives
hypothesis can be sidestepped rather easily bhylatipg situations to be used in thought

experiments where the alternatives are relevant.



48

Let’s disregard the inherent problems with twakext guestion how relevant it can be and
imagine Putnam’s Twin Earth experiment. The vasiaBBoghossian wishes to introduce is that
instead of there being a person on Earth with a tw Twin Earth, one person is shuttled back
and forth between the two planets without theinidealge. If the person stays long enough on a
planet then they will acquire any concepts of tlamet they did not previously acquire from the
other, as long as externalist demands of the atigni®f concepts are met. Boghossian tells us
here that this concept acquisition can occur inafrte/o ways; either the Earthian concepts
displace the Twin Earthian concepts upon acqursiiad vice versa or upon acquisition they
have both planet’s respective concepts at thepodial. Boghossian asserts that the latter is the
more interesting way to tell the story but since fibrmer is how it's usually described that is
what he will use. | agree with Boghossian thatl#teer is the more interesting, not to mention
more realistic, way to tell the story. It is haodimagine what it would be like to lose a concept
we have already acquired just because anotherasjrhilt distinct, concept is added to our
repertoire. Though, his main argument does notehorghis choice of the two options so it does

not make much of a difference.

Let's consider a person we’'ll call S who has bemittted back and forth between Earth
and Twin Earth without their knowledge and eacletiimey are on a planet long enough their
‘water’ concept is displaced with whatever conaaptesponds to the planet they are currently
on. When S arrives on Earth after such a displaneoezurs, S is asked whether they recently
had a thought involving a concept very similar th dhistinct from their current water concept.
Since S is unaware of the existence of twater, Tedrth, or that the content of his thoughts are
dependent on his environment, S most likely woulsheer ‘no’. However, S did in fact have

such a thought and his lack of knowledge isn't akpd by a lack of memory. Part of the
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content of his thought that makes it a thought &bwater rather than water was unavailable to S
at the time of the thought and when the question agked. The fact is that the aspect of the
content of the thought that makes it a twater thougther than a water thought is only
knowable through empirical investigation. In ort@answer the question correctly, S not only
needs to know whether they were on Twin Earth ettBaut also have knowledge of chemistry
because the original Twin Earth experiment stigdahat this is occurring before anyone can
discover the chemical makeup that distinguisheemfadm twater. (Boghossian 159-160)
Through this Twin Earth variation Boghossian haslenavater a relevant alternative, in his eyes
at least, and showed that inner observation alanaat allow us to differentiate one concept

utilized by a thought from counterfeits.

However, there is a more serious concern for preptsof Privileged Access than inner
observation alone lacking the ability to distindguéconcept from potential counterfeits. This is
the argument that there is really no such thinigamsic properties when it comes to mental
states or events and their content. The curreatioeist conception of content that he mentioned
in the introduction of the paper has it that even-external factors that determine the content of
a mental state or event are relational properti¢iseostate or event. (Boghossian 161) We could
also consider the functionalist idea that the avagyrow properties that can determine the content
of a mental event are the events causal propehti¢sis regard the content of a mental event
would be determined by how the event interacts willer mental events as well as its role in
mental functions such as reasoning and contemplalio illustrate this Boghossian uses a very
brief thought experiment comparing thoughts abaoatewto thoughts about gin. In order to
know my thought is about water as opposed to bafroyt gin | must know my thoughts causal

role is that of R instead of R* which would be ttausal role of a thought about gin. Though
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Boghossian does not think that it is possible guae this knowledge directly and his reasoning
for this revolves around Hume’s observation th# ot possible to gain knowledge of

anything’s causal properties without the use cériafce. (Boghossian 161-162)

Boghossian considers an objection to his argumérthaclaims that he has been
appealing to a false principle. This false prineipbnsists of the idea that, “in order to know a
mental event one must know how things stand wipeet to the conditions that individuate that
event.” (Boghossian 161) Boghossian completelyesywath the objection because his argument
would be at fault if it was assuming such a priteciput he maintains that his argument relies on
a much different assumption. This assumption isdhaobject’s relational or extrinsic properties
are not the kind of things that can be ascertainexligh inspection alone. Boghossian also
provides two claims which are supposed to justifg assumption. These claims are that
knowing an object’s intrinsic properties alone ao¢ enough to know that it has some particular
relational property and that the simple inspectiban object can give you at most knowledge of
its intrinsic properties. (Boghossian 162) In orttestrengthen his argument Boghossian
considers another objection that there could perbapexceptions to his assumption where
inspection of an object can yield knowledge of atmirsic property. One such exception could
be the monetary value of American coins since veensi® be able to know the value of a coin
through inspection alone. However, Boghossian besi¢his is a misconception. The reason we
seem to know an extrinsic property of a coin thtougspection alone is because some of the
coin’s intrinsic properties provide this knowledde show this Boghossian designs a thought
experiment where we are asked to imagine thabalkscappear exactly the same and the only
thing that dictates what value they have is whatl kaf mint they were coined at. There are one

cent mints, five cent mints, ten cent mints, atchis case the only way to know a coin’s value is
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to know the history of that particular coin whiclinnot be acquired from inspection alone.
Though Boghossian takes it a step further to atigaeeven without this thought experiment, the
way we ascertain the value of coins appears tbioaigh inspection but it is really inference
from the data we acquired from the inspection. (Bsgian 163) We infer from the fact that the
coin says ‘ten cents’ on it that the coin is a dand thus worth ten cents within an American
monetary system. Here Boghossian concludes hissigm of why we cannot know the content

of our thoughts through inner observation.

The last section of Boghossian’s paper is dedicitestiowing how the knowledge of the
content of our mental states cannot be based dnngotSince inference and inner observation
are not available as options anymore the last pidisgithat Boghossian can think of is that such
knowledge is the kind of thing where there is nailable evidence for its justification.
Boghossian states that when knowledge in gainedigfr observation or through an inference
based on an observation it is to be consideredjaittee achievement with a substantial
epistemology. There are three examples of knowléuaehe considers which do not fall under
that classification. Judgments such as ‘Il am hew are true and justified the moment they are
thought without the need of additional evidencee $hcond example deals with the Kantian
thesis that experiencing the world as containifgstances is a precondition for experiencing the
world at all. In this case the knowledge that tleld/contains substances is cognitively
insubstantial since all that is required for ithat the individual experiences the world. Thedhir
example is that of self-verifying judgments likerBa’s Basic Self Knowledge that we discussed
in the previous chapter. (Boghossian 165-166)if gossible to view knowledge of the content
of our mental states along these lines then tleiw would allow us such knowledge. However,

Boghossian does not believe that we can view knidgdeof mental states in such a way.



52

There are three characteristics that Boghossiaesstiaat knowledge which is not a
cognitive achievement would be expected to havehvhe believes is absent in self-knowledge.
The first is that paying more attention to our thbts should not result in more or strengthened
knowledge of the thought than with less attentkor. instance, pretty much everything that can
be known about the judgment ‘Il am here now” is ke immediately and any further attention
paid to us does not provide any additional knowdedihe second characteristic is that adults
seem to be better at reporting their mental statas children but knowledge based on nothing
should be equally available to everyone no matber Wwell trained their mental capacities are.
As Boghossian states, “How is this to be explaihsdlf-knowledge is not to be thought of as an
information-sensitive capacity that may be subjectultivation or neglect?” (Boghossian 167)
However, the most important characteristic is kmetwledge based on nothing should not be
prone to error since it must be true if it is todomsidered knowledge in the first place and the
fact that it is based on nothing means that nafication is available because it wasn’t supposed
to be required at all. Anything prone to error riegsl justification and anything that does not
require justification should not be prone to erkmowledge based on nothing should also be
complete since the only way to complete somethiagjis currently incomplete is to acquire the
rest from observation or inference but those ot@re not available for knowledge based on
nothing. As any human being knows, self-knowledgkr from being infallible and we often do
not have complete knowledge of our mental statesddiately upon their occurrence. If that

weren’t the case then what need would the humamnhrage for psychologists and psychiatrists?

While this accounts for most of our mental statestich we want to say we can have
direct knowledge, it does not account for BurgeésiB Self Knowledge which are self-verifying

mental states. We saw in the last chapter thaipeags like ‘I judge: | believe that thinking
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requires concentration’ are self-verifying in thaving the second-order judgment about the
occurring first-order belief provide enough justition in themselves for their truth. The only
way the judgment could be wrong is if | did not bdkie occurring belief that writing requires
concentration but since that belief is the objét¢he second-order judgment then if I did not
have the occurring belief | would also not be mgkime same judgment since the judgment
would not have the same object. The first probleygti®ssian has with Basic Self Knowledge is
that it does not account for ostanding mental states. He claims that we do not actualiyeho
have the first-order belief in order to have theosel-order judgment and without the first-order
belief the judgment is no longer self-verifying. Wéhthis seems to be ignorant of how Burge
characterizes the necessity of the first-order alestates it does not matter because
Boghossian’s real objection to Burge does not dementhis misconception. Boghossian also
believes that Basic Self Knowledge is limited wattturring mental states. For the same reason
as with standing mental states, we can have trendearder judgment without actually having
the occurring first-order propositional attituddioligh Boghossian believes that Basic Self
Knowledge was limited with occurring mental statesause he believes it is possible for a
second-order judgment that occurring simultaneowsly a simple first-order thought could be
self-verifying. However, Boghossian’s real argumagdin Basic Self Knowledge actually uses
compatibilist motivations against a compatibilisj@anent. Everyday people seem to know their
own thoughts without the necessity of generatisg@nd-order mental state about those
thoughts. When we think ‘writing requires concetitna we do not need to generate any further
mental states before we know the content of traight. (Boghossian 170) So the notion of self-

verifying second-order mental states being requinethe possibility of us being able to know
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our own mental states completely ignores the iioist of Privileged Access which evoked this

whole debate to being with.

Boghossian considers the idea that even thougheBuRBasic Self Knowledge does not
reach as far as Burge thought, Burge did seemowige one example where we could know our
own thoughts even though its individuation condis@ely on external factors. Though,
Boghossian does not believe that Basic Self Knogdeattually constitutes real knowledge. If
we consider the Twin Earth slow switching scenarimught up by Burge, when the person is
asked whether their thought yesterday was abowrwattwater it is proposed that they won't
know the answer to the question. Boghossian eléd®tay stating that it seems in this story that
a person will not know tomorrow what they are thigkat this moment but they do know right
now what they are thinking at this moment. (Boghws471) At this current moment the person
is able to have a second-order self-verifying judgtrabout their thought but no such self-
verifying judgment will be available tomorrow. # worth noting that this statement does depend
on Boghossian’s claim that Basic Self Knowledgeyambrks with occurring mental states when
the second-order state occurs simultaneously WwéHitst. In order for the person to know what
they thought yesterday they need to know what gr@nronment was like yesterday.
Boghossian thinks there are only two possible exgilans for why the person does not
remember what they thought yesterday; either tlaelyfbrgotten or they never knew. However,
memory failure is the type of thing that can be oged from thought experiments by careful

design so the only option left is that they nevesWw in the first place.

The problems created by Boghossian are much neoieus for compatibilists than those
created by McKinsey. Perhaps this is the case lseddaghossian claims that when it comes to

his beliefs he is a compatibilist so his perspectw the issue is much different than McKinsey’s
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who is an imcompatibilist in his beliefs as wellras arguments. While there are ways around
each of Boghossian’s arguments, finding those watfgout revising our descriptions of content
externalism or privileged access requires careéydssand delicate phrasing. The use of
inference may not inherently clash with the a pr@scription of privileged access as long as
making the inference does not require any empimsadstigation but it does clash when the
knowledge of our thoughts we obtain through priyélé access is described as direct.
Knowledge resulting from an inference had to gotigh an intermediary step which directly
goes against the idea of directness. Thereforeampatibilist theory which hopes to account
for the directness feature of privileged accesdensing inference must explain how directness

does not apply to inferential mediating steps.

While most compatibilist theories are developeddoommodate self-knowledge which
are not ‘based on nothing’, some theories do haweething to worry about like those which
include things like Burge’s Basic Self-Knowledgeic8 things could still be considered
knowledge due to their self-verifying nature buthwthem we could never know whether the
content of that knowledge refers to anything armbitld therefore be based on complete
fabrications of our mind. It would be hard to ¢k knowledge that ‘I judge that | think the sky
is blue’ a cognitive achievement, or even true kieolge for that matter, if our concepts of ‘sky’
and ‘blue’ are descriptivist concepts that we maplevhich do not refer to any existing things in
the external environment. Compatibilist theoriesadibing self-knowledge which are ‘based on
nothing’ must be able to describe how such knowdechn truly be considered ‘knowledge’

while also showing how this does not diminish auuitions about privileged access.

The biggest problem for compatibilists posed bgBussian’s arguments is that it

appears like we cannot obtain our knowledge oftboughts using inner observation. So far no
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one has been able to describe a situation wheenadi®on alone without the use of empirical
investigation has resulted in knowledge of anytlotiger than intrinsic properties. Extrinsic or
relational properties are the types of things taat only come to be known through observing
how the object or event interacts with other olgectd/or events. While we may be able to
observe without empirical investigation how a giveental state and the concepts used within it
interact with our other mental states and concepigirical investigation is necessary to observe
how the mental state and concepts used withirtgtact with objects and events in the external
environment. If Boghossian is right that the cohtefra mental state is determined by its
relational properties then we can only assumeghsgtof that content is determined by the
relational properties that the mental state bemexternal objects and/or events. The only
options for compatibilist responses are to argae khowledge of the content of our mental
states does not require knowledge of its exteelational properties, that we can have partial
knowledge of the content of our mental states tijinahe mental state’s relational properties that
we can observe without empirical investigationtadeny either of Boghossian’s claims that
observation can at most grant us knowledge omsitiproperties or that the content of a mental
state is determined by its relational propertiebiléthere are still outs left open for

compatibilists, all four of those options are vdifficult to argue.



57

Chapter Vi

While Burge used the concept of second-orderstatdescribe a subset of self-
knowledge to which we can have privileged accegarddess of externalism, Kevin Falvey and
Joseph Owens used the concept in a different waghvetcounts for an even larger subset of
self-knowledge in their paper, “Externalism, SelidWledge, and Skepticism”. Despite the fact
that externalism is a metaphysical theory, Falvey @wens acknowledge that it does appears to
have an effect on knowledge of mental states. Algihathey never use the term ‘privileged
access’, you can tell they are using the same iptenas we are when they state that externalism
seems to undermine the idea that we hiwweet andauthoritative knowledge of our mental
states. (Falvey and Owens 107) The problem for tisehmat we should have to know our
environment has certain features to know the camteour mental states if that content is even
partially determined by those features. While Falaed Owens do not adopt the Cartesian
notions of self-knowledge because they recognieetivious flaws in the Cartesian theories of
self-knowledge, they claim that it is not easygodre the intuition that when we have an
occurring mental state the knowledge we acquithalf state seems to be both direct and
authoritative. In between the occurrence of theestad the acquisition of knowledge of that
state there is no empirical investigation perforraad it seems that our judgments about the
states cannot be wrong except in the special cdsadf-deception. To quote a phrase that
completely exhibits the spirit and motivation behall Compatibilist theories, “Any philosophy
of mind that cannot accommodate and explain th@s@ions must be mistaken.” (Falvey and

Owens 108)
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This particular paper by Falvey and Owens is sepdrinto two parts. The first section
deals with how externalism restricts some kindermiwledge from privileged access and
distinguishes between the kinds of knowledge whiehand are not restricted by it. In the
second section, Falvey and Owens take the setfdfrsmvledge which they believe they have
proven to be applicable to privileged access, dsagdghe theory behind why is it not restricted
by it, and use it as an argument against skeptidfgmare only going to discuss the first section
here because while defeating skepticism woulddéraéndous for the Compatibilist cause since
the idea of having a priori knowledge of the exééenvironment would no longer be considered
an absurd conclusion; it is way too big of an istuke taken on as a side project. Skepticism
has plagued every area of philosophy since thediasm was ever made so it seems much more
productive to push it to the side until it is tlastl issue that needs to be addressed. Besides, if
Falvey and Owens provide an argument which free® mmowledge of mental states from the
restriction of privileged access than Burge’s B&atf Knowledge then we have progress on the
Compatibilist front despite skepticism. They intfdo provide such an argument which
distinguishes between two kinds of knowledge ofdtetent of mental states that most
philosophers lump together. One of these kindsmofkedge is restricted from privileged access
for many of the same reasons that Incompatibiéisgsie all knowledge of mental states are
restricted. The other kind, they argue, is notriestd for reasons related to the concept of

second-order states and how their content is daietn

Falvey and Owens begin their discussion with the aery familiar Twin Earth thought
experiment developed by Putnam. Sparing the rdaml@ranother description of the experiment
all that is important is that whenever the persortarth and their twin on Twin Earth express a

thought using their respective ‘water’ conceptsythre expressing thoughts with different
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content even though they are physically identidake is where Falvey and Owens offer their
distinction between two kinds of knowledge ofteedisn similar thought experiments. When we

say our knowledge is direct and authoritative tregeetwo different ways this can be taken:

(1) An individual knows the contents of his occurrdmiughts and beliefs authoritatively
and directly (that is, without relying on inferesdeom observation of his environment).
Call this kind of knowledgentrospective knowledge of content.

(2) With respect to any two of his thoughts or belieis,individual can know authoritatively
and directly (that is, without relying on inferesdeom observation of his environment)
whether or not they have the same content. Callkinid of knowledgéntrospective

knowledge of comparative content. (Falvey and Owens 109-110)

Falvey and Owens readily concede that introspegtinsviedge of comparative content
is incompatible with externalism but this is mogdlye to the fact that they believe such
knowledge is impossible regardless of whether eglesm is true. However, Falvey and Owens
also believe that there is no reason to thinkititabspective knowledge of content suffers from
the same problem as (2) because they think alihpeibilist arguments provided so far do not
make a distinction between (1) and (2). (Falvey @mens 110)

Falvey and Owens present two different thougheerpents to illustrate why
introspective knowledge of comparative contenhmpatible with externalism. In the first we
are asked to imagine someone named Rudolf wholisaeeuainted with cilantro to the point
that he knows it is an herb, it is used in Mexid&hes, and it has a distinct smell. He often has
thoughts like, “Cilantro should be used sparinglyliich he expresses out loud. Rudolf also uses

dried coriander often when he cooks and it is #id that he is just as familiar with coriander
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as he is with cilantro. Similarly, he often hasugbts like, “Coriander should be used
sparingly,” which he expresses out loud. (Falvey @wens 110) Although, Rudolf is not aware

of the fact that cilantro and coriander are twdidgt names pertaining to the same concept.

The question is whether Rudolf can know his twaititas are the same without
empirical investigation? Since the herb that betims refer to is a natural kind and natural kind
concepts are the least controversial of all thecepts to which externalism is supposed to apply,
it seems like Rudolf is not capable of comparingduncepts of cilantro and coriander without
the knowledge that is only available in the envinamt that they are the same. (Falvey and
Owens 110-111) Although they never state it operigsume that Falvey and Owens do not
think Rudolf can use his introspective knowledgéhef qualitative aspects of his mental states
using each concept to compare the concepts. Teermresithat even if he could compare the
taste and smell of each concept to determine lilegtare so similar to the point of being
identical, he cannot know for sure that cilantrd anriander are both actually the same herb
without at least looking up the words in the dioaoy. For all Rudolf knows, cilantro and
coriander could be two distinct herbs which smed gaste almost identically but at least one has
different properties which cannot be discoveredhauit the correct tools. For example, one of
the two could cause allergic reactions in sometti@bther doesn’t cause or the flavor of one of
them may disperse throughout the food when cookeléwthe other holds the flavor regardless
of how it is cooked. Though, it is clear in the hparagraph that Falvey and Owens
acknowledge that there are introspectible cluegabla that Rudolf could have tried to discover
to help him compare the two. This is because tilseytiie next thought experiment to show the

same result without the presence of introspecthies.
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The other thought experiment that is meant to stiatintrospective knowledge of
comparative content is incompatible with extermalis a variation of the Twin Earth experiment
similar to Boghossian’s slow switching version loé experiment where our subject, Susan, is
shuttled back and forth between Earth and TwinHarthout her knowledge. Each time a
switch is made her concepts are replaced by theepi® of the social population on that planet
once she is there long enough. Susan believesltbatas never left Earth and her concept of
‘water’ is the same as all other people on Eantih umbeknownst to her at some points in her life
when she believed she expressed a thought aboett Mvatas actually about twater. If we were
to ask Susan while she is on Earth, and her Earthapts have replaced her Twin Earth
concepts, when she says the sentence right nowrwsaa liquid’, is she expressing the same
thought as she did a year ago when she said the esaet sentence? Since Susan has never
been aware of the fact that she had been on aey pldnet than Earth she will answer yes.
However, if she was in fact on Twin Earth last y@aen she uttered the sentence she would be
wrong because her ‘water’ concept would have bé#grent. Furthermore, the information that
would allow her to answer correctly is only aval&alm the external environment through
empirical investigation. Therefore, Falvey and Osveanclude that if externalism is true then

(2) must be false.

Though, Falvey and Owens do not believe this ptessenew problem for externalism
because they think that there is reason to betleate(2) would be false whether or not
externalism is true. The reason for this restsatrapother thought experiment. We are asked to
consider two sentences:

0] Nobody doubts that whoever believes that Marypssician believes that Mary

is a physician.
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(i) Nobody doubts that whoever believes that Marypsgsician believes that Mary
is a doctor.

We are then presented with philosophers Bensondvaté Alonzo Church who have differing
views of these two sentences. When Benson Matesiioth sentences he believes he is
expressing difference thoughts but when Alonzo Chutters both sentences he believes that he
is expressing the same thought. Each philosoplaeratands that each sentence expresses a
thought through the English language and they atle &ware of the meanings of all the terms
involved within the English language. One of themstbe wrong but according to Falvey and
Owens, the mistake made on either side is notiteebe a result of introspective failure.
(Falvey and Owens 113) The true message of thiggtitcexperiment revolves around our ability
to make a judgment about which philosopher is righhis disagreement. We are in the same
position as both Mates and Church in that we fuligerstand the content of both (i) and (ii) as
well as the meanings of all the terms involvedchia English language. We believe that the terms
‘physician’ and ‘doctor’ are synonyms so both @gdgii) should express the same thing.
However, through introspection alone it is extregmaeilikely that we can find enough evidence
to make any kind of judgment on the matter. Evemefbelieve that the thoughts expressed by
both (i) and (ii) have the same content, how ddn@w we are not mistaken in this belief if we
don’t do any empirical investigation into the preetof the English language and how it is
commonly used today by those who practice it? Fav@aknow at some point in time since we
learned that ‘doctor’ and ‘physician’ are synonysmneone could have developed an argument
as to why the terms shouldn’t be synonymous andesstully changed how they are defined in

the English language. “Even if one knows what @hinking at a given time, and knows what
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one is thinking at a later time, it may be necessaknow something about one’s environment

in order to know whether these two thought contamesidentical.” (Falvey and Owens 113)

While | agree with Falvey and Owens that due kéh&l previous thought experiments
introspective knowledge of comparative content dseesn to be incompatible with externalism,
| find it hard to see how the last thought expenirie supposed to show how (2) is false
independent of externalism when externalism waarlglénot taken out of the picture. The
problem was only generated by the idea that MatdsChurch both believe that the thought
expressed by the sentences is the same thougleserprby the sentences in English. They
cannot both be right because the definition of ysmian in English cannot both include and not
include doctors. This means the information whiahades who was wrong can only be found
through assessing the current state of the Eniglisjuage and how each term is defined within
it. Nowhere in this paper did | read that Falvey &wens were restricting the social
environment from the kinds of external environm@enivhich externalism applies and the
linguistic practices of those who speak a commaguage definitely falls under one’s social
environment. Furthermore, they state that, “whilecmof this information is logico-
philosophical in character, it is not plausiblettih@an be acquired independently of a serious

empirical investigation into linguistic practic§Falvey and Owens 113)

So far the idea of empirical investigation has béenquintessential process which
describes the hold that externalism has on thesgiawsed in our mental states. The reason we
are not supposed to be able to have direct, atdhtioa knowledge of our own thoughts,
according to Incompatibilists, is because extesnalentails that some aspects of our mental
states were determined by the environment andftrerenly knowable after sufficient

empirical investigation. If, in this thought expaent, the relevant knowledge which would
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answer whether it was Mates or Church who was woamgonly be found through some
empirical investigation it is extremely implausiltkat externalism does not play any role in the
experiment. Yes this is a different perspectiveerternalism than we have commonly been
looking at because it is not the physical environtetermining the content of the thoughts
expressed by the sentences in English but rateerdtieboration of humans over many years.
However, the external environment for any individaiao includes the other living beings in
their environment because to that individual thly difference between the living beings and
inanimate objects in the environment is that thied beings have a conscious mind directing
their behavior. Therefore, the only difference bedw the social environment and the rest of the
external environment is the fact that the sociairenment is molded by conscious minds. Just
as natural kind objects in the environment deteentie content of their respective natural kind
concepts, whatever the content is of a thoughtessgad by a sentence will have been determined
by how the terms involved have been commonly ddfimethose who speak the English
language. So | conclude that unless Falvey and ©Wwawve a good argument for why
externalism does not apply to the social envirortrtieen this last thought experiment does not

prove that (2) is false independent of externalism.

The problem discussed in the last two paragrapsigmficant because if | am correct, it
is possible that introspective knowledge of comipagacontent isn’t false independent of
externalism which turns the tables by pointingxtteenalism as the plausible location of the
problem instead. However, when it comes to the @iibitity of externalism and privileged
access the entire discussion of introspective kadge of comparative content is irrelevant
because if we can show the introspective knowledgentent is compatible with externalism

then the desired progress we wanted for compayibiieories is reached. Falvey and Owens
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consider two separate arguments for why introspedéthowledge of content is compatible with
externalism. Unfortunately the first argument thisg as a response to content-skeptics utilizes
their conclusion that we necessarily lack introspednowledge of comparative content in their
reasoning so anyone who agrees with me that titegatiactually prove this will find the
argument unsatisfactory. Lucky for us they alsecatfhat first argument as being insufficient
since the manner in which the content-skeptic @w#se argument can make the lack of
introspective knowledge of comparative contentéwant to the situation at hand. They then

follow up their rejection with a response that m&leniable when upholding their premises.

In order to begin their discussion on why extesmaldoes not entail a rejection of
introspective knowledge of content, Falvey and Osvéecide to start from scratch. Is
externalism incompatible with the idea that we kaow our own mental states directly and
authoritatively when we are assuming that we Iaekability to compare the content of our
mental states through introspection? Given the@xig of the issue at hand it would appear that
the answer to this question is yes. (Falvey andr@@viid 3) This answer is often due to the
reasoning of the conclusion of thought experimsitslar to Putnam’s Twin Earth. Essentially,
they all boil down to the idea that if someone werbe said to have knowledge of the content of
one of their occurring mental states using a aetancept then they must be able to know that
the concept utilized is that particular concepbeathan some similar alternative concept. Since
it is very simple to design thought experiments sghbe information needed to distinguish
between the potential concepts is necessarily ulaée, introspection alone cannot accomplish
this feat and therefore we do not have introspedtivowledge of content which is both direct

and authoritative.
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The usual compatibilist response to this argumgrihbse who have not yet read Paul
Boghossian is to present the Relevant Alternatargament. Falvey and Owens present this
argument for two reasons: they are starting frorateh so it is useful for the reader to see the
path that the debate has taken over the years dmat importantly a form of this argument
becomes a crucial point in their reasoning for wi@ycan have introspective knowledge of
content with externalism. The Relevant Alternatisegument proceeds by claiming that even
though one must be able to rule out certain altera&ypotheses in order to have knowledge, it
is not the case that one must rule out every atemm hypothesis that is logically possible.
(Falvey and Owens 114) It is when the conditiorad tletermine what counts as knowledge are
so strict that they require that everything lodic@lossible must be accounted for that it is
possible for Socrates’ paradox, “The only thinghbw is that | know nothing”, to actually carry
some real truth. For any given situation the sébgically possible alternative hypotheses is
virtually infinite because it is only limited by whthe mind can imagine which doesn’t
necessarily contradict itself. This set includdsraltive situations where the universe is
governed by different physical laws or even cone@ptspace and time that are different from
whatever the nature of space and time are in duahaniverse. If the conditions for knowledge
really were as strict as this then the incompasibrhaking the argument would be right that we
don’t have knowledge but their judgment could raristitute knowledge either since they also
cannot rule out every logically possible alternatiYou may say that | don’t know that my
occurring thought is about water because | camet out that it wasn’t about twater. However, if
we are considering all logically possible altermatinypotheses then you can’t rule out the
possibility that | do know it wasn’t about twatexdause perhaps | am an alien or some

superhuman with much more evolved mental capacitieshas the equivalent of what people
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call 20/20 vision in regards to introspection atsbdave the ability to have introspective
knowledge of comparative content when no other liuoae. The simple fact is that when we do
not restrict the conditions for knowledge to ontgaunt for relevant alternatives everybody
loses because knowledge is virtually impossibldHose whose mental capacities are limited by

the current stage in the evolution of the humandmin

Falvey and Owens make this point through first plasing a novel thought experiment
and comparing it to Twin Earth. Suppose we imagimean name Tom who is driving through
rural country roads where there are many barng tepbtted along the way. Tom has great
eyesight, knows the correct use of the word ‘baandy the weather conditions are perfect for
making visual judgments. So when Tom sees a batjualges it to be a barn one would be
hard-pressed to claim that Tom does not know ti&bbject he is viewing is a barn. However,
what if we were to learn that the area Tom is davihrough is full of structures which are not
barns but were made to look like barns and thdillfilieir purpose extremely well? In this case
we would actually want to claim that Tom does nwbd\W the object he is looking at is a barn
because the possibility that it is a barn facsimiteild undermine the knowledge. If Tom were
an expert in detecting barn facsimiles that wowdhbother story but since Tom is an average
person and barn facsimiles are meant to trick Weeage person into thinking it is a barn it is

likely that Tom cannot rule out the alternativettias a facsimile.

This thought experiment seems counterintuitive beedheir immediate goal is to show
that irrelevant alternatives should be disregaidstéad of showing an instance where an
alternative that previously didn’t enter into ouinas becomes relevant. The reason is that they
wanted to highlight the difference between whatnd isn’t relevant. The idea of twater that

comes with Twin Earth has much less relevance adtamative to water than the idea of barn
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facsimiles because the postulation of someone ngidi construct an object with the purpose of
tricking people into thinking it is something eisamuch easier to digest than the postulation of
an exact duplicate of Earth where the only diffeeeis the chemical makeup of the liquid
labeled ‘water’. According to Falvey and Owens,sheuld require that Susan be able to
distinguish water from turpentine and gin but twateould not be necessary since in the actual

world it is nothing but fiction. (Falvey and Owehs5)

While the original Relevant Alternatives argumermirked for awhile because it kept the
infinite realm of logical possibility out of thegtiussion, the flexibility in the design of thought
experiments brought the problem back with a vengeaBince the creator of a thought
experiment specifics all the premises, assumptiemg,conditions of the experiment it is not
very hard to design an experiment where certaiitébgossibilities can become relevant when
they previously were not. If we considered the igr®f Twin Earth developed by Paul
Boghossian where Susan is shuttled back and fettkden planets without her knowledge then
twater does become relevant because by stipulati®an actual liquid she encounters from
time to time instead of being just fiction. Accardito Falvey and Owens, Boghossian would
claim that Susan doesn’t know whether her thougabout water or twater once twater is made
into a relevant alternative. To illustrate they\pde a quote of Boghossian that he makes when
he discusses a thought experiment similar to thieking version of Twin Earth above where
we are considering two possible realities that @lkee on Earth where the only difference is
how the conditiorarthritis is defined. He calls the concept with the incardedinition

tharthritis. Boghossian states that,

“[the subject] has to be able to exclude the pdgyilthat his thought involved the

concepfarthritis rather than the concetiarthritis, before he can be said to know what
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his thought is. But this means that he hadetson his way to a conclusion about his
thought; and reason to it, moreover, from evideatwaut his external environment which,
by assumption, he does not possess. How, therhecknow his thought at all? — much

less know it directly?” (Falvey and Owens 115)

These conditions for knowledge are hard to ovemaspecially in the face of any
logical possibility being relevant. Although as ¢pas it can be stipulated in a thought
experiment in the correct way, Falvey and Owenshatevery concerned because the nature of
second-order mental states provides a route ofaegtithat helps sidestep the inclusion of
implausible alternatives which are only relevamotiyh specific stipulations in a thought

experiment.

Falvey and Owens start by stating thatis‘a relevant alternative fif g is
incompatible withp, and the possibility thaf obtains is relevant in the context.” (Falvey and
Owens 116) According to them, while Boghossian ditesake this claim directly they believe

he is holding onto a Relevant Alternatives prineiftke the one that follows:
(RA) If (i) gis arelevant alternative {m and

(i) S’s belief thap is based on evidence that is compatible withéisdpthe case
thatq, then

S does not know that

Falvey and Owens believe that this not only apptab& a good principle in which to base our
conditions for knowledge but it seems to be thagiple we use on a day to day basis. However,
they believe that the motivation behind the priteigquires a closer look. Revisiting the

thought experiment with Tom, Falvey and Owens thivd it is not really the lack of evidence
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that the object in front of him is not a barn fae$e which causes us to think that Tom’s belief
that the object is a barn doesn’t constitute kndg#e Instead it is the idea that if Tom was in the
counterfactual situation where the object in frohhim actually was a barn facsimile, Tom
would still believe it was a barn nonetheless. Téagls them to the postulation of a different
Relevant Alternatives principle which they beliegenore in line with our intuitions pertaining

to what relevant alternatives must be ruled oubteefve can have knowledge. It is as follows:

(RA*) If (i) qis arelevant alternative pm and

(i) S’s justification for his belief that is such that, if| were true, then S would still
believe thap, then

S does not know that (Falvey and Owens, 116)

Although they never state it explicitly, | beliesae of the reasons Falvey and Owens think this
principle captures the intuitions behind the caodg for knowledge in these types of situations
is because it is impossible to tell whether S wddde the same evidence when their belief is
correct as they would when their belief is not. &/glence for their belief may be compatible
with a relevant alternative but there is no wakmdwing if the evidence would have been the
same if the alternative situation had obtainedh®&es in the alternative situation, S would not
have had the belief they did in the actual situabecause they wouldn’t have had the same

evidence to justify it so in turn the belief wouldt have been developed.

This brings us to Falvey and Owens’ next poineyrblaim that the nature of the
evidence used to justify beliefs will often be hatele indicator of how prone their belief is to
error. When the evidence for a belief is percepituaill follow that (ii) in (RA) entails (ii) in

(RAY¥). (Falvey and Owens 117) Tom’s belief thatréhes a barn in front of him rests solely on
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his visual perceptions of the object. Since his@gperceptions of the object would be the same
if instead it were a barn facsimile then the evidewould be the same across situations which
satisfies (ii) in both principles. Whenever evidemns perceptual, for it to be compatible with
another situation obtaining strictly means thatim alternate situation the perception will
provide evidence which offers the same degreestification towards the same conclusion as in
the actual situation. Since one would expect atlsanall differences in the perceptual
experience of different objects even when oneafied to be identical to the other, the same

exact perception is not necessary as long astitiggsthe same conclusion to the same degree.

Though when we consider cases where the belredtisbout our perceptions but rather
our own mental states, (ii) in (RA) does not enfi@ilin (RA*). Falvey and Owens think that this
conclusion can even be illustrated using the TvartiEswitching experiment. Nothing in
Susan’s evidence that her thought was about waterute out the possibility that she was
instead on Twin Earth thinking about twater. Acaogdto Falvey and Owens, “such a situation
would be evidentially indistinguishable from hetuwsd situation.” (Falvey and Owens 117)
However, that does not mean that if Susan werevan Earth with a thought about twater that
she would believe she was on Earth and her thaugstabout water. Falvey and Owens claim
that Susan would not have the latter belief becammrding to externalism, the content of
second-order beliefs are determined by the enviesrtithe same way first-order beliefs are. Let
it be said that this goes for all second-order @lestates in general; Falvey and Owens must
have just decided to use ‘belief’ because it is Imeasier to follow the discussion when you are
only mentioning a specific kind of mental staténeatthan all of them in general. When Susan is
on Twin Earth it is not possible for her to havieedief about water because she doesn't have the

Earthian water concept when on Twin Earth. Thisiargnt depends greatly on their assumption
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that in thought experiments where we switch soméao& and forth between different
environments, concepts that are supposed to camddp another in the alternate environment
but have slight differences will replace each ottrere the person has remained in the
environment long enough. Surprisingly enough, dsisumption is not very controversial among
philosophers in the field despite the plausibleralitive that instead of replacing each other we
just acquire a new concept once we stay in theremwient long enough which has the same

label as a concept we already possessed. We twithreo this at the end of the chapter.

Falvey and Owens believe that this is enough tovdihhat someone can hold externalism
to be true and endorse (RA*) without having to @td¢ke argument that we do not have
introspective knowledge of content. As long asdheironment determines the content of our
second-order mental states the same way it doefgrstorder states, it is not possible for the
content of my second-order state to include corsciiatt differ from the concepts in the first
order state. Furthermore, as long as the contesmiyptecond-order mental states is derived from
the content of the first-order mental state to Whigertains then it is not possible for the
second-order state to be wrong. Even when Susamder the impression she is on Earth when
she is actually on Twin Earth, Susan would stilbbée to know the content of her thoughts
according to (RA*) since (ii) isn't satisfied anuus neither water or twater are relevant
alternatives to each other because it is not ples&b Susan to be in possession of both concepts

at the same time.

While we might hesitate to call this informationdwledge since it is based on the
assumption that the water and twater conceptsaeg@ach other, it certainly would be justified
enough to be knowledge in terms of correctness.cbhé&ent of the second-order state will be the

same content of the first-order state and, untassai case of self-deception, the second-order
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state will use the content to accurately deschiledfitst-order state. Whether or not Susan is on
Earth or Twin Earth, her second-order belief ‘thla¢ is thinking water is a liquid’ will take the
content of ‘water is a liquid’ from her first-orddrought. Even though which planet she is on
will matter towards what the content of ‘water iBcuid’ actually is, her lack of knowledge
concerning which planet she is on does not mak#exehce to what the content of the second-
order belief will be. The content of the secondesridelief will always be the content of the
corresponding first-order mental state and thearttraf the first-order state will always be
dictated by the concepts utilized in that stateilgvine set of available concepts and their
possible content is determined by the environmeninhabit, the accuracy of our second-order
mental states is left untouched because the omliienbthat can be derived from the first-order

state is what is already in the state and nothisg e

Falvey and Owens believe that the fact that theéerdrof second-order mental states is
determined by the environment provides an argumagainst those of Anthony Brueckner’s
content-skeptics. When | claim that | know someewv& dripping from a faucet, the content-
skeptic will respond by claiming that | believe esis dripping but | do not know water is
dripping because by closure principles knowing thatild entail that | know | am not a brain in
a vat and essentially everything that would coma eesult of the physical reality being real. The
closure principle being referred to is the prineighat knowledge is closed under known
entailment which dictates that if an individual kvthatp and thap entailsg], then they know
thatg. (Falvey and Owens 119) The content-skeptic cangad to claim that we don’t know the
contents of our thoughts for similar reasons.d€tually had knowledge that | am thinking water
is dripping then by closure | would also have knedge that | am not thinking twater is

dripping. According to Brueckner, if | were on Twharth without knowing it then things would
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seem exactly as they do now on Earth so | can’nkitat | am not thinking twater is dripping.

(Falvey and Owens 119)

This is where Falvey and Owens use their conclugianwe do not have introspective
knowledge of comparative content. Without such kieolge it is possible for someone to know
that they think water is dripping without in turls@ knowing that they are not thinking that
twater is dripping. The reason is that in casesreviae don’t have the relevant knowledge to
compare a water thought to a twater thought treer@iway for us to have the knowledge that it
is a water thought which would result in the knawge that it is not a twater thought. The
closure principle is not satisfied because we taekknowledge that entailsg. (Falvey and
Owens 120) However, Falvey and Owens concedefttia content-skeptic were to phrase their

argument differently the closure principle wouldlonger makes a difference.

The skeptic could grant us the belief that we lmgking that water is dripping but then
ask us to imagine a possible world where our enwirent contained a liquid that resembled
water in every perceivable way except that it isvater. | assume that the environment doesn’t
also contain water because Falvey and Owens atlduh#hought in such a situation would not
be about water due to externalism. Since watetaater concepts are different which entails
that thoughts involving each are different theworder to know that a thought is a water thought
rather than a twater thought we must at least kifiavit is not a twater thought.(Falvey and
Owens 120) It would seem that with the inclusiopao$sible worlds the lack of introspective
knowledge of comparative content does not savedhgatibilist because imagining a possible
world allows us to entertain the idea of a condlkat isn’t in our actual environment. The
justification for this reasoning is based in thedadhat | cannot know | am not a brain in a vat

because if | were a brain in a vat everything wdakkm” exactly the same as it does right now.
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Specifically | would believe that | was not a braira vat when in such a situation | would be.

(Falvey and Owens 121)

There is a problem with skeptical arguments that these routes. When it comes to
counter-factual situations about our perceptionsusrqualitative mental states we can
confidently claim that we would have the same petioas in the counter-factual situation that
we did in the actual one. However, when we areusising the content of our mental states there
is no way to make a claim that the content of thetates, our beliefs in this particular situation,
would be the same in the counter-factual situadi®ithey are in the actual one. This is precisely
due to the fact that the content of our second+amental states are determined by the
environment in the same way that our first-ordentakstates are. (Falvey and Owens 122) If
we are asked to imagine what the content of ouetselvould be in a situation where our
environment is different, the content of our baliefould change along with the environment
since it is what determines the content of thodiefise Even if qualitatively everything “seemed”
the same in the counterfactual situation ther@iw/ay you can maintain externalism and expect
the content of some mental states to be consiateile changing the environment. We know the
content of our second-order mental states becadsmalism guarantees that the content of our
first-order mental states could not be anythingothan what it actually is and that content is
directly transferred to our second-order mentakstd' Just as | cannot think that water is wet
unless my environment satisfies certain featur@$ cannot think that | am thinking that water is

wet unless my environment satisfies the same festu{Falvey and Owens 123)

While Falvey and Owens did not allow for us to hanteospective knowledge of
comparative content for our mental states, theypdidide an argument which allows for us to

have introspective knowledge of content while maimihg externalism at the same time. This is
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a tremendous tool for compatibilists to respondadotent-skeptics but in the end all they really
did was sidestep the issue. Showing how the toaditiskeptical arguments can’t actually get off
the ground does not truly answer the question af yxau can know your water thought without
knowing that it isn’'t a twater thought. Just beeatere is no way for certain mental states to
remain the same in a counterfactual situation isiit an actual one does not change the fact that
to know that a given mental state has a certaintityeyou must know it does not have a certain
alternative identity. Essentially this all boilsvdo to the issue of whether a pair of concepts with
the same label would replace each other when emvieats are changed or if the pair could
coexist regardless of the current environmentttiaindividual is inhabiting. When the concepts
must replace each other then Falvey and Owensoarect that the traditional skeptical
argument can’t get off the ground but if the conseuld coexist then is it possible for the
content of mental states using one of those coadeptmain consistent with a relevant change
in the environment. Susan could have a thoughttalvater on Twin Earth and vice versa.
Though, at the same time consistency in the mstdaé is not a guarantee in such a situation
because it could have been the environment thdeeMthe idea. In such a case the change in
environment in the counterfactual situation wolidrmge the content of the state. Either way it is
solely because of the assumption that the conoeypss replace each other that their arguments
have any real traction. If it turns out that th@oepts do replace each other than Falvey and
Owens have done a superb job for the progresseafdmpatibilist cause but until the alternate
option has been ruled out the fact that their raspdo content-skeptics only sidesteps the issue
cannot be ignored. Until Falvey and Owens can dgtaaswer the question of how you can
know your thought has one identity without beingeab know it does not have some alternative

identity, their compatibilist theory must be takeith a grain of salt. To borrow a moral from the
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authors themselves, any philosophy of mind thaheaaccount for this must be mistaken, or at

least has a lot of holes in it.

In his bookThe World Without, The Mind Within, Andre Gallois also presents a solution
for Boghossian’s argument which is similar to Fglaed Owens solution of distinguishing
between introspective knowledge of content anagpective knowledge of comparative

content. Boghossian believes that he has establisiweclaims:

(a) An individual in the switching situation does neidkv which of these beliefs she has:
the water belief or the twater belief.
(b) An Individual in the switching situation does notokv that she believes water is

tasteless. (Gallois 179)

Boghossian spends the majority of his paper justifya) and then argues that (b) follows
directly from (a). While Gallois does not make atgim as to whether Boghossian actually

established (a), he does wish to refute the idaa() necessarily follows from (a).

Let’'s grant Boghossian the claim that it doesse®m plausible to think that an
individual in the switching situation would know ether their thought was about water or
twater. Gallois does not contend with the noticat gomeone in the switching situation can only
know that they believe water is tasteless if thegw which belief is expressed when they use
the proposition ‘Water is tasteless’. However, lguas that even when we grant Boghossian
those claims it does not have to follow that (kKyi. To justify this claim Gallois presents a
simple thought experiment where we are asked tgimeahat we are looking at a table. We are
then asked if we know which object is in front af &ccording to Gallois, this question is

unanswerable unless the relevant contrast is $pec{fGallois 181) By relevant contrast he
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means which set of objects to which we are supptwzsbd comparing the object in front of us.

For instance, | know that the object in front of im@ table rather than a chair but | may not
know that the object is a table from this room eatthan a table from the other room. When we
use the idea of relevant contrast in the switckitgation, the individual may not know that their
belief ‘Water is tasteless’ is a water belief ratthen a twater belief but they do know that their
belief expresses the idea that water is tastetg¢hsmrthan expressing the idea that grass is purple

(Gallois 181)

Gallois believes that the second of these costiastvhat is relevant when it
comes to having knowledge of the content of ouugfibs. The reason for his belief is that it is
obvious that someone in the switching situation wWbes not know whether they are having the
thought that water is tasteless as opposed tdthght that grass is purple cannot be said to
know the content of their thought. However, whatas as obvious is the idea that someone
having the belief that ‘Water is tasteless’, buesiot know whether it is about water or twater,
does not know that they believe water is tastelesge upon the occurrence of our thought
‘water is tasteless’ we seem to be able know thatthat thought opposed to the thought ‘grass
is purple’ then we appear to be able know the edrdeour thoughts. Our lack of the ability to
know that we are not in a Twin Earth switching aiton may not allow us to know whether our
thought uses a water concept instead of a twaterega but this should not take away from the
fact that there are a innumerable amount of cosdépt we do know are not present in the

thought.

We will look at a different argument of Gallois’$eh pertains to McKinsey’s argument
in Chapter VIII. The reason his argument againgt®ssian is included in this chapter is

because it is very similar to Falvey and Owensggiarent so the best way to notice the slight
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differences is to put them next to each other. Bojuments draw on the idea that just because
we cannot know that our thought uses a given cdmediper than some relevant alternative
concept it doesn’t mean that we cannot know theéerdrof the thought. Falvey and Owens
argued that we cannot have a priori knowledgedhathought uses a particular concept rather
than some other concept but we can have a priowledge of the content of our thought.
Gallois, on the other hand, argues that we can agreri knowledge that our thought uses a
particular concept rather than the set of irreléwdternative concepts. While the only difference
seems to be that Gallois allows for some introspe&nowledge of comparative content where
Falvey and Owens do not allow for any, the implmad of this small difference are much

bigger.

Gallois’s argument is prone to some objections Eaey and Owens’ argument is not
because it must account for how we can differemti@tween concepts that are not relevant
alternatives to each other but we cannot diffeed@tbetween concepts that are relevant
alternatives to each other. The only instances &hean imagine that such a claim would make
sense are those where the information that disshgs a given concept from a relevant
alternative is restricted from the individual inegtion. The Twin Earth thought experiment is
one such instance. Actual examples of this ocogiaine very rare if there even have been any.
Such an example would consist of two distinct digjec events where all observable properties
are the same and what differentiates them is irdétion that is either completely inaccessible or
only inaccessible at a particular time period wheedack the technological or biological ability
to make the necessary observation. Since mostaswdest have properties that we have been able
to observe throughout our history then it is hardriagine such cases. However, one could

imagine that prior to developments in metalworkingny people could not observe differences
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between some types of metals. In such a case arperay not be able to differentiate a thought
about aluminum from a thought about nickel becatgbat point in time they are relevant
alternatives to each other but the person maybsifible to differentiate their thought about

aluminum from a thought about oxygen.

In contrast, Gallois’s argument does a better jodiddressing how it is possible for us to
have a priori knowledge of the content of our tHatsgsince we can at least partially know the
identity of our concepts used in our thoughts. dlvey and Owens’ argument we could not
know that our thought ‘water is wet’ is not the tight ‘grass is purple’ which seems rather
ridiculous. In reality when we have the thoughtterds wet’ we may not be able to completely
rule out that we are not in a Twin Earth switchgityiation so we cannot know that the thought is
not actually about twater but we do seem to be @bkmow that the content of the thought is

completely different from the content of the thougnass is purple’.

Gallois’s argument also does not require that a&meatd twater concept must replace
each other in the Twin Earth switching situatiogdaese in Gallois’s argument our ability to
know the content of our thoughts does not revoheeiiad the idea that the content of our
thoughts would change with the appropriate changrir environment. It is consistent with
Gallois’s argument that we could have both a watet a twater concept at the same time no
matter which environment we are currently inhalgitiBurthermore, there is reason to believe
that the concepts should not replace each othés ingagine a development on the Twin Earth
switching scenario where on both Earth and TwirtiERumans have developed the ability to
determine the chemical makeup of the substancgdtita refer to as ‘water’. Now when Susan
is transported back and forth between both wolthdslearns that each water substance has a

different chemical makeup. In such a case it saamikely that Susan would lose her water
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concept on Twin Earth due to it being replaced byater concept. What seems more likely
would be that Susan would keep both concepts wheitesrns that they are actually distinct
substances. Wooly Mammoths no longer exist in auirenment and yet we still have a concept
that refers to them. So why would both concepttacspeach other when Susan is unaware of
each substance’s chemical makeup? Prior to thisldement it seemed like externalism
determined that both concepts replace each otlafferent environments since Susan uses the
same label for both and in a twater environmeniaéity to have a thought using a concept
with the label ‘water’ has a necessary relatiothtotwater that exists in her environment. After
this development it appears like Susan’s own msnghat determines her concepts are sorted
and labeled since the only change in her environitinerh caused the distinction between her
water and twater concepts had nothing to do wighréfierents of the concepts but instead with
our observational abilities. A change in our oba&onal abilities is not enough to go from it
being necessarily the case that two concepts regach other to their potential coexistence.
Rather it is more likely that both water and twatere the referents of Susan’s water concept

and once the discovery of their difference was nthdene concept was split into two.

The fact that Gallois’s argument against Boghossaonsistent with the coexistence of
water and twater concepts no matter which envirgrirae individual currently inhabits makes
the argument much more resilient than the argumielRalvey and Owens. However, we will see
in Chapter VIII that this argument of Gallois’sgart of an overall theory about the compatibility
of content externalism and privileged access whehflaws despite its strength against
objections. The main flaw being that in the the®gkims that we cannot know the epistemic
status of our concepts as a natural kind or a getsast concept it diminishes parts of privileged

access which cannot be diminished without chantfiegorinciple altogether. If we recall from
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the first chapter, true compatibilist solutions trkeep both content externalism and privileged

access consistent with the intuitions that lechtartdevelopment in the first place.
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Chapter VII

In her paper “Externalism and A Priori Knowleddele World: Why Privileged Access
is Not the Issue”, Maria Lasonen-Aarnio attemptage the Incompatibilist's own argument
against them by showing that the assumptions tliat e made in order to validate such
arguments entail that the premise which corresptmtise principle of Privileged Access plays
an unnecessary role in the argument itself. Ifislwdrrect then the ‘Incompatibilist’ argument is
no longer an incompatibility argument but insteast pn argument against content externalism.
She divides her paper into three sections: initseghe provides and explains all the necessary
factors of her argument. In the second sectiorsbba/s how the current Incompatibilist
arguments require assumptions that back their adgsdnto dangerous corners where the only
ways out are to appeal to controversial claimshénthird section, Aarnio explains how these
controversial claims take the Incompatibilists dgvaths that lead to consequences that change
the classification of their position altogethertfis chapter | will provide an overview of her
central argument while explaining the necessarpfa®f her argument. Afterwards we can see
how the argument actually plays out and decide WeWit actually fulfills the purpose for

which it was designed.

Aarnio’s central argument is somewhat simple hetmakes very swift moves around
complicated issues while elaborating on it. Thamfto make everything easier to follow | will
provide an overview of her central argument betbveng into how the argument plays out.
Aarnio starts her first section by explaining Mieh&IcKinsey’s argument from his paper that

we discussed in the second chapter. To reiterat&imMdey argues that content externalism is
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incompatible with privileged access due to the absonclusion present in the following

argument:

(1) Suzy can know a priori that she is thinkingt ha
(2) The proposition that Suzy thinking thelbgically implies the proposition
thaiE.
Therefore,

(3) Suzy can know a priori th&t
The use of logical implication in (2) is a controsial issue that McKinsey believes he
successfully argued for its truth by showing thataphysical entailment leads to a conception of
wide states that Burge, being one of the developiettse terms wide and narrow mental states,
would not agree with. Aarnio also states that some= the argument above is put into terms
where externalism does not have to be a logic#i tout must still be knowable a priori. The
only difference between the two arguments liesreanpse (2) which is instead substituted with
the following premise:

(2*) Suzy can know a priori that if she is thingithatp, thenE.
The key difference between the two versions ofattggiment is that when the second premise is
(2*) the argument involves material implicationtead of logical implication. (Aarnio, 436)
Aarnio refers to both versions of this argumentsKinsey-style Incompatibilist arguments’
since they take the form of the arguments McKinsssd in his papers.

Before moving to Aarnio’s central argument itngpiortant to discuss an aspect of her
argument that is necessary but the reason foedsgsity is not easy to see until the conclusion
of her argument. This aspect is that she will begidemonstratives within the propositions

which require a referent mostly because demongéisire the least controversial of terms to

which content externalism is supposed to applyAasiio states herself, “I take there to be very
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strong support for the claim that demonstrativegfion as singular terms (not quantifiers) that
rigidly designate an object with respect to allgibke worlds, and that if a non-referring
demonstrative term occurs in a sentence, therstérdence fails to express a proposition.”
(Aarnio 435) Essentially, demonstratives are tipetgf terms that it seems extremely
implausible for them to be used without there beingbject they refer to and thus unable to
escape the grasp of content externalism. The aofigrehce this means for us right now is that
the above arguments will now take the followingfior

(THAT1) Suzy can know a priori that she is thinkthet that [Fred] is
poisonous.

(THATZ2) The proposition that Suzy is thinking thlaat [Fred] is poisonous

logically implies the proposition that that [FrezHists.

Therefore,

(THAT3) Suzy can know a priori that that [Fred] &tsi
In turn, the alternate version of the argument ime® substituting the following premise for
(THAT2):

(THAT2*) If Suzy is thinking that that [Fred] is gonous then that [Fred] exists.
(Aarnio, 435-6)

Aarnio’s central argument is that premise (THATLpoth versions of the argument is
unnecessary because the argument being setus &s [foth versions requires two assumptions
for its validity. These assumptions are the validit some closure principles and a priori
knowledge of certain externalist theses. Therdiageclosely related closure principles which
play distinct roles that she utilizes throughowt paper. Although, two of them are key
principles because not only does the validity oKihsey-style arguments depend on the

validity of those two principles but they also l#ahe trail that leads to the necessity of the

second assumption. These two key principles afellasvs:
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Closureunder apriori knowablelogical implication (CAKL)

Necessarily, for any persorand any propositions thptand thai, if x can know a priori

thatp andx can know a priori that the proposition tipdbgically implies the proposition

thatq, thenx can know a priori tha.

Closureunder apriori knowableimplication (CAK)

Necessarily, for any persorand any propositions thptand that, if x can know a priori

thatp and ifx can know a priori that ip thenq, thenx can know a priori tha.

The closure principle (CAKL) is necessary for ttadidity of the McKinsey-style argument

using premise (THAT2) because without the princthlere is no reason to think that Suzy could
know the consequent of the logical implication @y that that [Fred] exists, just because she
knows the antecedent a priori, that Suzy is thigkhat that [Fred] is poisonous. The validity of
the argument depends on a principle which dictiduaisa priori knowledge of the antecedent of a
logical implication leads to the possibility of aqri knowledge of its consequent. For the same
reason, (CAK), or a principle which performs thensarole as the one above but with material
implication instead of logical implication, is nesary for the validity of a McKinsey-style
argument using premise (THAT2%).

However, in both situations above there is alsgtioblem that it seems like both
(THAT2) and (THAT2*) must be knowable a priori fbre arguments to be valid as well. Even
with the closure principles it seems wrong to thim&t Suzy could know that that [Fred] exists a
priori without her knowing a priori that her thoudbgically or materially implies it. The key
here is that both principles involve tkmowability of the existence of that [Fred] rather than
claiming that the existence of that [Fred} will keown as long as the conditions are fulfilled.

The proposition that that [Fred] exists is knowadblariori as long as Suzy’s thought in (THAT1)

is known a priori and the closure principle is dabut the existence of that [Fred] can't be
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actually known a priori until the logical implican and the closure principle are both known a
priori.

Now even though it seems like certain externétisses must be knowable a priori in
order for the McKinsey-style arguments to be vatlnis isn’t necessarily the case. This is the
subject of her second section and it is rathernfsogimt because in her third section Aarnio
provides good reasons for why Incompatibilists $thawt want to make such an assumption.
Aarnio claims that there are two possible routes the Incompatibilist can take to avoid this.
Either they can argue that (THAT2) does not acyuadive to be knowable a priori or it is
knowable a priori but that knowability is conditedron the privileged access premise. (Aarnio
437)

Aarnio argues that both routes rely on two othesuate principles for their validity
whose descriptions | will wait on providing tilléhelaboration of her argument for clarity’s sake.
Aarnio claims that any justification for those mmipples also justifies a ‘weaker’ principle which
essentially states that logical implications aseasially logical truths which have the property
of being logically implied by any proposition. (Aao 439) This would entail that as long as
Suzy can know any proposition a priori, which Aarregards as a very plausible assumption,
Suzy can also know any logical truth a priori asl wearnio then makes a crucial move by
stating that as long as Suzy can know one propasaipriori she is then in a position to know
(THATZ2) a priori since it just describes a logitalth which is logically implied by the
proposition. Furthermore, the logical implication(THATZ2) simply states that if Suzy is
thinking that that [Fred] is poisonous then thae[f} exists which is precisely the same
conditional expressed by (THAT2*). So by tryingawoid making the unconditional

assumptions of certain externalist theses, thenhpaaibilist was led back to a point where it was
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shown that they must at least grant Suzy the chtyati knowing an externalist thesis like
(THAT2) and (THAT2*) a priori.

At first this does not seem like a big problemt, Aarnio points out in her third section
that any justification for a priori knowledge of/RT2) and (THAT2*) also supports a priori
knowledge of two propositions which she labels*asuid (**) which will be described later.
However, as Aarnio argues, when you combine (THAA) (*) with (CAKL) or (THATZ2%*)
and (**) with (CAK) we are able to get to the camsion (THAT3) without the use of the
privileged access premise (THAT1).

Now that her central argument is on the tabléausd be easy to follow how the
argument actually plays out in her description. M/Aarnio does admit that there are arguments
against closure principles which could be a bigkygaint in her argument, she claims that she
only makes use of the principles that an Incomgegilmust appeal for their arguments to be
valid so if there were a significant problem withecor all of the principles the Incompatibilist’s
argument would end up being invalid as well. Soiasyance of closure principles in this paper
should only be questioned in considering their asite to the Incompatibilist argument and not
when it pertains to its independent validity.

In the second section, Aarnio states that thexéveo routes available to the
Incompatibilist to avoid making the devastatinguasptions. The first does not assume a priori
knowledge of (THATZ2) or other externalist theseat fherform the same function while the
second does assume such knowledge but makes itiooaatlon the privileged access premise.
(Aarnio, 437) According to Aarnio, both routes eatvolve one of the following two closure

principles:
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Closureof apriority under logical implication (CA)

Necessarily, for any persorand any propositions thptand thai, if x can know a priori

thatp, and the proposition thatlogically implies the proposition thgt thenx can know

a priori thatq.

Partial closure under logical implication (PLC)

Necessarily, for any persorand any propositions thptand that, if x can know a priori

thatp, and the proposition thatlogically implies the proposition thgt thenx can know

a priori that ifp thenq.

The first route employs (CA) while the second méB (PLC) as well as (CAK). (Aarnio, 438) In
order to show that neither route works out the waylncompatibilist had hoped, Aarnio shows
how an absurd conclusion can be generated usingetteand route and then explains that the
same conclusion can be derived even more directlythe first route.

According to Aarnio, applying (PLC) to (THAT1)-(T&T 3) makes the possibility of a
priori knowledge of (THATZ2*) conditional on the prieged access premise being true. If we
take (THATL1) to be then as long as (THAT1) logically implies (THAT2then by (PLC) Suzy
can know (THATZ2*) a priori. Then through (CAK) aadoriori knowledge of (THAT2*) we can
derive (THATS3). However, Aarnio wants to argue ttie motivations for (PLC) also seem to be
the same motivations for a different principle whallows us to get a priori knowledge of
(THAT2*) without the necessity of a priori knowleelgf (THAT1) as long as Suzy is granted
the possibility of a priori knowledge of at leasteoproposition which does not pertain to her
mental states. This last requirement is necessaqyrbving that the a priori knowledge of
(THATZ2*) is not conditional on the privileged acsgsremise. She never labels the principle she

refers to but we will label it (PLC*) and it can bescribed as follows:

(PLC*) For any propositions thatand that, if the proposition thap logically implies
the proposition thad, then a subjeatan know a priori that i thenq. (Aarnio 438)
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It is easy to see that this principle shares tingesamount of justification as (PLC) since all that
is taken out ix being the subject and the proposition thean know thap a priori. A subject’s
ability to know a priori ‘thap logically implies thaty’ is not diminished by the omission of the a
priori knowledge of ‘thap’ because a priori knowledge of the propositioratihi does not entail
a priori knowledge of everything the propositiogitmally implies. Essentially all (PLC*) states
is that all cases of logical implication have tlusgbility of being known a priori which is also
implied by (PLC). All this revision does is clarifizat the a priori knowledge of the proposition
‘that p’ is not what allows for the possibility of a pridktnowledge of what the proposition
logically implies. Instead it highlights that singddeing a logical implication is what allows for
the possibility of a priori knowledge of the propms ‘that p logically implies thay'.

Aarnio is now able to show how this second roatks to accomplish what the
Incompatibilist had hoped it would. The inclusidn(BLC*) is meant to show that the nature of
logical implication is that of a logical truth. Tlearrent prevailing doctrine concerning logical
truths has it that a logical truth is logically ihgal by any true proposition. (Aarnio 439) So if
we allow Suzy a priori knowledge of at least onegmsition such as 2+2=4, which we will label
r, and we state that the proposition thadgically implies the proposition that then it must be
the case that the proposition thabgically implies that (ifs thenu). (Aarnio 439) Since we
assumed that Suzy can know priori, by (PLC) Suzy can know a priori that then (ifs then
u). Due to this case in particular Aarnio believest {PLC) validates the following principle:

Necessarily, for any subjexiand any propositions thataind thau, if there is any

propositionr such thak can know a priori that, and if the proposition thatlogically

implies the proposition that thenx can know a priori that if then (ifs thenu).

This principle combined with (CAK) gives validatioo the following argument:
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Suzy can know a priori that

Suzy can know a priori thatifthen (ifs thenu).

Therefore,

Suzy can know a priori g thenu. (Aarnio 439)
When we substitute ™ with ‘2+2=4", ‘s’ with ‘Suzy is thinking that that [Fred] is poisouas’,
and U’ with ‘that [Fred] exists’ then we get the conalus ‘Suzy can know a priori that if Suzy
is thinking that that [Fred] is poisonous, thent fif@ed] exists’ which is essentially (THATZ2*).
(Aarnio 440) Aarnio asserts that the same conalusam be derived even easier in the first route
when using (CA). While she never actually elabarate how the first route arrives at the same
conclusion as the second, the most obvious reasamhy the first arrives at the conclusion
more directly is because the proposition that eakrimwn a priori is the same as the antecedent
proposition in the logical implication. The benadditthis is that the a priori knowledge of tipat
alone provides us with the proposition that is eoto logically imply the logical truth of if that
p then thafg which then gives us a priori knowledge of thaince we have the antecedent of
both conditionals.

Aarnio sums up the second section through shothiaigthe Incompatibilist fell back on
(PLC) to avoid the unconditional assumption of iampknowledge of (THAT2) or (THATZ2*) by
making such assumed knowledge conditional on tivdged access premise. However, the
conjunction of (PLC), (CAK), an externalist thesimilar to (THAT2), and the assumption that
any subject in a McKinsey-style Incompatibilist @ngent can have a priori knowledge of at least
one proposition not pertaining to their mentalestaesults in the fact that the subject in question

can have a priori knowledge of an externalist thesnilar to (THAT2*). (Aarnio 440)
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Aarnio’s third section is where she aims to prthat the possibility of a priori
knowledge of an externalist thesis similar to (THXA&)can result in a priori knowledge that
[Fred] exists. This not only presents a problemtifimse who want to advocate that externalist
theses like (THAT2*) can be known a priori becaAsenio argues that such a priori knowledge
allows us to arrive at a priori knowledge that Hrexists independent of the privileged access
premise. This is where Aarnio’s use of demonstestipresents a crucial move in her argument.
The support for externalist theses like (THAT2) &hHAT2*) comes from the object-
dependence of their content. (Aarnio 441) Any inseaof any person thinking such content is a
case where the demonstratthat involved in the content must have an object witickfers to.
While both theses differ in how strong the entailitne between an instance of thinking a
thought about such externalist theses and theemastof the object it refers to, it is still thesea
that both theses do have externalist entailmeAtsn{o 441) Therefore, Aarnio argues, the
following propositions are supported by the samegshsupporting (THAT2) and (THAT2*)
respectively:

™ (THAT?2) logically implies the proposition théthat [Fred] exists.

(**) If (THAT2*), then that [Fred] exists.

According to Aarnio, the problem for Incompatibitiss that there is no possible way to
explain how we could allow someone a priori knowledf (THATZ2) or (THAT2*) but restrict
them from a priori knowledge of (*) or (**). (Aarai441) She claims that any a priori
knowledge of (THATZ2) or (THAT2*) would have to b#aased on being able to recognize, a
priori, that the proposition that that [Fred] iSgmmnous is object-dependent — whether this would
involve recognizing that it is a Russelian propositvith Fred as a constituent, that it has an

object-dependent sense wilfatrrep as a constituent, or something else.” (Aarnio 441)
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Although, the simple ability to know a priori thefroposition is object-dependent also brings
with it the ability to know a priori that any distit proposition which contains the former
proposition will also be object-dependent. SincdAT?2) and (THAT2*) are propositions that
contain an object-dependent proposition within thiéme grant that Suzy can know (THAT?2)
and (*) a priori then the following argument is igahrough the application of (CAKL):

Suzy can know (THAT2) a priori.

Suzy can know a priori that (THATZ2) logically imes the proposition that that [Fred]
exists.

Therefore,
Suzy can know a priori that that [Fred] exists.

In turn, if we grant Suzy a priori knowledge of (AH2*) and (**) then the following argument
is valid through an application of (CAK):

Suzy can know (THAT2*) a priori.

Suzy can know a priori that if (THATZ2*), then tH&red] exists.

Therefore,
Suzy can know a priori that that [Fred] exists.

Aarnio concludes that any rationale which allowzysai priori knowledge of (THAT2) or
(THAT2*) also allows her knowledge of (*) or (**) lnch then allows Suzy to arrive at the same
absurd conclusion of the McKinsey-style Incompéisbarguments without the involvement of
the privileged access premise. Though, she leaeesdpen possibility that it may very well
come to be that the absurd conclusion of the Moi§irergument is only generated when
assuming both content externalism and privilegegss even if the Incompatibilists were not
justified in their use of McKinsey-style Incompalit arguments so far. Aarnio’s argument is
not infallible so it is only right that she adnitthe possibility of error but as she herself state

“this places the ball squarely within the courtloé Incompatibilist.” (Aarnio 442)
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In her conclusion, Aarnio makes it very easy Fa teader to extract the moral of her
paper. Apart from potential controversy surroundimgyuse of closure principles her argument
leaves open four options. Either we reject extésnmgldeny that externalist theses like (THAT2)
or (THAT2*) can be known a priori, argue that sacpriori knowledge is conditional on the
privileged access premise, or accept the factviieatan have some a priori knowledge of the
external world. (Aarnio 443) Aarnio herself thintkst the fourth option is the way to go but
such a controversial claim should be left for arottaper so that the arguments are not tarnished
by its radical nature.

Unless one were to be persuaded that her usesirel principles or claim of the hold
that content externalism has on demonstrativeslghmmurejected, Aarnio’s argument appears
airtight. There is, however, a consequence of tggaraent that is easy to overlook which calls
the classification of her argument as one of coibpi&y into question. This is because a new
incompatibility argument can be extracted from &n argument which deals with a conflict
between the possibility of a priori knowledge ofegxalism and the nature of demonstratives. If
one were capable of having a priori knowledge aitent externalism and the nature of
demonstratives it would be possible for someorteaie a thought using a demonstrative and
immediately know a priori that the referent of themonstrative exists. As Aarnio states in the
beginning of her paper, any instance of a demaigtres one where it acts as a rigid designator
and any case of a sentence where the demonstiraiivéoes not have a referent is one where
the sentence fails to express a proposition. lh sucase, a sentence or thought that fails to
express a proposition will not have any contentthing doesn’t apply to content externalism so
a priori knowledge of content externalism doesapyly. However, in cases where there is

content and content externalism does apply, aigamwledge of content externalism and the
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nature of demonstratives does leave open the playsith a priori knowledge of contingent facts
about our environment. This possibility alone prés@n apparent incompatibility.

One way around this rejection is to adopt the commethod used when the topic is
natural kinds and claim that we are not able tonkkadiriori if the demonstrative used in our
thought refers to anything existing in the envir@mtnor not. While this is a good solution it
overlooks the fact that taking this route seveesrtbcessary tie between content externalism and
demonstratives which is one of the least contraakos$ the few remaining types of terms to
which content externalism is supposed to apply.l®Mhremains true that referring
demonstratives are still inescapably tied to canegternalism, the possibility of non-referring
demonstratives would create enough doubt that worddent us from being able to know
whether a particular instance of a demonstrativefesrring or not. This is not a problem for the
conclusion of Aarnio’s argument because it allowrstiie compatibility of privileged access and
content externalism since the absurd conclusiomdabfinsey-style instance arguments can
never be actualized without knowing whether the olestratives used in them refer or not.

On the other hand, without the knowledge of whetéhgiven demonstrative refers or not
Aarnio cannot make her central argument altogethesas the fact that we could know a priori
that content externalism applies to a given denmatigé that allowed Aarnio to create the
incompatibility independent of privileged accesstiut this part of her argument she did not
create a reason for why the incompatibilist woubtlwant to make the assumptions described in
the second sections because the assumptions rer lleagl to an incompatibility independent of
privileged access. So without the ability to knowreri whether a given demonstrative refers or
not, the most Aarnio’s argument can do is backnaompatibilist into a corner and force them to

make some controversial assumptions. The probléhatshose assumptions do not have
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implications that overthrow the whole incompatiyilargument anymore and the incompatibilist
can just sit back in the corner they were backeauntil Aarnio makes the next move. The ball
is not squarely in the incompatibilist’'s corner arore.

Even though Aarnio’s theory has some serious itapbns, it should not be seen as a
completely useless endeavor. Her method of tryongreéate incompatibility without privileged
access was an original idea that had not beenupadhtil this point. In the end it may not have
gotten the job done but it does not suffer from tatg different than any of the other
compatibilist arguments which had been advances fwiher argument. The only theory which
will not fail will be the one which solves the pieln altogether such a solution is not likely to

be found without the stepping stones like Aarneygument being put in place first.
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Chapter VIII

Like Aarnio, Andre Gallois also presents an obgattargeted at Michael McKinsey’s
Incompatibilist argument. Although, unlike Aarnidwavphrases the McKinsey argument in
terms of the Twin Earth thought experiment, Galfmiss it in terms of modality. While there are
many more premises in the modal form of the argumbare are not as many assumptions left
unstated like there are in the version presentefldmgio. The modal form of the McKinsey

argument is as follows:

(1) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that x thinks that x livesanwatery world)

(2) ETC

(3) ETC-> ¢ (3x) (X knows a priori that ETC)

(4) 0 (3x) (x knows a priori that ETC)

(5) ETC-> O (x) (x thinks x lives in a watery worlé> x lives in a watery world)
(6) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that (5))

(7) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori thati (y) (y thinks that y lives in a watery worté y lives
in a watery world))

(8) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that x lives in a watery world

Gallois labels this as the McKinsey* argument beeaitiis different from the argument
McKinsey developed in that it does not make anymaggion as to whether ETC involves
conceptual implication or metaphysical entailmé@llois 158-159) If it wasn’t clear already,
ETC is an acronym which represents the theory ofestd externalism. Since the McKinsey*
argument does not make any controversial assumgtidhat topic it is more resilient to

objections. The proposition (8) is equivalent te tiregation of the third proposition of
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McKinsey'’s triad which is in agreement with the clusion commonly seen as absurd. Premise
(2) is just the assumption that content externalstrue which is required for this to be an
argument about the compatibility of content extésmawith privileged access. Premise (5)
simply describes the hold that content externahssiover our concepts which were obtained
from our external environment. While there is maohtroversy surrounding the topic of which
concepts are and are not affected by content eatiemm, the one fact that is not up for debate is
that if a concept were acquired from interactinthvei certain object in the external environment
then the individual who possesses the concept lmesh an environment containing at least
one object to which that concept refers. Howeuas, one thing to assume ETC is true but it is a
completely different thing to assume that it is waable a priori which is what premise (3) claims
possible. Many would argue that because ETC icagssary truth it should be possible to come
to know it a priori. Others like Saul Kripke woubtbject to this argument by claiming that some
necessary truths aren’t knowable a priori. Whil@#y be necessarily true that an individual with
a concept obtained from an object in the envirortmanst live in an environment containing
that object, it is not necessarily the case thatesme could come to know this truth completely
independent of experience. Whether or not thiosgsiple is a significant matter because if it
turns out that (3) is false then (6) must alsoakgef which would cause the whole argument to

collaspe.

One last thing must be assumed to validate theiMsd¢* argument. In tune with
Aarnio, Gallois claims that a closure principleeguired for this validation. This principle is the

proposition that follows:

(9) ¢ (3X) (x knows a priori that (p &£ q)) =2 ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that q)
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Gallois acknowledges that closure principles argrowersial within this topic but he believes
that the principle which is objected to most ofteakes much stronger claims than (9). The
principle he is speaking of claims that if some&news p and knows that p implies g then they
also know q. (9) simply claims that if someaoeld know a priori that p as well as the fact that
p implies g then thegould know a priori that g. (Gallois 160) (9) makes taira as to whether
someone could come to know that q a priori in tttea world or even in possible worlds. It just
states the conditions under which a priori knowkedgq is possible, not for the actualization of
such knowledge. However, it is easy to see how autdbsure principle is necessary for the
validation of the McKinsey argument. Without théngiple we would not be able to get (4) from

(2) and (3), (7) from combining (4) and (6), or mimsportantly (8) by combining (1) and (7).

Gallois states that (3) and (6) along with (5) thee premises in the McKinsey argument
that are the most vulnerable to objection. (Gall@8) Even though | characterized (5) as
expressing a claim of content externalism whichasup for debate, Gallois’s reason for
believing it is vulnerable has to do with a lacketdboration about what kind of ‘water’ concept
is involved. While (5) may express a necessarytiot natural kind concepts, when it comes to
descriptivist concepts (5) is completely wrong.|Gials thesis is that even if we grant the
Incompatibilist (3) and (6), our inability to knoavpriori whether the concept used in our thought
is a natural kind or descriptivist concept leada¢oessary revisions in many of the premises.

After a couple revisions, the new version of (8)l wo longer be an absurd result.

Gallois starts off by considering a point made mthny Brueckner in his direct
response to McKinsey’s original argument. We caruiotlly accept (5) because it is possible to
imagine a scenario where someone can have a thahght a natural kind which does not exist

in the individual’'s environment if they had goneaigh sufficient theorizing about the
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properties of that natural kind if it had existé@allois 183-184) For instance, it is possible to
imagine someone skilled in atomic chemistry thatdiin a world with both oxygen and

hydrogen atoms but both atoms have never actuathbmed. In this world, this person could
potentially theorize about the substance that woesdlt from combining two hydrogen atoms

with one oxygen atom. This possible situation lead®) being changed to:

(5) ETC- o (x) (x thinks x lives in a watery worlé> (no one has theorized about
water—> x lives in a watery world))

This revision also changes (7) to include that ne bbas theorized about water in the conditional

but more notably it changes (8) to:

(8) 0 (3x) (x knows a priori that (no one has theorizedudhleater-> x lives in a
watery world))

While (8’) is not as counterintuitive as (8), Gadlstates that it is counterintuitive enough to be
rejected and thus requires that we reject oneeptemises that led to its derivation because
without such a rejection we would be forced to gipeeither content externalism or privileged

access.

Naturally Gallois decides to reject the weakeghefpremises which would be (6)
because the addition of the theorizing conditiomsea (6’) to have a weaker claim than (6).
Gallois uses a thought experiment involving phloaisas justification for this rejection. The
concept of phlogiston seems to function in a similay as the natural kind concept of water by
picking out a specific substance, except that tixstance that the concept of phlogiston refers to
does not actually exist. However, if it turned thdat we were wrong about oxidation and the

substance phlogiston actually existed then it wdolldw that phlogiston is a natural kind and
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any concept derived from interacting with it woblel a natural kind concept. Therefore, Gallois

claims that in this case ETC implies the following:

(10) (x) (x thinks that phlogiston was believed in bgtgeenth-century chemist®
(no one has theorized about phlogist#®rphlogiston exists)).

The argument, albeit a bad one as Gallois points®that if we grant an individual a priori
knowledge that they are having a thought aboutgéion and also assume that ETC is true then

we could know a priori that if no one has theoriabdut phlogiston then phlogiston exists.

Disregarding the fact that there are three big tifat must be satisfied prior to reaching a
priori knowledge that phlogiston exists, it is a@l@gument because it is easy to imagine a
counterfactual situation where someone has a th@igut phlogiston and the eighteenth
century chemists never theorized about it buttystill doesn’t exist. Chances are that the first
chemist who theorized about phlogiston had someghiinvolving the substance before he
actually began theorizing about it. While the cqad the substance used in that thought would
have been a very underdeveloped concept, it ndestheas present in the thought and
attempted to refer to a natural substance thathbeist believed to exist. According to Gallois,
this argument goes awry in the assumption that Efjilies (10) at all times. He claims that
ETC would only imply (10) if the concept of phlogpa used in the thought were a natural kind
concept. Whether this claim is accurate is somgtthiat will be examined shortly, but for the
time being Gallois asks us to assume that ETC mhoiest imply (10) when phlogiston refers to

a natural kind. (Gallois 185-186)

Here is where Gallois presents what he labels émea@tic Variation thesis. When a
thought involves a concept, this concept will fumctdifferently within the thought depending

on whether the concept refers to a natural kinésdwt refer to anything, or refers to anything
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that is not a natural kind. If the concept referathatural kind then it will perform as a rigid
designator where only things that are a membdnatfriatural kind can be the referents of that
concept. In turn, if the concept does not refaartg existing things then it is a descriptivist
concept which performs as a non-rigid designatdraarything which meets the description set
for it will be a referent of the concept. For phkign, this description would be ‘the stuff

thought by some eighteenth-century chemists to hagative weight’. (Gallois 186)

Gallois now evokes the question concerning whelTe2 implies (10) at any time and if
so under which conditions does ETC imply (10)? Adotg to (10), the occurrence of a thought
in someone that phlogiston was believed in by eighth-century chemists entails that, if no one
has theorized about phlogiston, phlogiston ex{Stdlois labels this sentence which expresses
the proposition in (10) as S. Now Gallois also taltee two different propositions expressed by S
when phlogiston acts as a natural kind or a desaspconcept and labeled them as P1 and P2
respectively. According to Gallois, the only wagttlan individual could be capable of
answering the question of whether ETC implies (2@ we know whether S expresses P1 or P2.
Since it was already assumed for the time beingBR& implies (10) when S expressed P1,

Gallois examines what (10) would look like whenxpresses P2.

(20*) (x) (x thinks that phlogiston was believedayn eighteenth-century chemists
(no one has theorized about the stuff thought lgteenth-century chemists to
have negative weigh® the stuff thought by eighteenth-century chemistsave
negative weight exists)).

Gallois claims that (10*) clearly does not follovofn ETC. When phlogiston acts as a non-rigid
designator then anything which meets the descnptiould be a referent of the term. One
possible objection to this claim that (10*) doe$ fadlow from ETC is that phlogiston had been

theorized about by eighteenth century scientistishvis why (10*) does not necessitate its
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existence. However, the reason this objection doépresent a problem is because we can
imagine a counterfactual situation where phlogis¢tad not been theorized about by eighteenth
century scientists. In such a case, the subjdud'sght about phlogiston as a descriptivist
concept would, by (10*), necessitate that a refeoéphlogiston exists since it had not been
theorized about in the past despite the fact tleatoncept was not obtained from any referent.
Clearly this consequence is absurd because ifrit Wepossible for a subject to have a thought
about a descriptivist concept that had not beevigusly theorized about then it would be
impossible for there to be any descriptivist consey all. Surely theorizers must be able have
thoughts about the concepts they are currentlyrithiag prior to the completion of their
theorization. Therefore, Gallois concludes that EIB@s not imply (10) when phlogiston is a

descriptivist concept.

Due to this thought experiment Gallois believesftiilowing claim should be
supplemented into the Semantic Variation thesigic&the semantic function of ‘phlogiston’
depends, in part, on the existence of phlogistom retural kind, determining the semantic
function of ‘phlogiston’ requires empirical invegdition. However, one needs to determine the
semantic function of ‘phlogiston’ in order to tethether (10) is identical with something
implied by ETC. Hence, no one can know a priort 88C implies (10). Even if ETC can be
known a priori, there is no reason to think thd)(dan.” (Gallois 187) Essentially what this all
boils down to is that even if we assume a prioowledge of ETC and of a thought involving a
certain concept, we are still not capable of olgia priori knowledge that what the concept
refers to actually exists in the external environtngithout a priori knowledge of whether the

concept involved is a natural kind concept or Sice knowledge of whether it is a natural kind
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concept or not is only obtainable through empiringéstigation, it is impossible for anyone to

know a priori that the referent of a concept usetheir thought actually exists.

According to Gallois, (5’) is only necessarilyérwhen ‘water’ refers to a natural kind.
When ‘water’ performs as a non-rigid designatas ip in the air whether the conditions for (5")
being true are satisfied. Due to this fact it idorager the case that (5’) can enjoy the privileged
status of being a priori knowable simply by beingegessary truth. The argument in the last
paragraph proved that whether or not a conceptsrédea natural kind is not knowledge that can
be acquired a priori and since this a priori knalgke is necessary for a priori knowledge of the

truth of (5"), (6°) is necessarily false.

Gallois considers an objection to his semanticati@n thesis. Even though we cannot
come to know (6’) a priori because we cannot kngwiari whether the concept used in our
occurring thought refers to a natural kind or ieg¢ problem at hand is to try and find a way to
describe how we can have a priori knowledge ofamaurring thoughts in the first place. Before
we can ask the question of how we can have a paaiviedge of the status of a given concept
used in a thought we need to first ask if we caantyp extent have a priori knowledge of the
content of the occurring thought. If we can’t havpriori knowledge of any part of the content
of the thought then we couldn’t have a concept teefis whose status as a natural kind or a

descriptivist can be questioned.

In response to this objection, Gallois asks ugtall his argument against Boghossian.
Even though someone may not be able to know theught is about water rather than twater,
they may still be able to know a priori their thbtighat water is wet because they can contrast

this occurring thought against the potential, rafe\alternatives that they do know they are not
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entertaining at the moment. Similarly with the satr@avariation thesis, when it comes to
thoughts about water there will be a pair of prajass that could be expressed by those
thoughts that an individual may not be able toilggtish between a priori. However, Gallois
argues that this does not mean that no one can krqmveri the content of their water thought.
For that to be true, the proposition that wouldekpressed by the thought ‘Water is wet’ if water
didn’t exist would have to be included in the sketabevant alternatives for the proposition that
water is wet. (Gallois 188) Gallois never cleatigtes how this overcomes the objection but |
think what he is getting at is that the propositpressed by ‘Water is wet’ if water didn’t exist
would be a proposition utilizing a descriptivisihoept and such a proposition could not belong
to the set of relevant alternatives for proposgiatilizing a natural kind concept. Water
concepts that are non-rigid designators are nevaglt alternatives to ones that are rigid
designators because they could never be interchategeegardless of whether the world is one
where water exists or doesn’t exist. What | meambgrchangeable is that a proposition that
expresses ‘Water is wet’ when utilizing a descwigticoncept will never express the same thing
as a proposition that expresses ‘Water is wetiziridy a natural kind concept. While there are
many different things that can be expressed by patpositions, the only difference necessary

to justify this claim is that one implicitly express that water exists and the other doesn't.

Gallois evokes another thought experiment to sti@atit is unnecessary to prove that the
pair of propositions discussed above do not betorige same set of relevant alternatives in
order to show that (6) is false. First, Galloiarss by claiming that even if the semantic variatio
thesis were false there is no reason to belieyag@&tue. We are asked to imagine a world like
ours where Albertine’s concept of water is acquired either direct or indirect contact with the

substance. We must then ask the question of whéthertine could have thoughts about water
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if water did not exist and we are drawn back toubkeal response that she could not unless she

has theorized about water sufficiently. This letdthe postulation of (12):

(12) If Albertine has acquired the concept of wétem interacting with water the then
following conditional is necessarily true. If Alltigre thinks she lives in a watery world,
and no one has theorized about water, Albertireslim a watery world.

Galloiss argues that (12) has it that if Albertitees acquiring the concept of water from
interacting with water then there is no way shdddave water thoughts without living in a
world with either water or water theorizers. Howeg\({@2) does not entail that there is no way
Albertine can ever have thoughts about water urdbedives in a world without water or water

theorizers. (Gallois 188)

To illustrate this point Gallois presents two ditnt situations and in both it is open for
guestions in Albertine’s eyes whether water exastdoes not in her world. In the first situation
Albertine sees an actual body of water and decdmlese the term ‘water’ as a synonym for a
non-rigid designator describing an odorless, ceks] tasteless liquid despite the fact that water
exists and is a natural kind. If she asks hersk#ther she could entertain a thought about this
concept of water in a world where water didn’t €=isd in this situation the answer would be
yes because she could have had a thought abodbaless, colorless, tasteless liquid in a world
without water. In this situation (12) would be falsecause the antecedent was satisfied but not

the consequent.

In the second situation, Albertine acquires hercept of water in a way that ensures (12)
is true. Since this could have been by either aang with water or inhabiting a world with
water theorizers, she is still constrained to agkierself the question of whether water exists or

not in her world. Albertine then asks herselfhédiad acquired the concept from interacting
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with water could she have entertained thoughts iaater in a waterless world? Here the

answer would be no because we are assuming (r2eisind since we are assuming the
antecedent would be satisfied from the direct adgon with water then water exists. However,

if Albertine proceeds to asks herself in this ditrawhether she could have thoughts about

water if it in fact did not exist then Albertinercan fact answer yes because the antecedent of the

condition in (12) is false so her potential thowgate not constrained by it.

Gallois claims that he has argued that the uswaight experiments which have been
used to justify ETC do not support anything strartban (12). (Gallois 189-190) What can be
derived from those thought experiments is, “Someghe has acquired a natural kind concept C
from interacting with a natural kind K could notMeshad C unless that natural kind exists.”
(Gallois 190) Although, even if we agree with tbiaim we are not forced to conclude that no
one could have C unless K exists. It is only whends acquired from interacting with K that it
is impossible to have C without K existing. If Csvacquired in some other way then it is

consistent with (12) and therefore ETC that we ltave C without K necessarily existing.

Given this conclusion, we are forced to revise &ill replace it with:

(5*) ETC->0O (x) (x has acquired the concept of water fromrexténg with water)>
O (x thinks x lives in a watery worle> (no one has theorized about wageix lives in a
watery world))).

Which then leads to (6’) and (7’) being revised asmplaced with:

(6*) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that (5%)).

(7*) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that (y) (y has acquired tlemcept of water from
interacting with water> (y thinks y lives in a watery worlé> (no one has theorized
about water> y lives in a watery world)))).
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Gallois claims that we would be very wrong to dedl(&) from (1) and (7*) and the most that

can be deduced from (1) and (7*) is this:

(8%) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that (x has acquired the cquiad water from interacting
with water-> (no one has theorized about watex lives in a watery world))).

Gallois argues that (8*) is a harmless conclusiat is far from being absurd. The McKinsey*
argument no longer presents an incompatibility leerwETC and privileged access because
many people would agree that we can know a piat if we acquired our concept of water

from interacting with water, and no one has themtiabout water, then water exists.

In response to Gallois’s overall argument, he da#deave open much room for
objection. Apart from rejecting the use of a cl@sprinciple, the only other vulnerable aspect of
his argument is the claim that we are able to kagwoposition expressed by our thought a
priori even if we are not able to contrast thisgmsition from at least one particular possible
alternative proposition that could have been exga@$y the thought. While it makes rational
sense that we should be able to contrast a ‘wittetight from a ‘grass’ thought even if we are
not able to contrast a ‘water’ thought from a ‘terathought, one could easily argue that in order
to claim that a thought ishown to be a ‘water’ thought one must be able to digtish from all
relevant alternatives and not just all but onetitason of such an argument would not
completely defeat Gallois’s compatibility arguméetause Gallois can always fall back on
Falvey and Owens’ argument that we can have inté@spe knowledge of content even without
introspective knowledge of comparative content. ®hly part of Gallois’s argument that would
be lost by having to resort to Falvey and Owenguarent is that we could no longer claim that

we can know a priori that our thought is a ‘watédught as opposed to a ‘grass’ thought. The
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reason this would be lost is because Falvey andn®wiaim that we are restricted from all
introspective knowledge of comparative content wi@allois only claims that we are restricted
from comparative content for corresponding concedptsloped in unique scenarios like the
Twin Earth switching situation. While losing thiarnp of the argument would not be the end of
the world for compatibilism, it does run counteiotar intuitions of the types of things in our

minds that we are supposed to have privileged adoes

Putting aside this potential vulnerability, theseone aspect of Gallois’s theory which is
extremely significant for the compatibilist cau$eis aspect is the idea that we are not capable
of knowing a priori whether the concept used inthwughts is a natural kind or a descriptivist
concept. While this is a very simple notion, it ashentirely explains why the absurd conclusion
of McKinsey-style arguments can be generated ititbieplace. Surely it would be possible for
someone to reach a priori knowledge that someaquéati object exists in the external
environment when the person is armed with a pkisowledge of content externalism, the
content of their thought, and that a concept withat content is a natural kind concept.
However, by taking out a priori knowledge of th#dathe possibility of a priori knowledge of
the existence of some object is erased. As longigshe case that content externalism does not
necessarily apply to descriptivist concepts thercawdd never reach a priori knowledge that the
referent of a descriptivist concept exists pregidelcause we can’t be sure that the concept even
has a referent without empirical investigation.sTaspect of Gallois’s argument allows us to
have a priori knowledge of all of the content of thoughts except for the status of the concepts

involved as natural kind or descriptivist while mi@ining content externalism.

It would appear that this alone could solve théremmompatibility debate but something

is still missing. Despite the rationality in theeaof not being able to know a priori whether a
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concept is a natural kind or descriptivist concep,often do know that the concepts used in our
thoughts do have referents because at some timetprihe thought we have interacted with the
objects that helped shaped our concepts. A comiisttivould usually respond to this claim by
postulating that this knowledge is a posterioridhese it was obtained through empirical
investigation but the fact of the matter is thabmnstantiation of a thought we have this
knowledge without performing any empirical inveatign after the thought'’s instantiation. This
would be another potentially absurd conclusionfeompatibilists to latch onto unless there
were a way to describe the situation so that aepiost knowledge can be part of knowledge
obtained a priori in such a manner that it coultdbeconsidered absurd. Such a description is
available and will be brought to light towards #red of Sarah Sawyer’s chapter. Even though
she only briefly mentions the issue of natural kamadl descriptivist concepts, | believe she
should have spent more time with it because furtheyoration on its affect within her theory

would make her theory stronger against objectibas it originally appeared to be.
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Chapter IX

Sarah Sawyer starts off her paper by explainiagjtler motivation for writing it stems
from a sudden realization that her theory invite®asequence that could potentially be used to
refute her theory altogether. Although, insteath&fng the usual route of amending the theory
so that the consequence can be avoided, she lsetleydest path to take is to embrace the
consequence. While it may not sound like an irgehit decision to embrace something
considered absurd by many respected philosopHeddieves that further clarification
pertaining to how this consequence is usually red@nd to the descriptions of the processes

involved will free this consequence from the laiehbsurdness.

This particular problem originates with the questad, “how can semantic externalism
account for privileged access to the content ofotimughts?” (Sawyer 523) According to
Sawyer, this question presents us with two probletmasre the second is a result of a solution to
the first. The first problem starts with the fatat due to semantic externalism the set of possible
and actual thoughts that a person may have isndeted by the relations that the person stands
in to their environment. The relations that thesparstands in with either their environment or
other people in their environment with whom theynoounicate are what allow or restrict the
thoughts they potentially can and cannot entert@nen that a subject is unable to distinguish
the specific environmental features upon whichtheughts essentially depend from other
possible features upon which her counterfactualghts might have depended, how can a
subject generally know what she thinks?” (Sawy&)®ch knowledge would require
empirical information about the relations they stamwith their own environment and the

necessity of such knowledge seems to refute timeipte of privileged access. It also denies the
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first-person authority aspect of privileged acdassause it is possible that some other person

could be in as good of a position as we are to kiteacontent of our own thoughts.

According to Sawyer, a sufficient solution to thimblem has already been discovered.
The idea of second-order states discussed by Bangeng others, and attributed to Davidson
holds the key to solving this problem. The saméoigcwhich determine the content of our first-
order thoughts are also what determine the cowtiemiir second-order thoughts. She points out
in a footnote that most philosophers who adoptstasce usually subscribe to some kind of
‘containment principle’ where the content of thestfiorder thought is embedded in the second-
order belief but Sawyer herself does not want todramitted to any such principle; she just
claims that the content between levels of thoughtoa-vary alongside one another. Since the
same set of concepts are available to all our $ewkethought there is no reason the content of a
second-order belief cannot have the same contehedsst-order thoughts. (Sawyer 524)
Although Sawyer never explains further, | assunag tine reason she believes this solution
overcomes the problem is because these secondtbalggyhts are reflexive and even though we
cannot have privileged access to the content ofimirorder thoughts we can access the content
of the second-order thoughts. Usually this is duné fact that the second-order thoughts will
be self-verifying since their content is drawn fréme first-order thought and can be known a
priori because they are necessarily true due téeittdhat you cannot have the second-order

thought unless the first-order thought occurred.

Sawyer argues that the second problem arises fieralkeged absurdity of the
conclusion in the previous argument and is diretdetie semantic externalist. Instead of the

burden being placed on privileged access to prisviedth in light of semantic externalism,
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semantic externalism must now prove its truthghtiof privileged access. The apparent

incompatibility has once again resurfaced withftiiewing claim:

(EC) x could not have non-empirical knowledge afittagent facts about her
environment.

(EC) expresses a claim about a priori knowledgeitheonsidered by many philosophers to be
necessarily true. Although he is a compatibilist, saw in Chapter Ill that Anthony Brueckner
concedes prior to developing his own argumentithtiie original McKinsey Argument the
proposition that Oscar can know E a priori “embedieclaim aboua priori knowledge which is
obviously false on anyone’s view.” (Brueckner 1&7epresents some contingent fact of the
environment that Oscar’s ability to think his thbtu@/Nater is wet’ depends on due to semantic
externalism. Sawyer constructed (EC) so that igmfien expresses the claim that Brueckner
conceded to be obviously false on anyone’s vieaw{gr 524) By constructing (EC) to express
the negation of the claim that Brueckner stateslavba obviously false on anyone’s view,
Sawyer is trying to make us feel safe in makingassumption that Brueckner would also
concede that (EC) expresses a claim that wouldebessarily true on anyone’s view including

compatibilists. That (EC) is necessarily true i thaim that Sawyer wishes to challenge.

The problem then is that through semantic extesmale can know the necessary
conditions that must be met to possess any paticoincept and if we assume that we have
privileged access to the content of our thoughtselsas our concepts then we are able to infer
a priori knowledge of many things we should onlyale to know empirically. Since this
knowledge was acquired through introspection amteptual analysis alone, this argument
illustrates yet another way in which semantic endiism and privileged access are apparently

incompatible. Sawyer labels this tAegument from Privileged Access. (Sawyer 524)
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According to Sawyer, the main reason why the Arganfrom Privileged Access leads
to the alleged incompatibility is because it alldasthe generation of ‘instance arguments’
which Sawyer labels as such because they allow @oet® go from the instance of a thought to
contingent facts about the world. (Sawyer 524-388)ance arguments usually take the

following form:

(1) I am thinking awater-thought

(2) If I am thinking awater-thought, then I'm in a water-world

(3) Therefore, | am in a water-world
It is crucial to notice that for Sawyer, as manygdophers would agree, that for a subject to be
in a water-world is not necessarily for them tarba world containing water as a natural kind.
The subject may be in a water-world which doescootain any water as a natural kind as long
as the subject is part of a community which hastimeept of water. Sawyer alongside Andre
Gallois also points out that knowledge of the "atlia concept, as a natural kind or descriptivist
concept, is not required for knowledge of the pss®a of a concept. However, this fact is not

as significant for Sawyer’s argument as it wasGatlois’'s argument.

Through introspection we arrive at premise (1) Bpdonceptual analysis we get
premise (2). Premise (3) follows directly from éIjd (2) so it seems that we can have non-
empirical knowledge that we live in a water-worldt If this were possible then (EC) would be
false. Since many consider the negation of (E®etabsurd then it appears that we have arrived
at a crossroads. Either we abandon semantic eksgmnar privileged access. Sawyer, on the
other hand, takes a route that most philosophessreen considered and instead of going left
or right she decides to turn around and go dowmpé#tle we came from. She decides to challenge

the absurdness of (EC).
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Responses to the Argument from Privileged Accalditnnto one of two categories.
Those who are advocates of semantic internalisir@gpond by claiming that the argument is
watertight and thus provides a reductio of sematernalism. Others who do not want to give
up semantic externalism will respond with argumeinés attempt to find a flaw in the Argument
from Privileged Access so that the conjunctionlgfgnd (2) does not necessarily entail (3). The
former are considered Incompatibilists and thetadte considered Compatibilists. (Sawyer 525)
Sawyer’s theory is rather unique in that she agnetssincompatibilists that the Argument from
Privileged Access does lead to the possible déoivatf empirical knowledge from introspection
and conceptual analysis alone but her theory cl#énaissuch a derivation does not make
semantic externalism and privileged access inhigrem@ompatible. Due to this uniqueness
Sawyer believes that it is essential to discussttaditional compatibilist responses to the
Argument from Privileged Access before she presleatwn theory. In order to see why such
an extreme method of argument, i.e. embracing aardlxonclusion, must be used we should
learn why the more conventional tactics were destiio fail. However, first Sawyer’s theory

commits her to explain a crucial aspect of theqpie of Privileged Access she is utilizing.

The idea of any sort of infallibility when it coméo self-knowledge has been a very
unpopular and controversial topic since the inhigpeoblems in the Cartesian view of the mind
were pointed out. It would therefore seem likeskyimove on Sawyer’s part to adopt any sort of
infallibility for the version of Privileged Acceshe wishes to use. However, she does in fact
adopt the idea that an individual has infallibleess to their own concepts and presents an
argument for why this is the case which appealgtwon clad. First, we must look at the
process of an individual attributing a thought teusdject. The first condition that must be

satisfied before a correct attribution is possibleot the ability to make a correct inference from
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the subject’s actions but instead that the indigighossesses the same concepts as the subject.
(Sawyer 526) In the Twin Earth scenario, neithenteould possibly attribute their respective
‘water’ thoughts to the other because they do nsspss the sameter concepts. The

attribution of a thought requires at the very lgbstability to entertain the same thought

yourself. As philosophers, we are not restrictedwsah because it is assumed that we possess the
concepts discussed in our hypothetical thought mxyats. Although, we are constrained to
having to be more careful in our attributions siagerrect attribution on our part also depends

on our recognition of the environment our subjabiabits at the time of the attribution. The
subjects themselves are not similarly constraireszhbse they, as well as everyone else who

inhabits the same environment, are “locked inht® $ame way of thinking.

With all this on the table it's time to think alidwow we attribute thoughts to ourselves.
The first condition here is already satisfied beeatlhere is no question that | possess the same
concepts as the person thinking the thought bedaara¢he person thinking the thought.
Sawyer points out that this would explain the aswtmgnin our ability to attribute a particular
thought to ourselves and our ability to do the santle others even when the same exact
behavioral evidence is available in both situatidt®wever, Sawyer wants to go even further
and claim that when we ascribe a given thoughutsaives it is not the case that we can be
wrong in the ascription because the very act ofilsisg the thought to ourselves involves
thinking the thought as well. Even if the thougtg ad been thinking which motivated us to
attribute some thought to ourselves in the firatplwere different than the thought we ended up
ascribing to ourselves, the ascription itself caubd be wrong because we ended up thinking the
ascribed thought anyways. Sawyer’s notion of ‘tBin& such that whenever the proposition ‘S

*'s that p’ is satisfied where *’ is some form pfopositional attitude, this satisfaction



117

necessarily entails that ‘S thinks that p’. “Theegtionwhether or not you are entertaining a

given thought is a mistaken question. The very fdation of such a question determines that
the answer must be affirmative. Thoughts abouptissession of a concept are self-verifying.”
(Sawyer 527) This leads Sawyer to the postulatfqi®A) which she describes as the principle

of privileged access with respect to concepts.

(PA) For allx, if x thinks she thinks that p, where concept F is aprdgl component of
the thought that ps has the concept F.

Sawyer claims that under (PA) it would be impossiolr even Davidson’s swampman to be
mistaken in thinking that he possessed some cobesgaiuse he could not think a thought using

a concept he did not possess.

Sawyer acknowledges that her account of privilegmxss is far from being complete
but (PA) still serves the purposes it was intenfdedThe first purpose is that she claims that
regardless of whatever potential problems privitegecess and semantic externalism have on
their own, the addition of semantic externalisnRé) would not entail angdditional
problems. Sawyer never elaborates as to why thigisase but it would seem that what she has
in mind is that semantic externalism provides uk Wnowledge of the necessary conditions for
possessing a given concept and (PA) provides uskmibwledge of the necessary conditions for
thinking that we have a given thought. The simpteightforward combination of knowledge of
the necessary conditions for those two things tsenough to generate any new problems and
therefore not inherently incompatible. The secoappse fulfilled by (PA) is that it is sufficient
to generate instance arguments and thus suscefatitiie Argument of Privileged Access
without the necessity of complete knowledge ofdhent, conscious psychological state we are

in. Sawyer states in a footnote that this meansitisgance arguments and the Argument from
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Privileged Access are not weakened in cases wherensal state of jealousy is mistaken for

hatred. (Sawyer 527)

Now that we have (PA) on the table it is timedoK at the two traditional compatibilist
responses that Sawyer wants to reject. The fisgtarese is to deny that we have knowledge of
our concepts. It is tough to say how one could nmhiseclaim and remain a compatibilist
because | cannot imagine how an argument woulth@ovte have a priori knowledge of the
content of our thoughts but we do not have knowdealtthe concepts which are part of that
content. We are assuming that full knowledge ofcivetent of the thought is not required for us
to know the thought in general but it is hard te Bew any sense can be made of the content of
the thought minus the content provided by the cptscand therefore how any knowledge can
result from it. So the only way to make any serfs¢@@ claim is to adopt the view of
Wittgenstein and argue that it doesn’t make angesén say that a proposition is known if it is
guaranteed to be true. (Sawyer 527-528) On myprg&ation of Wittgenstein’s view, when
something is necessarily true is it not that we edalearn it as we do contingent facts but rather
we becomeware of it as a necessary truth. | can’t think of atlyss way to describe it because
surely Wittgenstein isn’t suggesting that our mihdse an inherent restriction for processing
information about necessary truths. Though | canhesv we wouldn’t want to call it knowledge
because knowledge is learned and in order for dongeto be learned there must be a possibility
of error; there must be the possibility that thet fdearn could have been different but | went
through a process of ruling out those other paaeatternatives. For necessary truths like
1+1=2, we do not learn it but are instead made ewhits existence as a necessary truth. Since
there is no possibility of thinking that we havthaught using concept F, when F is a concept we

do not have, then our ‘knowledge’ that we have eph€& cannot be considered knowledge. This
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would solve the problem because we could never kage/ledge of (3) let alone a priori

knowledge of it.

The other response pertains to Nozick’s condititimeory of knowledge and more
specifically about its consequence that knowledgeoi closed under known entailment. A

common example is the following:

(2’) I am working at my desk
(2’) If I am working at my desk then | am not aior-in-a-vat

(3") Therefore, | am not a brain-in-a-vat

It would appear that there is no way that we cémlow (1) and (2’) without that yielding
knowledge of (3’) but when the idea of possible ®iis introduced nothing is certain. Nozick’s
conditional theory of knowledge allows for the pgbggy that (1') and (2’) could be known
without entailing that (3’) can be known becauss fgossible that each proposition could be
assessed by different sets of possible worlds. y8a®28) In Nozick’s conditional theory a
subject, S, can be said to know a propositionf, #)d only if 4 conditions are met: P is true, S
believes that P, if P were false then S would rdiele that P, and if P were true then S would
believe that P. The only instances where S coutthkfl) and (2) without that resulting in
knowledge of (3) are when the last two conditioressassessed for (1) and (2) on one possible

world while those conditions are assessed for ((33ame separate possible world.

Sawyer wants to maintain that we shouldn’t take #igument as a reason to think that
knowledge isn’t closed under known entailment. bestause weould assess the premises and
conclusion relative to different sets of possiblalds does not mean that wslwould assess them

in that manner. Moreover, we have more reasonsin& that we should not assess them in that
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manner than we have for thinking that we shoulderé&€hs a possible world where (3) does not
meet the & condition because it is possible to imagine a avaere S is a brain-in-a-vat but
does not believe they are a brain-in-a-vat. Howegwethat possible world S could not know (2)
either because in that world we could say with ®iascy that if S does not believe that they are
a brain-in-a-vat despite being a brain-in-a-vanthes possible that S also believes that they are
working at their desk even though they are actualbyain-in-a-vat. This possibility alone
invalidates the conditional in (2). If every woskhere both (1) and (2) are known is one where
(3) is also known and every world where (3) is krmdwn is one where either (1) or (2) is not
known then there seems to be very good reasorefi@ving that we should not assess

propositions which are paired together accordingjfferent sets of possible worlds.

The whole concept of possible worlds implies thathedistinct possible world is
different from any other in some way. The truthaaf/ proposition could be affected by even the
slightest change in circumstances so when we apa@ssl propositions we should not do so
according to different sets of possible worlds. bpwoving from one possible world to another a
proposition we previously considered to be trudadecome false. If two or more propositions
cannot all be true on the same possible world there is no justified reason to believe that we
should hold them all to be true just because eaehiotrue on distinct possible worlds. If we
were to allow for this line of reasoning then tmegmsitions ‘1 am currently in New York’ and ‘I
am currently in California’ could potentially bolie considered true and, even worse, known.
Under Nozick’s conditional theory, the first profgas could be known because it meets the
conditions when assessed in our actual world whesecond proposition could also be known
because it meets the conditions when assessethm ather possible world where | happen to be

on vacation this week. The possibility that | carow that | am currently in New York and that |
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am currently in California at the same time appearabsurd, if not more than, the conclusion of
the McKinsey argument that it is possible for ub&we a priori knowledge of the external
environment. Considering that Sawyer is challengimegabsurdity of the conclusion of the
McKinsey argument, we should not conclude thattduis apparent absurdity we should not
assess propositions according to different sepos$ible worlds under Nozick’s conditional
theory. However, it is enough reason to claim thatclosure principle which was under scrutiny
by this use of Nozick’s conditional theory shoutdeast be safe for the purposes of her

argument.

While there are other problems with compatibilefponses like those that deny
knowledge of concepts or reject certain closuregpies, the main factor that Sawyer wants to
point out for why these arguments are unsatisfggtothat claiming that the conclusion of an
instance argument is nknown does not evade the Argument from Privileged Acc&awyer
528) The only people who were concerned about tigedent from Privileged Access but are
relieved by the claim that the conclusion of andnse argument is not known are
incompatibilists who do not want to sacrifice setiexternalism. This is because semantic
externalism was backed into a corner and Wittgemsted Nozick’s responses gave it an out.
They would be happy to sacrifice privileged acdastead of semantic externalism.
Compatibilists, on the other hand, would be fanfneelieved from Wittgenstein and Nozick’s
responses because it diminishes privileged acaegs tb something a lot weaker than the
principle we usually allude to in this debate artbgse development was motivated by our
intuitions about our access to our own minds. Faurtiore, it would be extremely hard to
persuade someone that they cannot know the coanlo$ia type of argument that they have

used many times before and has systemically alldivexah to form true beliefs about their
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environment. Sawyer wants to go as far as to cthahwe carknow that this method provides
us with true beliefs. (Sawyer 528) If the Argumé&nin Privileged Access depended on the
guestion of whether or not the conclusions of instgaarguments could be known then it would
be pushed aside until that question is answerddhbueal force of the argument is that in
actuality people have the ability to systematicakyg instance arguments to obtain true beliefs
about the environment and any theory which canoatant for how or why this method is
capable of systematically yielding true beliefg@ng to be found lacking something if it is not

altogether wrong.

In the end, Sawyer’s response to objections agdirsArgument from Privileged Access
comes down to the fact that throughout human hist@ have used instance arguments to
systematically arrive at true beliefs. Systemagéinayation of truth would seem to be a strict
definition of what should be considered a reliabkthod and to date the best way to deem that
we have epistemic warrant for holding a beliehattwe arrived at this belief through a reliable
method. (Sawyer 528) For this reason Sawyer bedithat criticizing instance arguments is not
the correct way to argue for compatibilism. Insteae should be criticizing what is deeming the
conclusion of instance arguments absurd in theglexe. We should be questioning our belief

that (EC) expresses a claim that is necessariéydruanyone’s view.

Sawyer attempts to answer this question by ddirggetthings. First she offers an
explanation for why it is that instance argumerts systematically yield truths about our
environment when used correctly. Next she iderstificausal feature that is usually not present
when we make what we consider to be invalid infeesrfrom introspective knowledge to
empirical knowledge. It is the lack of this caulature that elicits our doubts in the

acceptability of instance arguments. Sawyer ainshtav that instance arguments aren’t
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inherently unacceptable because when this caustairéeis present it justifies the inference from
introspective to empirical knowledge. Once this basn proven the last factor of Sawyer’s
argument is that it is semantic externalism whiebassitates that this causal feature will always
be present in instance arguments. As long asehisife is present in the instance arguments the

inference from introspective to empirical knowledgé#é be acceptable. (Sawyer 529)

Sawyer explains the reliability of instance argatsdahrough comparing concept-
acquisition to photography. Photography is a pretiesough which we take in information
about the current state of the external environrbgninprinting light reflections on paper so
that we can use the information about that givatesaf the environment at some later time.
Although the result of this process is simple, ghacess itself is rather complicated. Similarly,
concept-acquisition is a process of storing infdfamaabout the current state of the external
environment upon its acquisition precisely becdasany given concept there is ‘one of a
unique set of possible causal processes’ neceksdty acquisition. (Sawyer 529) According to
Sawyer, the Argument from Privileged Access retieghe similarities between photography
and concept acquisition. She refers to conceptssasnbling ‘mental photographs’ which can be
used in our thought and communication at a latee tand give us the ability to use them as

evidence to determine the existence of some patgt st the environment. (Sawyer 529)

The explanation of the reliability of instance @mgents comes out when we show where
the analogy between photography and concept-atiguisireaks down. Sawyer admits while it
may not currently be physically possible, it ideatst logically possible that someone could
produce a fake photograph which depicts some irdtion about a past state of the environment
which did not occur. The reason this is importartecause she argues that a similar situation

with concept-acquisition could never happen becaaseantic externalism ensures that there is
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no way that a particular concept could be acquineough a process that is not part of the unique
set of possible causal processes necessary frgtgsition. Fake photographs are possible
because someone could potentially create the eigattamount and kinds of light in just the
right places but due to semantic externalism tieer® way to get a given concept without the
exact right conditions necessary to acquire it.réfuge, Sawyer illustrates that semantic
externalism necessitates a causal feature of istarguments which is thatdusal contact

(either to a natural kind or to a linguistic community) is a necessary condition for the acquisition

of a concept,” and to make any claim that states otherwise ey semantic externalism which
IS on par with accepting incompatibilism. (Sawy805bIn order to prevent possible objections to
this claim, Sawyer considers the question of whathe possible to be mistaken in our
thought’'s that we have a given concept? She offfergontrapositive of (PA) to show why this

guestion would be mistaken:

(PA’) For allx, if x does not have the concept F, where concept Fessantial
component of the thought thatypdoes not think that she thinks that p.

Before Sawyer moves on to why semantic externajjgarantees the presence of this
causal feature in instance arguments she belieatshe must illustrate two disanalogies
between inferences from photographs and infereinoesconcepts. In photography, inferences
made from photographs will yield specific facts abile external environment but inferences
from concepts will yieldyeneral facts about the external environment. (Sawyer SaQyyer
believes this is one possible explanation for vihy possible to produce fake photographs but it
is not possible to acquire ‘fake concepts’. If sdioren of causal contact is necessary in order to
possess a certain concept there is no way to Feltectusal contact but the correct amount and

kinds of light necessary to produce a given phatplgrcan be faked. The second difference is
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simply that the main purpose of photographs igdcesinformation about the past where the
main purpose of concepts is to be used in thougthtammunication. However, this is no
reason to think of concepts in a different manmeresthe reason we are able to use them for

such purposes is because they do store informabiont the external environment. (Sawyer 530)

Here is where Sawyer presents a crucial featureofrgument which has been working
beneath the surface until now. She has been desgiiistance arguments up to this point in the
way that causes most people to think that theyaaeceptable in the first place. Usually we
take instance arguments as a way to go from indaige knowledge to empirical knowledge of
thecurrent state of the environment. It could easily be adgirat any empirical knowledge of
the current state of the environment is impossigdgrdless of resulting from introspective
knowledge. Even with empirical investigation, tleeend you gain empirical knowledge of what
was the current state of the environment that ftetemes a past state of the environment.
Therefore, Sawyer makes the qualification thatithe purpose of instance arguments is not to
give us knowledge of facts of one’s current exteemaironment but instead to give us
knowledge of facts of thpast states of our environment. (Sawyer 530) If we imagusan in a
Twin Earth switching scenario where her concepmsaplaced once they spend a sufficient
amount of time in the different environment, ipessible for her to have thoughts about a water
concept, rather than a twater concept, in a twateironment as long as it is before her concepts
are replaced. If Susan were to use instance argsrtenonclude that she was in an environment
containing water during this period of time thee sfould be wrong in her conclusion.

However, Susan could make a correct conclusionithiéie recent past she inhabited an

environment containing water.
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Finally, we move on to Sawyer’s argument that sgroaxternalism guarantees that this
causal feature she described earlier is presensiance arguments. According to Sawyer,
individualism is the theory that claims that causaitact isn’t a necessity in order to acquire a
concept. Instead causal contact is only require@triowledge that our concept has some referent
in the external environment. Under individualisnsipossible to imagine a person who could
make inferences from their concepts to facts atfmiexternal environment prior to any actual
experience of the environment. Essentially, indrailism embodies the concern that most people
generally have with instance arguments; they ptes@ossibility of someone having knowledge
of contingent facts about the environment, factemmmnly construed as only being ascertainable
empirically, prior to any causal contact with threvieonment. Semantic externalism, on the other
hand, expresses claims which are the negatioreatlthm of individualism expressed above.
Knowledge of contingent facts prior to causal cohisimpossible under semantic externalism
which means that the feature of instance arguntbatslicits most people’s concerns cannot be
present in such arguments. Now this does not nfedrahy conclusions of instance arguments
are acceptable because we still cannot gain kn@s&l&@dm them about the current state of the
environment. However, the fact that prior causailtact is necessary to possess a concept means
that our ability to think a thought using that ceptallows us to gain knowledge of the past state
of our environment since in the past we must hadedcertain kind of causal contact with that

past state of the environment.

“Semantic externalism is precisely the view thatradividual cannot be regarded as
complete with the concepts of external contingamdependently of any prior causal contact
with a specific given environment. The self canlorwger be regarded as an entity completely

separate from her environment. As a result, theuagmp clear divide between the mind and the
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world is eroded. The world we inhabit determines mental capacities, our ability to think
certain thoughts.” (Sawyer 531-532) This essetigabetween our mind and our environment
ensures that our concepts are proof in themsehatghe necessary empirical conditions
required to acquire them were satisfied at somieee@oint in time. Moreover, our privileged
access to these concepts ensures that we knofa¢hig he problem that most people held with
instance arguments were that they seemed to abaw come to know contingent facts about the
environment without delving into experience atait this line of thought is mistaken. We did
have to delve into experience to gain this knowedigs just that we didn’t have to go into
experience in between the occurrence of the thoaigihthe acquisition of the knowledge. The
causal contact necessary for the acquisition o€timeepts used in the thought occurred prior to
the instantiation of the thought. Without that preausal contact we could not have had that

thought in the first place.

Sawyer concludes that through the conjunctiorPdf)(and semantic externalism we are
able to have direct knowledge of the concepts vesgss as well as of the necessary conditions
for acquiring those concepts. She wants to illtstiaat knowledge of the latter is only possible
under the assumption that semantic externalisnbedmown, but for the moment it is fine that
it is possible to be known. (Sawyer 532) Sawyersdu# believe that her theory presents a
problem for epistemology or for the philosophy ahthbecause in no way does her theory claim
that we can come to know everything empirical anporiWe can only come to know empirical
things through introspection that have already kmsuired empirically. (Sawyer 532) Al
Sawyer’s theory states is that privileged accesssgis infallible access to our concepts so if we
could know the necessary conditions for their acquisitieen wecould know that in a past state

of our environment those conditions were satisfied.
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Chapter X

This journey through the compatibility debate betw€ontent Externalism and
Privileged Access has gone back and forth betwsesetwho think they have found a solution
and others who are convinced that there is no plessolution. Once Paul Boghossian arrived at
the scene all the potential solutions had to gethmmore intricate because we could no longer
obtain our self-knowledge through inference orasprection without completely refuting his
arguments which appear to be ironclad. Some péitplé&evin Falvey, Joseph Owens, Andre
Gallois, and Maria Lasonen-Aarnio tried to sidgagB®ghossian’s arguments and in some ways
they could be said to have succeeded. Although these who believe they succeeded do so
with a grain of salt because they know that ourcepts of externalism and/or privileged access
were weakened in the process. It wasn’t until S&ahyer decided to challenge the absurdness
of the possibility of a priori knowledge of the extal world that a light could be seen at the end
of the tunnel. As with everything in philosophyt®wyeryone would be convinced that Sawyer
actually solved the problem. The purpose of thgggmt was to go through the steps of the
compatibility debate to see why it is in the cutneasition that it is in today. In this conclusibn
will argue that Sawyer’s solution is the best solufor compatibility put forth so far and I will
explain why it overcomes the McKinsey argument @inileeting the restrictions of a priori self-
knowledge set in place by Boghossian.

Sawyer’s theory is essentially that given semagniernalism in order to acquire a
concept there must have been prior causal coniiceither a natural kind or a linguistic
community. So unless we are willing to give up seticaexternalism, whenever we have an

ability to think a thought utilizing a particulaoicept we can know that at some point in time we
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had causal contact with either the natural kind the concept refers to or a linguistic
community that already possesses the concept.edsen that this does not interfere with the
way in which we can know our own thoughts is beeams cannot come to know contingent
facts about theurrent state of our external environment but instead ablyutpast states of the
environment. While we did not acquire a priori knegge of the concepts used in the thought
since it was through empirical investigation that acquired them, we did access the content of
the thought completely outside of experience. Tloeeeany knowledge that results from our
access to that content was obtained outside ofrexe and thus a priori. This knowledge
would also be authoritative because no one elsadwess to these thoughts in or out of
experience so no one else could be in a bettetipo$o claim that we are mistaken. Authority
doesn’t mean infallibility so the possibility ofrer is still present but all that matters is that n
one is in a better position than we are to discpatential errors.

Some believe that knowledge of this kind may notdresidered direct because going
from knowledge of individual concepts to how thesacepts function together in a thought
require processes such as inference and observittisiard to object to this argument since
any mediating steps between a thoughts occurrartéha acquisition of knowledge could
easily be said to do away with any attribution méctness. However, there are a few things to
keep in mind; the first is that this problem begath a priori knowledge and it was later on that
some author started to discuss things like diredtauthoritative knowledge. So the lack of this
knowledge being direct doesn’t clash with our itituis about our privileged access to our
thoughts that started this debate in the firstgald®e second thing to keep in mind is that there
are a number of ways that we can describe how weogothe occurrence of a thought to the

acquisition of knowledge without using inferencbservation, or any other mediating steps. One
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such possibility is that whatever was going on suisciously or in the external world that
caused an occurrence of a thought could have peshggathering of relevant information from
our concepts to construct the thought. We simptgesased the information that our subconscious
mind already gathered and didn’t have to inferdbetent of the thought from the concepts
contained within it. Basically what | am arguinglst if one were to object to Sawyer’s
argument based on a lack of directness then wednNwaue to consider it as a completely
separate issue first because there are a numbéfesent possibilities to account for.

The last part of Sawyer’s argument is meant to stiawas long as we hold onto
semantic externalism we can be sure that any iostarguments we use will have the causal
feature that makes them reliable. In doing so $ee@ovides an argument for why we cannot
give up semantic externalism by showing that thg other option is internalism. To accept
internalism is to allow for the possibility of aigr knowledge of the external environment
because under internalism our concepts do not sadlysdepend on relations to their referents
in the external environment. This is on par witbegating the possibility presented in the
conclusion of the McKinsey argument which most pe@onsider absurd. As long as you
believe that we cannot have a priori knowledgeonttingent facts of our external environment
regardless of whether they are facts about itsgrastirrent state, you cannot subscribe to
internalism. Assuming then that semantic externalsadopted, our ability to think a thought
with a given concept means that prior causal comiast have occurred since we could not
possess the concept without it. However, a prinovidedge of contingent facts of past states of
the environment should not concern us. The featuhaésh categorize the knowledge as ‘a
priori’ do not imply that we acquired all the resext information that led to the acquisition of the

knowledge outside of experience. Clearly to havekadge of anything in the external
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environment one must experience the external emwiemt through empirical investigation. The
a priori feature just refers to oaccess to the content of the thoughts using the knowledge
obtained in experience through empirical investggatFurthermore, the a priori access is only
to the self-knowledge that we are thinking a thdwgith a given content that was acquired from
experience.

Now there are 2 reasons why Sawyer’s theory issthe best solution presented to the
compatibility debate and therefore why | believedlves the problem altogether. The first
reason is because it allows for consistency in MeKy’s triad of propositions without changing
our notions of semantic externalism or privilegedess while also addressing the conditions set
in place by Boghossian. If we recall, McKinseyiatris:

(5) Oscar knows priori that he is thinking that water is wet.

(6) The proposition that Oscar is thinking that wasewet necessarily depends upon E.

(7) The proposition E cannot be knowarmpriori, but only by empirical investigation.

Under Sawyer’s theory, (1) is straightforward anth E2) is simply the causal feature of
semantic externalism that prior causal contaaadgiired for Oscar’s possession of his concept of
water. On the other hand, (3) is not as simplsethantic externalism can be known a priori

then (3) is wrong because Oscar could then potbnkiaow E a priori. If semantic externalism
cannot be known a priori then E also cannot be knayriori. However, as we saw in earlier
chapters some have argued that if semantic extemmabnnot be known a priori then there is no
longer a problem. In such cases we lose the pateatiility to use instance arguments to
generate knowledge of the external environmentta@dbsurd conclusion which started all of
this no longer exists. So for the sake of argumentvill assume that semantic externalism is

knowable a priori. Through a priori knowledge of thought and semantic externalism, E would
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be that Oscar has had prior causal contact witkenegata linguistic community with the concept
of water. The only possible instance where McKinseyld allow that E is knowable a priori is
where he includes descriptivist concepts but ithsucase the problem dissipates because
Oscar’s thought no longer depends on E. Knowleddesahought does not lead to an absurd
conclusion anymore but McKinsey would probably catsider it ‘knowledge’ anyways
because it does not pertain to anything that exisidcKinsey is to maintain his position that
the triad is inconsistent then he only has oneooptrhich is to argue that E isn’t knowable a
priori and he claims that Oscar cannot know hisig/ a priori due to that fact.

Sawyer’s theory addresses this problem. The oodgiple reason McKinsey could have
for why semantic externalism is knowable a priari B isn’t is because we cannot know a priori
whether our concept is a natural kind or descrigiticoncept. For McKinsey, such knowledge
should only be obtainable through empirical invgetion. He never discusses whether or not
semantic externalism is knowable a priori but smweeare assuming it is in this hypothetical
situation then it seems like this is where McKinsebjection would most likely exist. Either
way it does not matter because Sawyer’s theorgtibardened by this interpretation of E.

In most cases McKinsey is right that we shouldb®tble to know that water exists in
the external environment as a natural kind or esngept in a linguistic community because of
the possibility of descriptivist concepts. Althoughthe case of Sawyer’s theory, we have
infallible access to our concepts and our memonptsestricted. We can remember if we
obtained our concept of water from interacting with substance, learning of it from other
people who have the concept, or if we simply h#tsbaght about a colorless, tasteless, and

odorless liquid and developed a concept to reptebenhypothetical substance. So in this
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theory we can know the status of our conceptsaimmince we do not need to do any empirical
investigation for the information.

In previous chapters when we discussed this prolterwere restricting memory
because it seemed counterintuitive to the ideapofaai knowledge since knowledge of how we
acquired a concept was obtained through our expeief the external environment. Sawyer’s
theory has it that we have a priori access to tment of our concepts which we have
previously acquired and how we initially acquiredaacept would definitely be the type of
information stored in it. The only catch here iatttve can only have a priori knowledge of the
status of our concepts as they pertain to a pais of our environment. A scenario is consistent
with Sawyer’s theory where after our acquisitioraafoncept through causal contact with an
object in the external environment all of the olgatbat the concept refers to are wiped off the
face of the Earth. It is up for debate as to whesieh concepts would become descriptivist
concepts or if they would still be natural kind cepts despite the lack of existing referents.
However, in such a case we clearly could not be ahave a priori knowledge of the current
state of our external environment. We should viewlkmowledge of the status of all of our
concepts in the same way because upon the occaroéany given thought our knowledge of
the status of the concepts used within it is lichi@ our last interactions with the referents of
those concepts.

Overcoming McKinsey’s triad of propositions withyer’s theory is a much more
difficult task than using it to explain away thesaldity in the conclusion of Aarnio’s argument
she extracted from McKinsey's triad:

(1) Suzy can know a priori that she is thinkingt ha

(2) The proposition that Suzy thinking thelbgically implies the proposition
thaiE.
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Therefore,
(3) Suzy can know a priori th&t

All one must do is let E represent the propositltat Suzy at some time prior to thinking tpat
has had the prior causal contact required by semexternalism to possess the concepts utilized
in thatp. A priori knowledge of semantic externalism is eglo to allow for that possibility even
without the infallible access to our concepts siweedo not have to deal with any proposition
claiming that E isn’t knowable a priori. For thersareason overcoming the triad is also more
difficult than ridding the absurdity of the condlois in Andre Gallois’s McKinsey* argument:

(1) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that x thinks that x livesarwatery world)

(2) ETC

(3) ETC-> ¢ (3x) (X knows a priori that ETC)

(4) 0 (3x) (x knows a priori that ETC)

(5) ETC~> O (x) (x thinks x lives in a watery worlé> x lives in a watery world)

(6) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that (5))

(7) ¢ (3X) (x knows a priori thati (y) (y thinks that y lives in a watery worté y lives
in a watery world))

(8) ¢ (3x) (x knows a priori that x lives in a watery world

ETC, as we recall from Chapter 7, refers to exiestnineories of content (content
externalism). Gallois’s solution was that our latkan ability to know a priori whether our
concepts are natural kind or descriptivist is etofeg us not to be able to know a priori that we
live in a watery world. While this solves the pretnl we lose the ability to know that the a priori
knowledge we obtain from our own thoughts actuafiplies to anything in the external
environment prior to doing empirical investigatidinseems wrong to say that when Oscar has

the thought ‘water is wet’ he can’t know if ther@wally is any such thing that his water concept



135

refers to in the world he inhabits until he enceusiitagain. | stress the word ‘again’ because
Oscar has obviously encountered water before inn@yeor another if he has the concept, is
able to use it in a thought, and knows it incluthesproperty of wetness. On the other hand,
Sawyer’s theory just assumes Oscar has had intemaavith water before since his possession
of the water concept requires it through semandieraalism. The absurdity of the conclusion in
the McKinsey* argument is removed through her tigdayr substituting the consequent of the
second conditional in (5), ‘x lives in a watery Wby with ‘x lived in a watery world at some
time prior to the occurrence of x’s thought thdives in a watery world’. With this substitution
the conclusion (8) would becomg3x) (x knows a priori that x lived in a watery woiddl some
time prior to the occurrence of x’s thought thdives in a watery world). Again there is no need
for infallible access to concepts because (6) ¢sdlgrstates that it's possible for someone to
know a priori the equivalent of proposition E.

The real challenge for Sawyer’s theory does moinlithe different versions of the
problem presented by McKinsey. Boghossian was tigewdho brought the real challenge to
compatibilists. He believed that semantic extesmaland privileged access had to be compatible
because he truly felt that we do have a speciasscto our mental states despite the hold that
semantic externalism has on them. Though he alsavbd that no argument could think of or
had read from others would actually solve the moblThe reason that no argument would
suffice was because in each argument the self-latiye they entailed had at least one of three
features that a priori self-knowledge could notibithin order to show that Sawyer’s theory has
the potential to be a true solution to the probiemust be tested against these three features to
see whether the self-knowledge it allows for exsiny of them. According to Boghossian, a

priori self-knowledge cannot be acquired throudlrnence or inner observation. In the same
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regard it also cannot be acquired from or basedodiing. As we have seen so far in Sawyer’s
theory, if the resulting a priori self-knowledgencat be argued to be the result of inference or
inner observation then it almost certainly couldabgued to be based on nothing. However, it is
the way in which Sawyer’s theory works that it disses with Boghossian’s whole argument for
why a priori self-knowledge cannot exhibit thesatiges in the first place.

Boghossian’s main argument for why inference céibeaused to acquire self-knowledge
is because it will always result in an infinite regs in one way or another. When discussing
what justifies our a priori knowledge of an occagimental state, the justification will have to
rest on another mental state since the a priotofaestricts us from using anything outside of
our mind. The mental state on which the justificatiests will itself have to be justified by yet
another mental state and so on. A different kinohfahite regress ensues when we do not require
that our knowledge of every mental state involvadmnitself be justified in order to have
justified knowledge of an occurring mental staterhHaps all that we need to have justified
knowledge of an occurring mental state is thatkhiswledge is justified by knowledge of
another mental state. The key here is that the leune of this latter mental state does not have
to be justified knowledge as long has the knowladgaifficient to justify the knowledge of the
occurring mental state. This would appear to stiteeproblem but this is just an illusion because
the acquisition of the latter knowledge must haeeegthrough the same process when it was an
occurring mental state. So in order to have knogeeof that state we must have knowledge of
yet another state. Instead of an infinite regréggsification we have an infinite regress of
knowledge of particular mental states that mudtrimvn before we can have justified

knowledge of an occurring mental state.
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In Sawyer’s theory she describes the process ghradnich we obtain our self-
knowledge of our thoughts. She claims that we aldtabwledge of our thoughts through
introspection and through conceptual analysis wainlknowledge of the fact that semantic
externalism ensures that prior causal contact maxst occurred for us to possess the concepts
used in the thought. If we make the jump to knogkethat our concepts must have referents in
the external environment then that knowledge wasiiaed through inference from the first two
bits of knowledge. The knowledge resulting fronraspection is something that will be
discussed when we get to Boghossian’s second seétsofor conceptual analysis, it should be
an unproblematic method of obtaining self-knowlettgeBoghossian because if you can have a
priori knowledge of semantic externalism thenmtplications should also be knowable a priori.
On the other hand, the knowledge resulting frorenerce that we must have had prior causal
contact to possess the concepts in our thoughtsrdoento problems with Boghossian’s first
section.

At first glance, Sawyer’s theory could be in adfia problem because it involves self-
knowledge resulting from an inference. The knowketwat we live in a world where referents
exist for the concepts we used in our thoughtssiflfed by combining the knowledge of our
occurring mental state with our knowledge of semecamtternalism. An infinite regress appears
to unfold because the knowledge of our occurringtadestate must be justified by our
knowledge of some prior mental state. Within Saveyiteory this latter mental state which does
the justifying would be the mental state that ooediwvhen we had the necessary prior causal
contact with those referents of the concepts usede occurring mental state. The knowledge of
the latter state would then be justified by knowihat in the past our knowledge of our mental

states has reliably allowed us to come to truenueltfs about the external world. However, in



138

Sawyer’s theory this regress does not actually bawecur because the knowledge that we
possess a given concept is enough to justify tlesviedge which results from the inference. Our
ability to think a thought using the concept ensuhat we possess the concept and knowledge
of semantic externalism allows us to know thatmassession of the concept guarantees that we
acquired it through the required kind of contadhwis referents. While knowledge of other
mental states might help provide further justificat this additional justification is not

necessary. Sawyer’s claim that we have infallilcieeas to our concepts is what ensures that we
do not have to worry about whether or not our cphtea natural kind or descriptivist concept.
As long as we can remember the manner in whichogaised the concept we can know whether
we obtained it through causal contact or if we hHigpsized about it.

As long as the only inference used in this thesithe inference from knowledge of
externalism to knowledge that prior causal contoecessary for the possession of a concept
then it does not clash with the direct featurerofileged access. Once this inference is made
then it becomes knowledge that we can use whenexevish to. If we already have the
knowledge before the occurrence of a thought theran simply know without the use of any
further inferences that our possession of the qusagsed in the thought requires that we had
prior causal contact with certain objects in theemxal environment.

If someone were to object to this argument by diagnthat more inferences must occur
in between the occurrence of a thought and obtgiaipriori knowledge of its content then it
would present a problem for how the theory accotortthe directness feature. The first point to
be made is that the inference described abovepmtpins to how we acquire a priori
knowledge of the status of our concepts used irttmughts. If an inference is necessary in

order to simply know the content of our thoughetithis would be a problem but there does not
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appear to be any such inferences made for the &itqniof that knowledge. Inferences would

be required to obtain both the a priori knowled§#he status of our concepts as well as the
conclusions of instance arguments but the simpdemation that leads to the a priori knowledge
of the content of a thought does not use any infe¥e whatsoever. Any objection by this route
would need to show that inferences must have oedurrorder to acquire the a priori
knowledge of the content of a thought but at tlespin time | have neither seen nor could |
imagine any such arguments.

In Boghossian’s second section he argues thaksellledge cannot be the result of
inner observation. According to Boghossian, th@aation of an object can at most provide us
with knowledge of its intrinsic properties. Thinlgee extrinsic or relational properties can only
be discovered through empirical investigation. Hentains that in order to us to be able to say
we know an object we must be able to distinguisth tibject from other objects which could be
considered relevant alternatives. In the same degjae introspection of our own thoughts can at
most provide us with knowledge of the intrinsic pedies of our thought's as well as the
concepts within them but the ability to distingutilose concepts from other concepts which
could be considered ‘counterfeits’ requires thatharee knowledge of the thought’s and/or
concept’s extrinsic or relational properties. Tliere he concludes that introspection, or inner
observation, cannot be the process through whichagaire self-knowledge of our mental
states.

In Sawyer’s theory, the knowledge we obtain of ecrurring mental states is acquired
through introspection. Boghossian would argue wWeatannot distinguish this mental state from
other mental states which contain at least onemdifit ‘counterfeit’ concept. However, Sawyer’s

notion that we have infallible access to our coteeépes allow us a way around this problem.
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Since we can remember the event in our life whemegrired the concept used in the thought
we can know exactly what concept it is. Althoughstnot as easy to explain away the problem
presented in Boghossian’s Twin Earth thought expent where the subject is transported back
and forth between Earth and Twin Earth withoutrtkebwledge. Here our subject knows that
they have had prior causal contact with the sulsstéimey call water but they are unaware of the
fact that they've actually come in to contact witlo distinct substances called water. All of the
technology available to the subject is insufficitartdiscovering the difference between the
substances.

In this scenario our subject cannot distinguisletiar their thought about water was
actually about water or ‘twater’. Sawyer does rdutrass this thought experiment but | believe
that her theory can still account for it. The sgbgan know that they have had prior causal
contact since they know they possess the wateregbiwt they just don’t know that they've
been in prior causal contact with two distinct gabses. So instead of the subject possessing
two distinct concepts that they can’t differentiitam each other they actually just have two
distinct substances labeled under one concept sirite subject both substances have identical
properties. It makes no sense to claim that thgestib unconscious mind can identify the
difference between the substances and classify timetar two distinct water concepts when the
subject consciously has no ability to do so. Thetlikely situation is that both substances with
fall under the same concept until the subject is tibdiscover the difference between them and
once discovered they will create a new concephedwo substances can be properly classified.
So in this thought experiment, it is true that $hbject cannot tell the difference between their

water and ‘twater’ thoughts. However, for Sawyéhsory there aren’t actually going to be
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distinct water and ‘twater’ thoughts because baotissances have identical properties to the
subject so they both fall under one water concept.

Essentially Sawyer’s theory would address Boglamssiproblem with inner observation
by claiming that if a subject observes a differemcproperties between two substances then they
will be able to classify them under distinct contsegind they will be able to distinguish between
thoughts using both concepts. This is becausentbemation that pertains to the differences
between them will be included in the concept amdsilibject has infallible access to this
information when their mental state using eithevcapt occurs. However, if a subject is not able
to observe any difference between the propertiégodistinct substances then they will
naturally classify them under the same conceppéttes are what we use to differentiate one
natural kind from another so if a subject obsersectly the same properties in two substances
they have no reason to think that the two substdoa®ot fall into the same category.

One objection to this argument is that it doeaddress Boghossian’s argument that
inner observation at most yields knowledge of n#i¢ properties and it is instead the extrinsic
or relational properties that determine the contéat thought. This only matters when we were
assuming the only information available to our inoleservation must be obtained outside of
experience. In Sawyer’s theory all of our interac with a substance in experience are stored as
information in our concept of that substance amslitfformation is available to us when we use
inner observation to acquire the knowledge of t@ent of our thoughts. While inner
observation alone isn’t enough to yield knowled§exarinsic properties, when you combine it
with infallible access to the information storedour concepts then it can actually allow for
knowledge of extrinsic properties. As long as thememethods to obtain knowledge of extrinsic

properties then we can use those methods in exgeristore the information in the concepts,
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and retrieve the information when using inner obasgon on our thoughts. So in Sawyer’s
theory she actually agrees with Boghossian thatmwhsion alone can only yield knowledge of
the intrinsic properties but this misses the ided €mpirical investigation can give us
knowledge of extrinsic properties which can beedaand retrieved later through inner
observation.

In Boghossian’s last section he argues that sefakedge cannot be based on nothing; or
in other words it must be considered a cognitiddeaement to be considered knowledge. The
main reason for the inclusion of this section isdase Boghossian could not imagine what else
could justify self-knowledge other than inferencenmer observation so the last option to
consider is self-knowledge based on nothing. Inptileeious paragraphs | argued that self-
knowledge in Sawyer’s theory is a result from iefeze and inner observation but it does not
create the same problems that Boghossian thoughtdid. Since this self-knowledge is a result
from inference and inner observation it will ne@@gyg be classified as a cognitive achievement.
In this section Boghossian argues that self-knoggedhich doesn’t result from inference or
inner observation is still a cognitive achievemeatause it doesn’t exhibit three characteristics
that self-knowledge which is not a cognitive acki@ent would exhibit. As long as it is a
cognitive achievement it cannot be based on nothirghis does not present a problem for
Sawyer’s theory because having self-knowledge aatdmsidered a cognitive achievement is
sort of a last resort for compatibilists. Most pkibphers would not consider knowledge which is
based on nothing to be knowledge in the first pla@eause it does not actually apply to
anything. So the fact that Sawyer’s theory doesaddtess this section is actually a good thing
because it shows that the self-knowledge thaeitlgiis considered a cognitive achievement and

is applicable.
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It is very well possible that sometime in the fetthere will be more incompatibilist
arguments developed that compatibilist theoriestmdgdress before they can be truly considered
a potential solution. At that point in time Sawyetheory could be once again called into
guestion. However, at this point in time the MckKagpsargument and Boghossian’s arguments are
the strongest incompatibilist arguments availablé Sawyer’s theory is able to address them
both. So far it is the only theory which can acddonthe potential problems created from
combining content externalism and privileged acedsige also maintaining consistency with
our intuitions about both. It feels safe to say thail new incompatibilist arguments are
developed, Sawyer’s theory is the best fallbackctonpatibilists to justify how they can know

the content of their thoughts while living in thi®rld ruled by externalism.
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