AGAINST AN EPISTEMIC ARGUMENT FOR MINENESS
Abstract

When you have a conscious experience—such as feeling pain, watching the sunset, or thinking about your loved ones—are you aware of the experience as your own, even when you do not reflect on, think about, or attend to it? Let us say that an experience has “mineness” just in case its subject is aware of it as her own while she undergoes it. And let us call the view that all ordinary experiences have mineness “typicalism.” Recently, Guillot has offered a novel argument for typicalism by leveraging the relation between self-knowledge and self-awareness. She starts by arguing that all ordinary experiences give their subjects immediate justification to believe that their experiences are their own. She then argues that this can be explained by typicalism. In this paper, I argue that her argument fails. I start by clarifying the notion of mineness and giving more details about her argument. I then explain why her argument fails by raising doubts about whether typicalism explains the target explanandum. I close by considering some implications of our discussion for self-knowledge.
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1 Introduction
Consider the following thesis about self-knowledge:

SELF-KNOWLEDGE (SK): If you have a conscious experience E, then you have justification to believe that you have E.
According to SK, the mere fact that you have an experience—such as feeling pain, watching the sunset, or thinking about your loved ones—is sufficient to give you justification to believe that you have that experience. You do not need to somehow observe that experience. Nor do you need to have reason to believe some other propositions that support the proposition that you have that experience.
 In one version or another, SK has been defended, e.g., by Peacocke (1998), Neta (2011), and Smithies (2012; 2019, ch. 5).
Consider the following thesis about self-awareness:

SELF-AWARENESS (SA): If you have a conscious experience E, then you are aware of E as your own.
According to SA, your experiences are accompanied by what is called “mineness” (or “sense of mineness”), where you are aware of your experiences as your own while you undergo them, before (or without) reflecting on, thinking about, or focally attending to them.
 In one version or another, SA has been defended, e.g., by Billon (2017; 2023), Guillot (2017), and Fernández (2019, ch. 5; 2023).
Discussions of SK and discussions of SA are often conducted in isolation from each other.
 Perhaps this is unsurprising, since at first glance SK and SA are not obviously related: neither says or clearly implies anything about the other. A notable exception to this tendency is Guillot (2017). She provides what we might call an “epistemic argument” for the claim that all ordinary experiences have mineness by leveraging the relation between SK and SA. She starts by arguing that all ordinary experiences give their subjects immediate justification to believe that their experiences are their own. She then argues that this can be explained by the putative fact that they are aware of their experiences as their own.
Guillot’s argument is important not only because it promises to build rich connections between epistemology and the philosophy of mind. It is also important because it occupies a special place in the mineness literature. Call the view that all ordinary experiences have mineness “typicalism.” Broadly speaking, proponents of typicalism have taken two routes to defending it, a direct one and an indirect one. The direct route starts with certain features of ordinary experiences and argues that typicalism can explain those features. The indirect route starts with certain features of atypical experiences—such as those had by patients with thought insertion, depersonalization, or Cotard’s syndrome—and argues that those features can be explained by the putative fact that atypical experiences lack mineness; it then infers typicalism on this basis. The indirect route, taken by Billon (2017; 2023) and Fernández (2019, ch. 5; 2023), has been seriously contested by many philosophers (e.g., Howell and Thompson 2017; Bermúdez 2019; Howell 2023a, 2023b; McClelland 2023; Wu 2023). Wu (2023), for example, argues that we should deal with introspective reports of the presence or absence of mineness carefully, and that an inference from those reports back to the presence or absence of phenomenal mineness in experience is unwarranted. Of course, Wu’s and others’ criticisms of the indirect route are not knock-down objections, and one might find a way to defend it. But given the challenges faced by the indirect route, proponents of typicalism are well advised to explore the alternative direct route. As it happens, Guillot seems to be the only proponent of typicalism who takes the direct route, and yet there is little if any discussion of her argument. All of this makes it worthwhile to take a closer look at her argument.
While Guillot’s approach is laudable, my plan in this paper is to argue that her argument fails. After some preliminary clarification in section 2, section 3 presents her argument in detail. Section 4 explains why her argument fails. Section 5 considers some implications of our discussion for self-knowledge.
2 Preliminaries
Philosophers use the term “mineness” in different ways. Since Guillot’s argument is my target, I will follow her and understand mineness as follows:

MINENESS: If a subject S has a conscious experience E, then E has mineness if and only if S is consciously aware of E as S’s own.

To better understand mineness, it might help to consider the broader context in which Guillot introduces this notion. It is standard to hold that experiences have a phenomenal character. When I see a red tomato, there is something it is like for me to see it. In particular, there is, we might say, a “reddish” way it is like for me to see it. Recently, some philosophers (e.g., Levine 2001; Kriegel 2009) have distinguished two components of phenomenal character: the first component concerns the reddish way it is like for me to see the red tomato, and the second component concerns the fact that it is for me that it is like something to see it. Both Levine and Kriegel call the reddish component “qualitative character.” Levine calls the for-me component “subjectivity,” and Kriegel calls it “subjective character.”

Guillot argues that discussions of the putative subjectivity or subjective character of consciousness often conflate three notions, one of which is mineness.
 She calls the other two notions “for-me-ness” and “me-ness.” Very roughly, for-me-ness concerns one’s conscious awareness of one’s experiences, and me-ness concerns one’s conscious awareness of oneself.
 Mineness is a more demanding understanding of subjective character, which concerns one’s conscious awareness of one’s experiences as one’s own. Guillot argues that, without substantive assumptions, there are no entailment relations between the three features: if an experience has one of the three features, it does not follow that it has any of the other two features. She does think that mineness involves “some form or other of awareness of the experience, and of myself,” but maintains that “it doesn’t follow that an a priori relation of implication holds from mineness to for-me-ness (a phenomenal awareness of the experience) and me-ness (a phenomenal awareness of the experiencer)” (2017, p. 33, emphasis original). She also argues that the ternary distinction allows us to describe some pathological cases more accurately. For example, patients with thought insertion often claim that their thoughts are not their own but are inserted into their minds by someone else. As a patient reports:

Thoughts are put into my mind like “Kill God”. It’s just like my mind working, but it isn’t. They come from this chap, Chris. They’re his thoughts (Frith 1992, p. 66).

On Guillot’s view, thought insertion can be interpreted as a condition that lacks mineness but retains for-me-ness and me-ness. 
Note that MINENESS itself does not say which experiences have mineness. As Farrell and McClelland (2017, pp. 4-5) observe, typicalism is one of the three main views of the scope of mineness in the literature. They call the other two views “universalism” and “absentism.” Very roughly, universalism is the view that all experiences have mineness, and absentism is the view that no experiences have mineness.
 These views are not exhaustive. One could hold a view somewhere between universalism and typicalism, according to which in addition to all ordinary experiences some atypical ones also have mineness. One could also hold a view somewhere between typicalism and absentism, according to which some but not all ordinary experiences have mineness.
Since the notion of awareness plays a key role in MINENESS, there are some important questions we need to consider.
One question concerns the object of awareness. I take it that when E has mineness, the object of awareness is E itself, where S is aware of E as being a certain way, i.e., as being S’s own. Alternative candidate objects of awareness include the fact that E is S’s own, or the subject S herself, where S is aware of S as being a certain way, i.e., as being the owner of E. Or perhaps there is not even an object of awareness here (more on this below). Philosophers, including Guillot, often use “S is aware of E as S’s own,” “S is aware of the fact that E is S’s own,” and “S is aware of S as the owner of E” interchangeably.
 Whether these expressions can be used interchangeably is debatable. I will leave this issue open.
Another question concerns the character of awareness. First, as my formulation makes clear, when E has mineness, S is consciously aware of E as S’s own. To say that E has mineness is not to say that it is accompanied by an unconscious higher-order state targeted on E. As Guillot emphasizes, mineness involves “a phenomenal awareness that my experiences are mine” (2017, p. 31, emphasis mine). Second, I take it that when E has mineness, S’s awareness of E as S’s own is pre-reflective (or non-reflective) in the weak sense that S is aware of E as S’s own before (or without) reflecting on, thinking about, or focally attending to E. The notion of pre-reflective self-awareness comes from the phenomenological tradition. Phenomenologists often take pre-reflective self-awareness to be a form of “non-objectifying” or “non-intentional” self-awareness. On their view, when you are pre-reflectively aware of an experience, you are aware of it but not as an object. Instead, “[your] awareness is non-objectifying in the sense that [you] do not occupy the position or perspective of a spectator or in(tro)spector who attends to this experience in a thematic way” (Gallagher and Zahavi 2021). I will not assume that pre-reflective self-awareness is non-objectifying.
 Perhaps it is a form of peripheral inner awareness (Kriegel 2009). Or perhaps it is a sui generis form of awareness. I will remain neutral on the nature of pre-reflective self-awareness. 
Now, some clarifications about justification are also in order.
First, throughout I am concerned with prima facie and propositional justification. Your justification to believe P is prima facie in the sense that it might well be defeated, and it is propositional in the sense that you have it whether or not you actually believe P on the basis of it, and whether or not you actually believe P at all.
Second, the distinction between immediate and inferential justification will play a key role. Following Pryor (2014), I will say that you have immediate justification to believe P just in case you have justification to believe P, and you do so in a way that does not depend on your justification to believe any other proposition. And I will say that you have inferential justification to believe P just in case you have justification to believe P, and you do so in a way that depends on your justification to believe some other proposition. To see the difference, suppose you have a toothache, and dentist A tells you that it is due to wisdom tooth eruption. You arguably have immediate justification to believe that you are in pain, because you have justification to believe this proposition, and you do so in a way that does not depend on your justification to believe any other proposition. By contrast, you arguably have inferential justification to believe that you have wisdom tooth pain, because although you have justification to believe this proposition, you do so in a way that depends on your justification to believe some other proposition, such as the proposition that your pain is due to wisdom tooth eruption. If your justification to believe that your pain is due to wisdom tooth eruption is defeated, say, by opposing testimony from dentist B, then you no longer have justification to believe that you have wisdom tooth pain, but you still have justification to believe that you are in pain.
3 Guillot’s argument

Let us now look at Guillot’s defense of typicalism, the claim that all ordinary experiences have mineness.
 She defends typicalism by arguing that it can explain a phenomenon. To see how her argument goes, let us start with the explanandum. 

Guillot writes:

In ordinary circumstances, when I have an experience – say, a tactile experience of the cat’s silky fur – this as such gives me some justification for making a number of judgments. These include … the judgment that the experience is mine (2017, p. 45).

Guillot does not only think that when you have an experience, the experience gives you justification to believe that the experience is your own. She also thinks that the kind of justification the experience gives you is immediate. As she goes on to say:

Suppose I am now undergoing some experience or other, e.g. feeling the cat’s smooth fur. The mere presence of this experience, as such, is evidence for judging … that the experience is mine. Having an experience is enough to be licensed to … self-attribute it … Again, this does not mean that my capacity to make the [judgment that the experience is mine] is unmediated; only that the relevant epistemic warrant is provided by the mere having of the experience (pp. 45-46, emphasis original).
We can make the explanandum more precise as follows:

EXPLANANDUM: For any ordinary conscious experience E and normal subject S, if S has E, then E gives S immediate justification to believe that E (under some descriptions) is S’s own.

Two points about EXPLANANDUM.

First, Guillot aims to show that “all the ordinary experiences of normal subjects exhibit … mineness” (p. 45, emphasis mine). That is why the scope of EXPLANANDUM is restricted in the way it is, quantifying over ordinary experiences (rather than all experiences) and normal subjects (rather than all subjects).
Second, my formulation goes beyond what Guillot says and includes the “under some descriptions” qualification. It is reasonable to do so, since it is highly doubtful that experiences give their subjects immediate justification to believe that their experiences are their own, no matter how their experiences are described.

Let us now turn to the explanans. Immediately after the passage quoted above, Guillot says:

It is something about the experience, something intrinsic to it, that supports [the judgment that the experience is mine]. This I take to be at least a prima facie reason to think that we typically have experiential access to … the fact that the experience is ours; or, in my terminology, that the phenomenal character of a normal experience includes … mineness (p. 46, emphasis original).

Two points about this passage.
First, as mentioned above, philosophers, including Guillot, often use “S is aware of E as S’s own,” “S is aware of the fact that E is S’s own,” and “S is aware of S as the owner of E” interchangeably. So although in this passage she says that “we typically have experiential access to … the fact that the experience is ours,” this can be understood as saying that we are typically aware of our experiences as our own—that is, our experiences typically have mineness.
Second, it is natural to understand Guillot as saying that the putative fact that we are typically aware of our experiences as our own explains the putative fact that our experiences typically give us immediate justification to believe that our experiences are our own, even though she does not explicitly put it this way.
We can now make the explanans more precise as follows:

EXPLANANS: For any ordinary conscious experience E and normal subject S, if S has E, then S is consciously aware of E as S’s own.
EXPLANANS is a more precise formulation of typicalism. Again, EXPLANANS only quantifies over ordinary experiences and normal subjects.
In short, Guillot’s argument is that since EXPLANANDUM is true and EXPLANANS explains EXPLANANDUM, we have some reason to believe EXPLANANS.

4 Does EXPLANANS explain EXPLANANDUM?
So, does EXPLANANS explain EXPLANANDUM?

In the passages quoted above, Guillot does not say much about why the putative fact that our experiences typically have mineness explain the putative fact that our experiences typically give us immediate justification to believe that our experiences are our own. In this section, I will extract two lines of thought from her discussion that might support her argument and argue that both fail.
One support for Guillot’s argument comes from comparing the introspective case with the perceptual case.
 Return to her cat example. Suppose you touch a cat’s silky fur. On her view, your tactile experience gives you immediate justification to believe not only the internal world proposition that the experience is your own but also the external world proposition that the cat’s fur is silky. In each case your experience justifies your belief without background beliefs playing any role. As Guillot puts it, just as “[t]he mere presence of this experience [of the cat’s silky fur], as such, is evidence for judging … that the experience is [your own],” “[t]he experience [of the cat’s silky fur] is a reason to judge the cat’s fur to be silky that is not itself in need of further justification” (p. 45). She does not go beyond this, but she could draw a closer parallel between the two cases by endorsing the following principle that links immediate justification with awareness:

LINK: If a conscious experience E gives you immediate justification to believe that x is F, then it does so because you are consciously aware of x as being F when you have E.

With LINK at hand, Guillot could assimilate the introspective case to the perceptual case and offer a unified explanation for why you have immediate justification in the two cases: since your experience gives you immediate justification to believe that the cat’s fur is silky, it follows from LINK that it does so because you are aware of the cat’s fur as being silky in having the experience; analogously, since your experience gives you immediate justification to believe that the experience is your own, it follows from LINK that it does so because you are aware of the experience as your own in having the experience.
The main problem with this line of thought is that the version of LINK that might work in the perceptual case differs from the one that might work in the introspective case. To see the point, consider the character of awareness. First, your awareness of the cat’s fur as being silky is perceptual, but your awareness of your experience as your own is supposed to be introspective, assuming that introspective awareness is not a kind of perceptual awareness.
 Second, for LINK to support Guillot’s argument, your awareness of your experience as your own must be inattentive (or peripheral), since mineness is supposed to involve a form of pre-reflective self-awareness. But your awareness of the cat’s fur as being silky need not be so. In fact, given our description of the case, your awareness of the cat’s fur as being silky seems to be attentive (or focal). Given this disanalogy between the two cases, Guillot cannot defend the claim that your experience gives you immediate justification to believe that the experience is your own because you are aware of the experience as your own in having the experience by saying that it follows from a general principle that applies to both cases. She needs to defend a specific version of LINK that works in the introspective case, which is currently lacking.
Guillot might try to avoid the problems by appealing to the justifying role of inattentive (or peripheral) experiences.
 On Siegel and Silins’ (2014) view, inattentive (or peripheral) experiences can justify perceptual beliefs. If they are right, Guillot could take advantage of their view and endorse the following version of LINK: 
LINK*: If an inattentive (or peripheral) conscious experience E gives you immediate justification to believe that x is F, then it does so because you are inattentively (or peripherally) consciously aware of x as being F when you have E.

Assuming that your tactile experience of the cat’s silky fur is inattentive (or peripheral), Guillot could maintain the analogy between the introspective case and the perceptual case by saying something like this: since your inattentive (or peripheral) experience gives you immediate justification to believe that the cat’s fur is silky, it follows from LINK* that it does so because you are inattentively (or peripherally) aware of the cat’s fur as being silky in having the experience; analogously, since your inattentive (or peripheral) experience gives you immediate justification to believe that the experience is your own, it follows from LINK* that it does so because you are inattentively (or peripherally) aware of the experience as your own in having the experience.

Setting aside the worry that this move is unmotivated, there are three main problems with this line of thought. First, Siegel and Silins only argue that inattentive (or peripheral) experiences can justify perceptual beliefs, leaving open why these experiences can do so. So even if they are right, it does not follow that LINK* works in the perceptual case—that is, even if your inattentive (or peripheral) experience gives you immediate justification to believe that the cat’s fur is silky, it does not follow that it does so because you are inattentively (or peripherally) aware of the cat’s fur as being silky in having the experience. Second, Siegel and Silins only focus on perceptual beliefs. We should not take for granted that their argument, if successful, also applies to introspective beliefs. So even if LINK* works in the perceptual case, it does not follow that it works in the introspective case. Finally, LINK* only focuses on inattentive (or peripheral) experiences. But typicalism claims that all ordinary experiences, including attentive (or focal) ones, have mineness. So even if LINK* works in the introspective case, it does not support typicalism. It at best supports a view somewhere between typicalism and absentism, according to which some ordinary experiences, i.e., inattentive (or peripheral) ones, have mineness. These problems might not be insurmountable, but the burden is on Guillot to solve them (if she goes this direction at all).
Another support for Guillot’s argument comes from contrasting normal subjects with blindsight subjects. She has much to say about this line of thought, so I will spend more time on it. Blindsight subjects have no conscious visual experiences of stimuli in their blind field, but they seem to have visual representations of stimuli in their blind field.
 When prompted, some blindsight subjects are able to guess reliably about certain features of stimuli in their blind field. On Guillot’s view, blindsight subjects have inferential justification from their visual perceptions to believe that their visual perceptions are their own. She makes this point by contrasting normal subjects with what Block (1995) calls “superblindsight” subjects:

Let us imagine a ‘super-blindsight’ patient, trained to regularly form beliefs about the objects in her blind field. She could notice that she has the belief that a certain object is in her blind area; use her background understanding of her condition, and her knowledge that when she has this sort of belief, it is usually because a form of visual perception she is unaware of is taking place; and infer on this basis that she must be “experiencing” the object in question. This wouldn’t be an immediate justification, directly based on the mere having of the experience itself and nothing else, as is the case in normal subjects. But note that the only difference between the ‘super-blindsighter’ and a normal subject is that the latter enjoys visual phenomenology, while the former does not. So when a normally-sighted subject has a visual perception, whatever in the experience gives her immediate justification to judge that … the experience is hers must be exclusively based on the phenomenal character of the experience. This I take to be a good reason to think that normal experience displays … mineness (p. 46, emphasis original, footnotes omitted).

Guillot’s idea seems to be this. When a normal subject has a visual perception V of an object O, V gives her immediate justification to believe that V is her own. By contrast, when a superblindsight subject has a visual perception V of an object O in her blind field, V gives her inferential justification to believe that V is her own. In order to have justification to believe that V is her own, the superblindsight subject needs to have justification to believe some other propositions, such as the proposition that she believes that O is in her blind field and the proposition that if she has a belief of this sort, then she has a visual perception of certain object in her blind field. And the epistemic difference obtains because the normal subject’s visual perception has mineness while the superblindsight subject’s does not.

The main problem with this line of thought is that the case of superblindsight is not a good contrast case. Presumably, we want a contrast case where a subject’s conscious experience gives her inferential justification to believe that her experience is her own, so that the only dimension of variation is the kind of justification the subject has. But the superblindsight subject’s visual perception is unconscious (if she has a visual perception at all).
 Moreover, even if the epistemic difference obtains, it might be equally or better explained by alternative candidates other than mineness. For example, perhaps the normal subject has immediate justification while the superblindsight subject does not simply because the normal subject’s visual perception is conscious while the superblindsight subject’s is not. To have a better contrast case, Guillot might want to focus on patients with thought insertion, depersonalization, or Cotard’s syndrome. On her view, these patients have conscious experiences that lack mineness.
 She could first argue that there is an epistemic difference between normal subjects and these patients: normal subjects have immediate justification from their experiences to believe that their experiences are their own, but these patients have inferential justification from their experiences to believe that their experiences are their own. She could then argue that the epistemic difference obtains because normal subjects’ experiences have mineness while these patients’ do not.
The question of whether patients with thought insertion, depersonalization, or Cotard’s syndrome never have immediate justification from their experiences to believe that their experiences are their own is important not only because it has to do with whether there really is such an epistemic difference between normal subjects and these patients. It is also important because if the answer is no, that might make trouble for Guillot. If these patients sometimes have immediate justification from their experiences to believe that their experiences are their own, we want an explanation of why they do. Guillot cannot explain why they do by appeal to mineness. Instead, she must appeal to some other reason. Call that reason “R.” Whatever R turns out to be, she will be under pressure to say that normal subjects have immediate justification from their experiences to believe that their experiences are their own for R as well. This is so because an explanation that appeals to R in both normal and abnormal cases is more economical than one that appeals to mineness in normal cases and to R in abnormal cases. And, other things being equal, a more economical explanation is better.
So, do patients with thought insertion, depersonalization, or Cotard’s syndrome never have immediate justification from their experiences to believe, for example, so simple a proposition as “that is my own”? 
While the case of superblindsight is not a good contrast case, there seems to be something right about what Guillot says. As described in the passage quoted above, the superblindsight subject self-ascribes her unconscious visual perception in a “circuitous” (p. 46) way, as she puts it. If that is why the superblindsight subject’s justification is inferential, Guillot might want to argue that the justification that patients with thought insertion, depersonalization, or Cotard’s syndrome have is inferential because they also self-ascribe their experiences in a circuitous way.
But this line of thought should be pursued with care (if Guillot goes this direction at all). For one thing, as far as I know, there is little if any discussion of how (if at all) patients with thought insertion, depersonalization, or Cotard’s syndrome self-ascribe their experiences. For another, note that the question of whether one has immediate justification to believe P is not a question about the psychological processes through which one arrives at P. Rather, it is a question about whether one’s justification to believe P depends on one’s justification to believe some other proposition.
 So even if these patients do self-ascribe their experiences in a circuitous way, that need not entail that they never have immediate justification from their experiences to believe that their experiences are their own.
Of the three cases Guillot discusses, the case of depersonalization is more likely to make trouble for her. Unlike patients with thought insertion or Cotard’s syndrome, depersonlization patients are usually not delusional. They often use “as if” to qualify their descriptions (e.g., “I can feel the pain, but it is as if I don’t care, as if it was somebody else’s pain” (Sierra 2009, p. 49).). Although they somehow feel alienated, detached, or estranged from their experiences, they seem to have no difficulty in knowing that their experiences are their own. Billon, another proponent of typicalism, readily acknowledges that they “seem to be capable of becoming aware and knowing their [experiences] just as well as we do, and with the very same ease” (2023, p. 329). While more evidence is needed to determine whether they do have immediate justification from their experiences to believe that their experiences are their own, for now at least we can say that the more they are like normal subjects regarding how they know their experiences, the more likely their justification is immediate.
To sum up, I have considered two lines of thought that might support Guillot’s argument: one compares the introspective case with the perceptual case, and the other contrasts normal subjects with blindsight subjects. I have argued that both fail. The upshot is that Guillot does not give us good reason to believe that our experiences typically give us immediate justification to believe that our experiences are our own because our experiences typically have mineness.

5 Back to self-knowledge
So far, I have argued that Guillot’s argument fails by raising doubts about whether EXPLANANS explains EXPLANANDUM. In this section, I will consider some implications of the failure of her argument.
Undoubtedly, the failure of Guillot’s argument has implications for the mineness literature. Here I will only mention one. Recall that universalism is the view that all experiences have mineness. While universalism has come under sustained attack, many opponents (e.g., O’Conaill 2019; Letheby 2020; Millière 2020; Salje and Geddes 2023) leave it entirely open whether typicalism is true. As mentioned above, since the indirect route has been seriously contested, proponents of typicalism are well advised to explore the alternative direct route, a route that (probably) only Guillot takes. The failure of her argument thus makes typicalism look less promising than opponents of universalism might think. Perhaps typicalism is not even a viable fallback position for universalists.

As noted above, one reason why Guillot’s argument is special is that she defends typicalism by leveraging the relation between SK and SA. In the remaining part of the paper, I want to spend some time exploring the implications of the failure of her argument for self-knowledge. To anticipate, the takeaway will be that mineness is not the answer to the question of why self-knowledge of consciousness is special.

It is widely thought that there is an asymmetry between our access to our experiences and our access to others’ experiences: our self-ascriptions of experiences—such as “I see the sunrise,” “I am feeling cold,” and “I am excited”—can be justified in a way that our ascriptions of experiences to others cannot.
 Following Byrne (2005), I will use “peculiar access” to label this specialness of self-knowledge.

According to the standard view of the nature of peculiar access—accepted by philosophers such as Davidson (1987), Boghossian (1989), Moran (2001), and many others—self-knowledge can be immediate, while knowledge of others can only be inferential.
 As Boghossian puts it:

In the case of others, I have no choice but to infer what they think from observations about what they do or say. In my own case, by contrast, inference is neither required nor relevant. Normally, I know what I think—what I believe, desire, hope or expect—without appeal to supplementary evidence. Even where such evidence is available, I do not consult it. I know what I think directly (1989, p. 7, emphasis original).

Here Boghossian focuses on thoughts, but the point applies to experiences as well. For example, to know whether you are in pain, it seems that I need to observe what you do or say, and make an inference on the basis of my observation. By contrast, to know whether I am in pain, it seems that I need not observe what I do or say (whatever else I need to do). To put the point more precisely:

IMMEDIACY: A subject S can have immediate justification to believe that S has a conscious experience E, while others can only have inferential justification to believe that S has E.

For the sake of argument, let us assume that IMMEDIACY is true. If IMMEDAICY is true, a question remains open: why is IMMEDIACY true? Presumably, the fact (if it is a fact) that you can have immediate justification to self-ascribe experiences while others cannot have immediate justification to ascribe experiences to you is not a brute fact; rather, it is grounded in something more fundamental. If so, in virtue of what does this fact obtain?
Before answering this question, it might help to look at how Zahavi and Kriegel (2016) use the putative for-me-ness of experience (in their sense) to explain the nearby phenomenon of first-person authority. Here is how they introduce for-me-ness: 

Compare your experiences of perceiving an apple and remembering a banana. In one respect, these experiences are very different. They differ both with regard to their object or content and with regard to their act type or attitude. In another respect, however, the two experiences have something very fundamental in common: in both cases, it is for you that it is like something to have them. Arguably, for every possible experience that we have, each of us can say: whatever it is like for me to have the experience, it is for me that it is like that to have it. What-it-is-like-ness is properly speaking what-it-is-like-for-me-ness (p. 36, emphasis original).

As Zahavi and Kriegel characterize the term, “for-me-ness” seems to denote the property, instantiated by experiences, of being given to their subjects in a distinctively first-personal way.
 They argue that for-me-ness is a universal feature of experience, and stress that it is “an experiential aspect of mental life, a bona fide phenomenal dimension of consciousness” (p. 36, emphasis original). Of particular relevance to the issue at hand is that they use for-me-ness to explain the nearby phenomenon of first-person authority:

When somebody says “my arm hurts,” or “I thought you had forgotten our appointment,” or “I plan to work at home tomorrow,” it is customary to say that such statements are made with first-person authority. In making them, one is not necessarily infallible or incorrigible, but when others disbelieve one, it is generally because they think one is insincere rather than mistaken. On what is such first-person authority based? It is noteworthy that we only speak with first-person authority about our conscious mental states. We do not speak with such authority about our un- or non-conscious mental states, even though we might know about them through various indirect means (say, through conversations with a psychoanalyst or cognitive scientist). … It is natural to claim that the notion of experiential for-me-ness (and pre-reflective self-consciousness) provides a ready answer to the question regarding the basis of first-person authority (p. 48, emphasis original).

One might question Zahavi and Kriegel’s view that the scope of first-person authority is only conscious states. One might also question whether first-person authority can be explained in terms of for-me-ness. Nevertheless, their strategy is clear: they use one asymmetry to explain another. First, there is an asymmetry about first-person authority: we can speak with first-person authority about our experiences while others cannot speak with first-person authority about our experiences. Second, there is an asymmetry about for-me-ness: our experiences can be given to us in a distinctively first-personal way while our experiences cannot be given to others in a distinctively first-personal way. And their view is that the asymmetry about first-person authority is explained in terms of the asymmetry about for-me-ness. While much more can be said about their view, the point I want to make here is that if you are sympathetic to their strategy, you might think that peculiar access can also be explained in an analogous way.
A natural proposal, then, is that there is an asymmetry between self-knowledge and knowledge of others as far as experiences are concerned because there is a parallel asymmetry: you can have immediate justification to self-ascribe experiences while others cannot have immediate justification to ascribe experiences to you because you can bear a special relation to your experiences such that others cannot bear that relation to your experiences. Of course, one key question is what the special relation is. For example, perhaps you can have immediate justification to self-ascribe experiences while others cannot have immediate justification to ascribe experiences to you because you can undergo your experiences, a relation that others arguably cannot bear to your experiences.
 But unless the notion of undergoing is fleshed out, this answer is far from satisfactory. Can we say anything more informative than this?
This is where mineness might come in. If Guillot is right that you have immediate justification to self-ascribe experiences because your experiences have mineness, then we seem to find the answer. For one thing, there is an asymmetry about mineness: you can be aware of your experiences as your own while others cannot be aware of your experiences as their own. For another, unlike the notion of undergoing, the notion of mineness has been spelled out in much more detail.
The problem is that it is unclear that Guillot is right. In particular, as we saw, she does not give us good reason to believe that normal subjects have immediate justification to self-ascribe experiences because their experiences have mineness. I also suggested, though more tentatively, that some subjects whose experiences are said to lack mineness, such as depersonalization patients, might have immediate justification to self-ascribe experiences. If both normal subjects and depersonalization patients can have immediate justification to self-ascribe experiences while others cannot have immediate justification to ascribe experiences to them, in virtue of what is this the case? Mineness is not the answer, whatever the correct answer turns out to be.

6 Conclusion

When we look at discussions of mineness, we should not lose sight of the elusiveness of the target phenomenon, as both parties (Billon 2023; McClelland 2023) acknowledge. Perhaps that is why the existence of mineness has met with skepticism, if not an incredulous stare. Perhaps that is also why so few philosophers have argued for its existence directly. Guillot’s argument for typicalism should be understood against this backdrop. So while in my view her argument fails, the fruitfulness and originality of her approach should not be overshadowed by my criticisms.
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� In principle, one can accept SK and hold that SK is true because you observe E or because you have reason to believe some other propositions that support the proposition that you have E. But this is not the direction defenders of SK go. 


� The phrase “self-knowledge” standardly means knowledge of one’s mental states in the self-knowledge literature. For uniformity I use “self-awareness” to denote awareness of one’s mental states. By “self-awareness” I do not mean awareness of the self. 


� Again, in principle, one can accept SA and hold that SA is true because you reflect on, think about, or focally attend to E. But this is not the direction defenders of SA go.


� This is not to say that philosophers have neglected the relation between self-knowledge and self-awareness, as opposed to the relation between the two theses. The relation between self-knowledge and self-awareness has received much attention, for example, in the large literature on immunity to error through misidentification. Influential works on this topic include Wittgenstein (1958), Shoemaker (1968), and Evans (1982). For more recent discussion, see the papers in Prosser and Recanati (2012).


� For other uses of “mineness,” see, e.g., Zahavi (2005, p. 16; 2014, p. 19), Rowlands (2016, p. 117), Zahavi and Kriegel (2016, p. 38), Nida-Rümelin (2017, p. 71; 2023, p. 213), and Kriegel (2023, p. 180). Philosophers also use other terms to label what is here called “mineness” (or something similar to it), such as “me-ishness” (Block 1995, p. 235), “personal ownership” (Albahari 2006, p. 55), “sense of ownership” (Gallagher 2017, p. 2), “sense of mental ownership” (Millière 2020, p. 5), and “appearance of belongingness to me” (Nida-Rümelin 2023, p. 213).


� For responses to this charge of conflation, see Zahavi (2018; 2020).


� In her more recent work (2023), Guillot uses “self-experience” and says that her use of “self-experience” coincides with that of “me-ness” (p. 233, fn. 17). But as she characterizes the term in her (2023), self-experience concerns one’s conscious awareness of oneself as oneself. She does not emphasize the “as oneself” bit in her (2017).


� Billon (2023, pp. 324-326) and McClelland (2023, pp. 52-54) make similar distinctions. Universalism is often attributed to Zahavi, e.g., by Farrell and McClelland (2017, p. 5), Billon (2023, p. 324), and McClelland (2023, p. 52), but Zahavi (2020, p. 642, fn. 4) denies that he is a universalist about mineness in Guillot’s sense. Absentism is advocated, e.g., by Howell and Thompson (2017), Gennaro (2022), and McClelland (2023).


� Salje and Geddes (2023) is a notable exception.


� For a recent account of non-objectifying self-awareness, see O’Conaill (2022). For skepticism about the cogency of non-objectifying self-awareness, see Mitchell (2022).


� Guillot actually argues for the more ambitious claim that all ordinary experiences have mineness and for-me-ness and me-ness. Here I will only focus on mineness.


� By “introspection” I do not mean reflection. Instead, I mean a way you know or make judgments about your minds rather than the external world.


� For a sustained critique of the perceptual model of introspection, see Shoemaker (1994).


� I am indebted here to an anonymous reviewer.


� For a survey, see Weiskrantz (2009).


� An alternative hypothesis is that the superblindsight subject has degraded conscious vision. For discussion, see Wu (2018, sect. 4.2).


� Although Guillot focuses on thought insertion, depersonalization, and Cotard’s syndrome, these are not the only conditions that are said to lack mineness. Other conditions include drug-induced ego dissolution, meditation, and lucid dreamless sleep. For discussion, see Millière (2020) and the references therein.


� Guillot (p. 45) also emphasizes this point when she introduces the notion of immediate justification.


� Guillot argues that all ordinary experiences have for-me-ness and me-ness in basically the same way. So if her argument for mineness fails, so does her argument for for-me-ness and me-ness.


� Soldati (2023) offers a different argument for a similar conclusion. 


� In fact, the scope of asymmetry is often thought to include some unconscious states. Here I will only focus on conscious states.


� Philosophers also use other terms to label what is here called “peculiar access” (or something similar to it), such as “privileged access” (Carruthers 2011; Neta 2011) and “special access” (Fernández 2013). In addition, many philosophers (e.g., Alston 1971; McKinsey 1991; Moran 2001; Ryle 2009; Gertler 2011; Fernández 2013; Peterson 2021) use “privileged access” to label what is here called “peculiar access” (or something similar to it) and the idea that self-knowledge is epistemically superior to knowledge of others. To avoid confusion, I will only use “peculiar access.”


� For a survey of how widespread this view is among philosophers, see Carruthers (2011, pp. 17-19). Dissenters should be acknowledged. According to some philosophers (e.g., Lawlor 2009; Carruthers 2011; Cassam 2014, 2017; Wikforss 2019), self-knowledge and knowledge of others are both inferential; the difference between them is one in the kinds of evidence that are available in the two cases. According to some philosophers (e.g., McDowell 1982; Smith 2010; McNeill 2012; Spaulding 2015; Westfall 2021), knowledge of others can also be immediate. For more on peculiar access, see my (2022).


� According to Musholt (2015, ch. 4; see also Recanati 2007), experiences provide their subjects with information that is necessarily self-related by virtue of their mode of presentation, even though they do not represent the self as an object in their content. On her (2015, pp. 84-86) view, for-me-ness can be seen as nothing over and above the fact that experiences are given in a mode that is specific to their subjects.


� A complication I will set aside is that experiences might be shared in the sense that multiple subjects simultaneously have numerically the same experiences. For discussion, see Cochrane (2021).


� Will for-me-ness in Zahavi and Kriegel’s sense be the answer? That is left as an exercise.
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