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WHICH LOGIC FOR THE SELF-ASCRIPTION OF ATTITUDES?

1. Fundamental claim of semantic antirealism (distinct from the semantic principle of bivalence) If a statement s is true, then it must be possible, at least in principle, to recognize that it is true by the methods of inquiry suited to its area of discourse.

Two conflicting views

It might be the case that s is true although it isn't possible to find a warrant for s. If s is true, then it must be possible to find a warrant for s.

Two disagreements

Disagreement 1. About the construal of warrants: for any given s, there will be a disagreement about what must count as a warrant for s, i.e., about which necessary and sufficient conditions something -, i.e., a putative warrant -must satisfy in order to confer truth on s.

Disagreement 2. About the availability of warrants (perhaps no matter how construed): either availability in principle or effective availability, i.e., either:

(i) availability such that there is reason to deny or to doubt that we could retrieve the warrants should we activate the proper recognitional abilities or (ii) availability for us hic et nunc given our cognitive shortcomings, i.e., given what we know and are able to do now, on that basis, with respect to the recognition of truth, as opposed to availability for beings with less cognitive shortcomings than us (say for us à la Peirce, in the long run of scientific inquiry), or perhaps for beings with more cognitive shortcomings.

Ascriptions of attitudes: two kinds

External. Ascriptions made by someone other than the ascribee in order to make sense of the ascribee's linguistic or general behavior (e.g., in order to make sense of the ascribee's public self-ascriptions).

Form: X φs [that] p.

Internal. Ascriptions made by the ascribee himself, either publicly or privately.

Form: I φ [that] p.

Two problems for internal checkings and introspective warrants

Problem 1. Which features or structure should internal checkings and introspective warrants possess in order to provide justifications for the putative bearer's claims ? [Disagreement 1 in 3.] Problem 2. Should the putative bearer check the truth of his or her claims in a finite time in order to provide a justification for them, i.e., should he or she effectively or feasibly check that their truth-conditions obtain (or at least be able to do that) ? [Second clause of Disagreement 2 in 3.]

In other words, it is debatable whether statements of the form "I φ [that] p" call for a realist, antirealist, or strong antirealist semantics, i.e., whether they should count as either:

(i)
Possibly true although not known to be true (Realism (R)) p so that my investigation is a one-step affair. Two possibilities:

(i) I judge my warrant to be immediate because I count the steps that lead to its retrieving and stop at 1 (i.e. at the very step at which the warrant is retrieved, which is the first, hence the immediacy), or (ii) I experience the warrant (or perhaps the very event or fact of its obtaining) to be immediate (perhaps in a non-defeasible way), or both.

Mediate case. I may successfully check that I φ [that] p if and only if I've previously checked that I ψ [that] q and so on, so that the sets of φs and ps might turn out to be quite large.

Surveyability constraint

I positively introspect whether I φ [that] p so that my introspection doesn't tolerate marginal increases in length and complexity beyond a certain level L.

Third remark about positive introspection: skepticism and infinitism

The self-ascriber, as putative bearer, isn't trying to meet some skeptical challenge by looking for apodictic or non-defeasible warrants for the attitudes, i.e., for warrants that are warrants only relative to (very high or arbitrarily high) skeptical or infinitist standards.

Unskeptical or non-infinitist standards for warrants

No warrant for "I φ [that] p" should be open to counter-arguments to the effect that (i) even when it is warranted that I φ [that] p it remains possible that if I φ [that] p, then 0=1, or to the effect that (ii) I should yet find another reason to believe that I [really] φ

[that] p and then another one after that, and so on… 9. Fourth remark about positive introspection: attitudes as warrants In either case, immediate or mediate, the occurrence of the attitude and the awareness of the occurrence have been construed as necessary and sufficient conditions for the obtaining of a warrant for some instance of "I φ [that] p" (or at least for some instance of "I φ [that] p at t"). The view that occurrence-cum awareness of a mental state yields an immediate justification for the attribution of psychological properties has been defended by both Peacocke (i) Peacocke's claim. If I am aware that I entertain the thought that p, the application of the reference rule to the effect that "I" refers to the thinker of his own thoughts provides the adequate warrant for the corresponding self-ascription. According to Peacocke, then, it takes the identity judgement "I=i d the thinker of 'I φ [that] p'" to go from awareness or consciousness to warranted selfascription.

(ii) Pryor' claim. Although we should reject the content requirement for mental states (roughly speaking, the claim that in order to be a justifier for a state S, you need to have propositional content), the endorsement of the premise principle (the claim that only mental states that assertively represent propositions may justify a belief that p) and the claim that such propositions are just those which could be used as premises in an argument whose conclusion is p, is neutral with respect to the idea that introspective or private experiences justify immediately.

Problems and task

(i) With Peacocke -phenomenological point. The awareness or consciousness of an attitude or mental state, i.e., the awareness of oneself entertaining a particular attitude or of being in a particular mental state, is already an awareness or consciousness of oneself entertaining the attitude or enjoying the state, so that such attitudes and states can't be subjectless or representationally independent. We experience ourselves as φying [that] p. We don't experience ourselves as being presented with external autonomous states not representing the subject in whose mind they occur (i.e., ours).

(ii) With Pryorpoint about justification. Suppose we're not required to be in any particular representational state in order to access or retrieve warrants for self-ascriptions. What particular kind of non-representational state should we enjoy in order to access or retrieve these warrants? A mere raw experience with no representational content whatsoever, in Chisholm's sense of being-appeared to me in such and a such a way may not provide a warrant for the corresponding self-ascription. If I merely sense myself or appear to myself as the one that φs [that] p in that raw sense, I can't possibly claim to have a ground for the claim that I do, as a matter of fact, φ [that] p. Argument?

The propositional awareness of oneself φing provides a warrant Argument?

Argument?

The task is now to determine whether, in case either the propositional or the phenomenal awareness of oneself φing constitutes a necessary and sufficient condition for obtaining a warrant (or indeed constitutes a warrant), and given that the POSITIVE INTROSPECTION PROPERTY FOR BIMODAL PROPOSITIONAL LOGIC isn't instantiated when the evidential relations between me and my own private φing break down, I might nevertheless be justified in believing that I could be the bearer of the attitude.

If this were the case, an inference would be needed from the claim about the breaking down of evidential relations, as a claim about introspective failure, to the modal claim to the effect that one might still be the bearer of the attitude. It isn't clear, at this stage, that the inference could be justified without an appeal to the common knowledge and common beliefs operators we have decided not to take into consideration in our formulation of the POSITIVE INTROSPECTION PROPERTY FOR BIMODAL PROPOSITIONAL LOGIC.

  and Pryor (see Pryor 2005 and Peacocke 2008) on the basis of Burge 2003.