Premium economy: A transparency account of knowledge of perception
1 Introduction
According to the transparency approach to introspection, very roughly, one can know or at least have justification to believe that one is in a certain mental state by turning one’s attention outward to the external world; there is no need to posit a faculty of inner sense to explain one’s access to one’s mental states.
 Since the transparency approach need not posit a dedicated mechanism specialized for detecting one’s mental states, its economy is often viewed as a major advantage by both proponents (see, e.g., Fernández 2003, p. 356; Byrne 2005, 2012, 2018; Barz 2015, p. 1996; Peacocke 2017, p. 354; Hofmann 2019, p. 1307) and opponents (see, e.g., Ashwell 2013, p. 247; Paul 2014, pp. 297-298; Baker 2015; Barnett 2016, p. 188; Samoilova 2016, p. 3367).
But sometimes economy comes at a cost. Sometimes transparency theorists develop theories of our access to a certain kind of mental state in a way that relies on controversial views of the nature of that kind of mental state. Perceptual experience is a case in point. For example, Byrne’s (2012, 2018) account relies on the view that experience constitutively involves belief, according to which an experience with the content that p involves a belief that p. And Boyle’s (2019; see also his 2011) account relies on the view that experience constitutively involves what he calls “non-positional” consciousness of experience, according to which an experience of an object involves a form of implicit consciousness of the experience.
 Given that economy comes at a cost, one might worry that the cost of relying on controversial views of the nature of experience outweighs the benefit of economy.
My plan in this paper is to develop a transparency account of our access to our experiences that retains the benefit of economy while avoiding the cost of relying on controversial views of the nature of experience. I intend my account to identify one way, rather than the only way, we can access our experiences. Following Byrne and Boyle, I will focus on the case of seeing an object.
 In Section 2, I will discuss Byrne’s and Boyle’s accounts. I will focus on the problems that lead them to hold the controversial views they do, and raise some challenges to their solutions. In Section 3, I will develop my own account. I will defend the following view: when you attend to an object, your experience gives you justification to believe that you see the object (under some descriptions). Finally, in Section 4, I will turn to the advantages of my account. I will argue that it (1) can solve the problems facing Byrne and Boyle without relying on controversial views of the nature of experience; (2) respects the idea that there is something special about our access to our minds; and (3) can be generalized to other cases of introspection.
2 Alternatives
2.1 Byrne
Suppose you see a tomato. How do you know that you see a tomato? Byrne argues that you know what you see by following (or trying to follow) this rule:
SEE: If [ …x… ]v and x is an F, believe that you see an F (2012, p. 199).
You follow SEE in Byrne’s sense just in case you believe that you see an F because you recognize (and so know) that [ …x… ]v and that x is an F, and you try to follow SEE just in case you believe the consequent because you believe (but may not know) the antecedent. “[ …x… ]v” is a sentence that expresses what Byrne calls a “v-proposition” (p. 197), where a v-proposition is the content of an experience.
 Let us assume that the content of your experience is the v-proposition that x is red, round, and located to the right. For Byrne, here is how you know that you see a tomato: you first recognize (and so know) that x is red, round, and located to the right and that x is a tomato; you then believe for this reason that you see a tomato. 
In cases of illusion, the relevant v-proposition is false. But, on Byrne’s view, you can still believe it and try to follow SEE to know what you see. Suppose you see a red tomato in green light, which appears black. Let us assume that the content of your experience is the v-proposition that x is black, round, and located to the right. You cannot know this v-proposition since it is false, but you can still believe it. This enables you to know that you see a tomato by trying to follow SEE: you first believe that x is black, round, and located to the right and that x is a tomato; you then believe for this reason that you see a tomato.
For present purposes, I will set aside the question of how following (or trying to follow) SEE generates knowledge. I will focus on why Byrne holds the view that experience constitutively involves belief. Put in the terminology just introduced, Byrne’s view is that an experience with the content that [ …x… ]v involves a belief that [ …x… ]v, in the same way that knowing that p involves believing that p. Byrne calls this view “belief-dependence” (p. 205).
 Byrne appeals to belief-dependence to solve what he calls the “known-illusion problem” (p. 202). The known-illusion problem is to explain how you can know that you see an object in cases of known illusion. In cases of known illusion, you know that what you see is not the way it looks, but you can still know that you see it. And it seems that the way you know what you see in cases of known illusion and the way you know what you see in normal cases are basically the same. So if an account fails in cases of known illusion, it fails in all cases. The challenge Byrne faces is that his account seems to fail in cases of known illusion. To follow SEE, you need to believe the relevant v-proposition. But presumably you do not believe the relevant v-proposition in cases of known illusion. So you cannot even try to follow SEE to know what you see. The worry, then, is that if you do not know what you see by following SEE in cases of known illusion, you do not know what you see by following SEE in all cases.
How might belief-dependence help solve the known-illusion problem? If belief-dependence is true, you believe the relevant v-proposition even in cases of known illusion, and so you can try to follow SEE to know what you see. For example, suppose you see a straight stick partially submerged in water which looks bent.
 You know that you are illuded and believe that the stick is straight. Let us assume that the content of your experience is that the stick is bent. Given belief-dependence, you believe that the stick is bent. So you have contradictory beliefs: you believe that the stick is straight and believe that it is bent. Despite this inconsistency, your belief that the stick is bent enables you to try to follow SEE to know that you see a stick.
Byrne is well aware that the idea that we have contradictory beliefs in cases of known illusion is controversial. But, on Byrne’s view, we need not worry about this since one of a pair of contradictory beliefs—the belief in the relevant v-proposition—plays little role in our mental lives. When you see a straight stick partially submerged in water which looks bent and know that you are illuded, your belief that the stick is bent “will not be manifest because it is suppressed by the contrary belief that the [stick is straight]” (p. 206). Your belief that the stick is bent is like a delusory belief, which is “largely inferentially isolated, and persist[s] despite evidence to the contrary” (ibid.). And your belief that the stick is bent “does not influence [your] verbal reports about [whether the stick is straight or bent], or any plans for action based on [whether the stick is straight or bent]. [You are] not therefore ‘irrational’ in the practical sense of an ordinary accusation of irrationality” (pp. 206-207, fn. 38).
Now, given that one’s belief in the relevant v-proposition in cases of known illusion does not seem to play the functional role of belief, whether one has a belief at all in those cases is questionable (Baker 2015). Even if we set this worry aside, there is some tension between Byrne’s attempt to minimize the role of the belief in the relevant v-proposition in cases of known illusion and his claim that it enables the illuded subject to know what she sees in those cases. On the one hand, if your belief that the stick is bent is too suppressed by your belief that the stick is straight, your belief that the stick is bent might not influence your verbal reports and plans for action and make you irrational, but it might be so suppressed that it does not even enable you to try to follow SEE.
 On the other hand, if your belief that the stick is bent is not suppressed enough by your belief that the stick is straight, your belief that the stick is bent might manifest in the usual way, but it might be so unsuppressed that it not only enables you to try to follow SEE but also influences your verbal reports and plans for action and makes you irrational. The challenge, then, is to show that the belief in the relevant v-proposition is suppressed by the contrary belief “to the right extent” in cases of known illusion. One response is to meet the challenge head-on. Another response is to avoid the challenge by solving the known-illusion problem without appealing to belief-dependence. I prefer the second response. But before showing that the challenge can be avoided in this way, let us look at Boyle’s account, which is put forward as an alternative to Byrne’s account.
2.2 Boyle
Call the transition from a demonstrative judgment about an external object made on the basis of an experience of the object to a self-ascription of the experience the “transparent transition.” Boyle (2019, pp. 1032-1034) aims to explain how the transparent transition can be reasonable. For example, suppose you see a yellow cat.
 You first make a demonstrative judgment about the cat on the basis of your experience:
(1) This cat is yellow.
You then self-ascribe the experience and judge:
(2) I see a yellow cat.
Given that it is one thing for there to be a yellow cat and another for you to see it, how can the transition from judging (1) to judging (2) be reasonable?
On Boyle’s view, we must draw on some sort of awareness of our minds to explain the reasonableness of the transparent transition. In this respect, Boyle is very different from Byrne: awareness of any sort of our minds plays no role in Byrne’s account.
A distinction and a thesis play a crucial role in Boyle’s explanation. Inspired by Sartre (1943/2018), Boyle distinguishes between “positional” and “non-positional” consciousness. Positional consciousness is defined as a mode of awareness that is “of or about some object distinct from the relevant state [of] consciousness itself,” and “posit[s] a realm of being beyond itself” (p. 1029, emphasis original). “Positing” is a generic term for the relations in which conscious states can stand to their objects, such as knowing, imagining, and desiring. “Objects” should be understood broadly as that which you are conscious of. For a paradigm case of positional consciousness, consider your consciousness of an external object such as a table. Positional consciousness is to be distinguished from non-positional consciousness, which is defined as “a mode of awareness that does not posit that of which it is aware as its intentional object” (ibid., emphasis original). Boyle often uses “non-positional” and “implicit” interchangeably, and says at one point that non-positional consciousness “does not involve application of a psychological concept” (p. 1032).
The notion of non-positional consciousness is hard to pin down. One might also doubt that there really is such a thing as non-positional consciousness.
 Given how positional consciousness is defined, it might help to understand non-positional consciousness simply as a mode of awareness that is not of or about some object distinct from the relevant conscious state itself, and does not posit a realm of being beyond itself. To better understand the distinction between positional and non-positional consciousness, it might also help to consider the vehicle of consciousness. I take it that when you have positional consciousness of your mental state M, the vehicle cannot be M itself; it must be a distinct state. This is so because positional consciousness is supposed to be of or about some object distinct from the relevant conscious state itself. By contrast, when you have non-positional consciousness of M, the vehicle cannot be a distinct state; it must be M itself. This is so because non-positional consciousness is supposed to not be of or about some object distinct from the relevant conscious state itself.
The thesis that plays a crucial role in Boyle’s explanation is this:
[A]ll positional consciousness of an object involves non-positional consciousness of that very state of consciousness (p. 1029).
Call this thesis “NON-POSITIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS (NPC).”
 NPC is the controversial view I mentioned in the introduction. Boyle extracts NPC from Sartre. For present purposes, I will leave open whether Boyle’s understanding of Sartre is right.
How might NPC help explain the reasonableness of the transparent transition? Boyle writes:
[A] subject who thinks [(1) This cat is yellow] thinks de re about a certain cat, although her manner of thinking about this cat presupposes that she perceives it. We might therefore say that her perceptual relation to the cat is expressed ‘non-positionally’ in her thought … So again, we have a mode of consciousness of the world that is possible only in virtue of non-positional consciousness of one’s own consciousness. And if the subject goes on to think the reflective thought
[(2) I see a yellow cat]

she will be making explicit a psychological state whose presence was already presupposed in her world-directed representation of the cat … What justifies her reflective step is, however, not the sheer fact that a certain cat is [yellow] – supposing that is so – but her non-positional consciousness of her own manner of apprehending this fact, which is expressed in her manner of thinking of the cat (pp. 1033-1034, emphasis original).
There are two main problems with Boyle’s explanation.

First, Boyle’s explanation relies on faulty reasoning. A key claim in this passage is that “we have a mode of consciousness of the world that is possible only in virtue of non-positional consciousness of one’s own consciousness” (p. 1033). I take it that Boyle means:

CLAIM: One’s positional consciousness of the cat is possible only in virtue of one’s non-positional consciousness of one’s positional consciousness of the cat. 
But the first two sentences of the passage do not support CLAIM. For the sake of argument, let us assume with Boyle that a thought that this cat is yellow presupposes an experience of the cat. Presumably, a thought that this cat is yellow and an experience of the cat are both positional consciousness of the cat. So from the assumption that a thought that this cat is yellow presupposes an experience of the cat, it does not follow that one has positional consciousness of the cat that is possible only in virtue of one’s non-positional consciousness of one’s positional consciousness of the cat. Boyle can only say that one has one positional consciousness of the cat, where the vehicle is the thought, that is possible only in virtue of another positional consciousness of the cat, where the vehicle is the experience (if that makes sense).
Second, there is some tension between Boyle’s explanation and NPC. Recall that according to NPC, “all positional consciousness of an object involves non-positional consciousness of that very state of consciousness” (p. 1029). There are two ways to interpret CLAIM that accord with NPC:
CLAIM1: One’s experience of the cat is possible only in virtue of one’s non-positional consciousness of one’s experience of the cat.
CLAIM2: One’s thought that this cat is yellow is possible only in virtue of one’s non-positional consciousness of one’s thought that this cat is yellow.

Which one does Boyle have in mind? Consider the first half of the passage again:

[A] subject who thinks [(1) This cat is yellow] thinks de re about a certain cat, although her manner of thinking about this cat presupposes that she perceives it. We might therefore say that her perceptual relation to the cat is expressed ‘non-positionally’ in her thought … So again, we have a mode of consciousness of the world that is possible only in virtue of non-positional consciousness of one’s own consciousness (p. 1033, emphasis original).
Given the first two sentences, it is more natural to read “a mode of consciousness of the world” as positional consciousness of the cat, where the vehicle is the thought that this cat is yellow. So Boyle seems to have CLAIM2 in mind.
 But CLAIM2 does not fit well with what Boyle goes on to say:

What justifies her reflective step is … her non-positional consciousness of her own manner of apprehending this fact, which is expressed in her manner of thinking of the cat (pp. 1033-1034, emphasis original).
Presumably, “her own manner of apprehending this fact” differs from “her manner of thinking of the cat,” which I take to be her thought that this cat is yellow. So whatever “her own manner of apprehending this fact” is, “her non-positional consciousness of her own manner of apprehending this fact” is not her non-positional consciousness of her thought that this cat is yellow, which is what Boyle should be concerned with if he has CLAIM2 in mind.
I will not consider how those problems might be solved. On my view, it is better to develop an account that can explain the reasonableness of the transparent transition without appealing to NPC. That is what I plan to do next.
3 TRANSPARENCY
The problems discussed above are generated by belief-dependence and NPC. To avoid the problems, we can develop an account that does not rely on those views. Here is one way to do it:
TRANSPARENCY: If you attend to x, then your experience gives you justification to believe that you see x (under some descriptions).
Some clarifications are in order.
First, throughout, when I speak of attention, I am concerned with conscious visual attention, although I do not rule out the possibility of unconscious attention of any sort.
 The kind of consciousness at issue here might be viewed as positional in Boyle’s sense, although the distinction between positional and non-positional consciousness will not play any role in my account.
Second, according to TRANSPARENCY, attentive experiences can justify introspective beliefs.
 TRANSPARENCY should not be read as saying that experiences can justify introspective beliefs only if they are attentive. For all TRANSPARENCY says, it might well be that inattentive experiences can also justify introspective beliefs.

Third, since I intend TRANSPARENCY to apply to veridical and non-veridical cases, it will be convenient to use “attend” in a way that covers both types of cases. So I will treat “attend” as a non-success term, although I will follow standard practice and treat “see” as a success term. I will take “attend to x” as shorthand for “engage in an activity of attending that is apparently intentionally directed at x.” On this construal, attending to a location, object, or feature x does not entail that x exists. This is the sense in which Macbeth attends to a dagger, even though there is no dagger in front of him.

Fourth, the kind of justification at issue here is prima facie and propositional. When you attend to x, your justification from your experience to believe that you see x 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 that you see x on the basis of it, and whether or not you actually believe that you see x at all. Given my non-standard use of “attend,” when Macbeth attends to a dagger, having no inkling of anything going wrong, his experience can give him prima facie and propositional justification to believe that he sees a dagger.

Fifth, although I do not formulate TRANSPARENCY explicitly in terms of immediate or inferential justification, they play an important role in my account. Following Pryor (2014), I will say that you have immediate justification to believe that p just in case you have justification to believe that p and you do so in a way that does not depend on your having justification for any other belief. And I will say that you have inferential justification to believe that p just in case you have justification to believe that p and you do so in a way that depends on your having justification for some other belief. For example, suppose you have arthritis pain. You arguably have immediate justification to believe that you are in pain, because you have justification to believe this proposition and do so in a way that does not depend on your having justification for any other belief. By contrast, you arguably have inferential justification to believe that you have arthritis pain, because you have justification to believe this proposition but do so in a way that depends on your having justification for some other belief, such as the belief that your pain is due to arthritis. Now, I take it that when you attend to x, your experience gives you immediate justification to believe that you see x under some descriptions, inferential justification under other descriptions, and no justification under still other descriptions. It will be convenient to have a working example at hand. Suppose you attend to Joe Biden. Let us assume that you have the background belief that Biden is the 46th US president, but you lack the background belief that he was born in Scranton, Pennsylvania.
 In this situation, your experience arguably gives you immediate justification to believe the following demonstrative proposition:
BIDENa: I see that.
Here your background belief does not play any role. Your experience arguably gives you inferential justification to believe:
BIDENb: I see the 46th US president.
Here your background belief enables your experience to provide such justification. And your experience arguably gives you no justification to believe:

BIDENc: I see someone born in Scranton, Pennsylvania.
Here your background belief does not enable your experience to provide such justification.
Finally, since I will use the Biden example very often below, let me respond in advance to two kinds of objections to the previous point. First, one might raise general objections to my view. For example, one might protest that when you attend to x, your justification to believe that you see x (if you have justification at all) is always immediate or always inferential, however x is described. In response, I think this view is implausible, but I will not argue against it here. When I argue for TRANSPARENCY below, I will assume that when you attend to x, your justification to believe that you see x (if you have justification at all) is sometimes immediate and sometimes inferential, depending on how x is described. The objector can simply take what I say about cases involving immediate justification or cases involving inferential justification to be the whole story. Second, one might raise specific objections to my treatment of the Biden example. For example, one might protest that your justification to believe BIDENa is also inferential, that your background belief is not enough to enable your experience to justify you in believing BIDENb, or that your background belief is enough to enable your experience to justify you in believing BIDENc. In response, as I said, I use the Biden example simply because it is convenient to have a working example at hand. If you disagree with my treatment of the Biden example but agree with me that when you attend to x, your experience gives you immediate justification to believe that you see x under some descriptions, inferential justification under other descriptions, and no justification under still other descriptions, please replace the Biden example with your own example.
Now, why believe TRANSPARENCY? One reason is that TRANSPARENCY can explain why it is typically (but not invariably) irrational for you to judge that you do not see x when you attend to x.
 In some cases, it is irrational for you to do so simpliciter. In other cases, it is irrational for you to do so given your background beliefs about x. For example, it is arguably irrational for you to make the following demonstrative judgment when you attend to Biden:
BIDENa(neg): I do not see that.
And given your background belief that Biden is the 46th US president, it is arguably irrational for you to make the following judgment when you attend to him:
BIDENb(neg): I do not see the 46th US president.
TRANSPARENCY can explain why it is typically irrational for you to judge that you do not see x when you attend to x. Suppose you judge that you do not see x when you attend to x. If TRANSPARENCY is true, then when you attend to x, your experience gives you justification to believe that you see x. And yet you judge that you do not see x. Your judgment is irrational insofar as you judge a proposition while having justification to believe its negation. For example, suppose you judge BIDENa(neg) when you attend to Biden. If TRANSPARENCY is true, then when you attend to Biden, your experience gives you (immediate) justification to believe BIDENa. And yet you judge BIDENa(neg). Your judgment is irrational insofar as you judge BIDENa(neg) while having justification to believe BIDENa, which is the negation of BIDENa(neg). The same holds, mutatis mutandis, for judging BIDENb(neg) when you attend to Biden.
Note that sometimes it might not be irrational for you to judge that you do not see x when you attend to x. In some cases, you do not have justification to believe that you see x. For example, given that you lack the background belief that Biden was born in Scranton, Pennsylvania, your experience arguably does not give you justification to believe BIDENc. In this situation, it might not be irrational for you to make the following judgment when you attend to Biden:

BIDENc(neg): I do not see someone born in Scranton, Pennsylvania.
Here you do not judge a proposition while having justification to believe its negation. In other cases, your prima facie justification to believe that you see x is defeated. You might gain defeating evidence about your experience. For example, suppose you are hallucinating Biden, and you know that. In this situation, it might not be irrational for you to judge BIDENa(neg) when you attend to the apparent Biden (recall my non-standard use of “attend”). You might also gain defeating evidence about your background belief. For example, suppose there was a mistake in counting and Biden is actually the 47th US president, and you know that. In this situation, it might not be irrational for you to judge BIDENb(neg) when you attend to Biden. In both cases, your prima facie justification is defeated by your knowledge, so you do not judge a proposition while having justification to believe its negation.
Since TRANSPARENCY can explain why it is typically irrational for you to judge that you do not see x when you attend to x, we have some reason to believe it.

4 Advantages
Having presented and argued for TRANSPARENCY, I will now argue that it has significant advantages.
4.1 The known-illusion problem
A first advantage of TRANSPARENCY is that it can solve the known-illusion problem without appealing to belief-dependence, according to which an experience with the content that p involves a belief that p.
Byrne formulates the known-illusion problem in terms of knowledge: how can you know that you see an object in cases of known illusion? But the known-illusion problem can also be formulated in terms of justification: how can you form a justified belief that you see an object in cases of known illusion? The kind of justification at issue here is doxastic. Very roughly, you form a doxastically justified belief just in case you form it in an epistemically appropriate way.
TRANSPARENCY can solve the known-illusion problem in the following way. Suppose you attend to x in a case of known illusion, where you know that x is not the way it looks. Since you attend to x, it follows from TRANSPARENCY that your experience gives you propositional justification to believe that you see x (under some descriptions). You can go on to form a doxastically justified belief that you see x (under those descriptions) on the basis of your experience. And you can do so without having to believe the content of your experience.

Return to the stick example mentioned in Section 2.1. Suppose you attend to a straight stick partially submerged in water which looks bent. You know that you are illuded and believe that the stick is straight. Since you attend to the stick, it follows from TRANSPARENCY that your experience gives you propositional justification to believe that you see it under some descriptions. A plausible hypothesis is that your experience gives you justification to believe that you see a stick. Given that you believe that the stick is straight, presumably you also believe that what you see is a stick. If so, it seems irrational for you to judge that you do not see a stick when you attend to it. The hypothesis can explain why: if you do so, you will judge a proposition (i.e., that you do not see a stick) while having justification to believe its negation (i.e., that you see a stick).
It does not matter whether your experience gives you immediate or inferential justification to believe that you see a stick. What is crucial here is that you can go on to form a doxastically justified belief that you see a stick on the basis of your experience. And, pace Byrne, you can do so without having to believe the content of your experience, say the proposition that the stick is bent. Moreover, since you need not believe that the stick is bent in order to form a doxastically justified belief that you see a stick, we can avoid the challenge of showing that the belief that the stick is bent is suppressed by the contrary belief that it is straight “to the right extent.”
One might try to defend Byrne’s solution along the following lines. It is one thing to explain how you can form a doxastically justified belief that you see an object in cases of known illusion. It is another thing to explain how you can know that you see an object in cases of known illusion. Even if TRANSPARENCY can explain the former, Byrne’s account is needed to explain the latter. In response, the difference between knowledge and justification should not be exaggerated. On the plausible assumption that doxastically justified beliefs sometimes amount to knowledge, TRANSPARENCY can also explain how you can know that you see an object in cases of known illusion without appealing to belief-dependence. In order for the objection to succeed, the objector needs to show that doxastically justified beliefs formed in the way I suggested never amount to knowledge. I take that to be a difficult task.

4.2 The transparent transition
A second advantage of TRANSPARENCY is that it can explain the reasonableness of the transparent transition without appealing to NPC, according to which “all positional consciousness of an object involves non-positional consciousness of that very state of consciousness” (Boyle 2019, p. 1029).
TRANSPARENCY can explain the reasonableness of the transparent transition in the following way. Suppose you make a demonstrative judgment about x on the basis of an (attentive) experience of x. Since you attend to x, it follows from TRANSPARENCY that your experience gives you justification to believe that you see x (under some descriptions). If you go on to self-ascribe the experience and judge that you see x (under those descriptions), you simply judge a proposition you have justification to believe. The transparent transition is reasonable insofar as it is reasonable to transition from having justification to believe that p to judging that p.
Return to the cat example mentioned in Section 2.2. Suppose you attend to a yellow cat and make the following demonstrative judgment on the basis of your experience:
(1) This cat is yellow.
Since you attend to the cat, it follows from TRANSPARENCY that your experience gives you justification to believe that you see it under some descriptions. A plausible hypothesis is that your experience gives you justification to believe that you see a yellow cat. A judgment that p typically (but not invariably) reflects an underlying belief that p.
 Assuming that your judging (1) is not a slip that does not reflect your underlying beliefs, you believe (1). Given that you believe (1), presumably you also believe that what you see is a yellow cat. If so, it seems irrational for you to judge that you do not see a yellow cat when you attend to it. The hypothesis can explain why: if you do so, you will judge a proposition (i.e., that you do not see a yellow cat) while having justification to believe its negation (i.e., that you see a yellow cat).
It does not matter whether your experience gives you immediate or inferential justification to believe that you see a yellow cat. What is crucial here is that if you go on to self-ascribe the experience and judge:
(2) I see a yellow cat,
you simply judge a proposition you have justification to believe. The transition from judging (1) to judging (2) is reasonable insofar as it is reasonable to transition from having justification to believe that you see a yellow cat to judging that you do. Pace Boyle, NPC need not play any role in explaining the reasonableness of the transparent transition.
 Moreover, since we need not appeal to the notion of non-positional consciousness, we can avoid the challenge of making it precise and showing that there really is such a thing as non-positional consciousness.
4.3 Asymmetry
A third advantage of TRANSPARENCY is that it respects the idea that there is something special about our access to our minds.
It is widely accepted that there is an asymmetry between our access to our minds and our access to others’ minds. In Byrne’s (2005) terminology, we have “peculiar” access to our mental states:
One has a special method or way of knowing that one believes that the cat is indoors, that one sees the cat, that one intends to put the cat out, and so on, which one cannot use to discover that someone else is in the same mental state (p. 81, emphasis original).
Recast in terms of justification, the idea is that you can have justification to believe that you are in a certain mental state in a way such that you cannot have justification to believe that someone else is in the same kind of mental state in that way. The central point here is negative, leaving open the details of how introspection works.

I will now show that TRANSPARENCY respects the idea that we have peculiar access to our mental states.

Return to the Biden example. Suppose you attend to Biden. Your experience arguably gives you (immediate) justification to believe:
BIDENa: I see that.
Without any background information, your experience arguably cannot give you justification to believe the third-person counterpart of BIDENa (assuming you are not Alex): 
BIDENa-3: Alex sees that.
One might protest that when you see Alex looking at Biden, your experience can give you justification to believe BIDENa-3. But this objection misses the point. The question here is whether you can have justification to believe BIDENa-3 from an experience of Biden, given that you can have justification to believe BIDENa in this way. To answer this question, one needs to hold fixed your experience of Biden; one cannot replace it with an experience of Alex looking at Biden.
When combined with your background belief that Biden is the 46th US president, your experience arguably gives you (inferential) justification to believe:
BIDENb: I see the 46th US president.
When combined with this background belief alone, your experience arguably cannot give you justification to believe the third-person counterpart of BIDENb:

BIDENb-3: Alex sees the 46th US president.
One might protest that given the right background information, your experience can give you justification to believe BIDENb-3. For example, one might say that if you also have the background belief that you and Alex are looking at the same thing, your background beliefs enable your experience to give you justification to believe BIDENb-3. Again, this objection misses the point. The question here is whether you can have justification to believe BIDENb-3 from an experience of Biden when it is combined with the background belief that he is the 46th US president, given that you can have justification to believe BIDENb in this way. To answer this question, one needs to hold fixed your experience of Biden and your background belief that he is the 46th US president; one cannot include the belief that you and Alex are looking at the same thing in your background information.
4.4 Generalization

A fourth advantage of TRANSPARENCY is that it can be generalized to other cases of introspection.
TRANSPARENCY can be seen as a special case of a more general position:

GENERALIZATION: You can have access to your mental states by attending to the external world in a certain way.
Two things to note. First, the kind of attention at issue in GENERALIZATION can be perceptual or intellectual. Very roughly, to perceptually attend to something is to attend to it in a way that engages one’s perceptual capacities, such as when you stare at a copy of Evans’ The Varieties of Reference; to intellectually attend to something is to attend to it in a way that engages one’s cognitive capacities, such as when you mull over the possibility of a third world war.
 Regardless of whether you attend to something perceptually or intellectually, GENERALIZATION requires that you turn your attention outward to the external world. This is to ensure that the resulting account is transparent. Second, when we apply GENERALIZATION to a kind of mental state, we should not rely on any controversial views of the nature of that kind of mental state. This is to ensure that economy comes at no cost.
Some transparency theorists’ views can be seen as instances of GENERALIZATION. For example, on Stoljar’s (2019) view, (1) if you attend to a sufficient extent to the content of your belief, which concerns the external world, your belief will become conscious; and (2) if your belief is conscious and you follow certain principles of rationality, you will come to believe that you have the belief.
I would argue that GENERALIZATION applies to further cases of introspection. Take pain. Consider the following instance of GENERALIZATION:
PAIN: If you attend to your pain, then your pain gives you justification to believe that you are in pain.
PAIN seems highly plausible. But one might protest that when you attend to your pain, you turn your attention inward to your own mind. In response, this line of thought is tempting, but it can be resisted. When you attend to your pain, you arguably attend to where you feel the pain. For example, when you attend to your headache, toothache, or stomachache, you arguably attend to somewhere in your head, tooth, or stomach. Granted, you stand in some sort of special relation to your body, but your body (and a fortiori the body part where you feel the pain) is in the external world. So when you attend to your pain, you turn your attention outward to the external world. PAIN is surely controversial, but it is not hopeless.

How far we can extend GENERALIZATION remains to be seen. But if GENERALIZATION applies to mental states as different as seeing an object, belief, and pain, it seems reasonable to be optimistic about the prospects of extending it further.
5 Conclusion
Economy is usually advertised as a major advantage of the transparency approach. But if economy comes at the cost of relying on controversial views of the natures of mental states, it is doubtful whether economy really is an advantage of the transparency approach. By developing a transparency account of our access to our experiences without appealing to controversial views of the nature of experience, and highlighting its significant advantages, I hope to have shown that economy can come at no cost.
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� The idea of transparency is often credited to Evans (1982), but it arguably traces back to Edgley (1969). There are many ways to cash out the idea of transparency. For a survey, see Gertler (2021).


� In fact, Boyle holds a more ambitious view, according to which all consciousness involves non-positional consciousness of consciousness (more on this below). On Peacocke’s (2008, ch. 6) view, one possesses the concept of experience only if one follows what he calls the “Core Rule” for experience, such as judging that one sees that p because one sees that p. As Peacocke notes, the way one self-ascribes experiences when one follows the Core Rule respects Evans’ outward-looking approach. But Peacocke’s central goal is to give an account of the possession-condition of the concept of experience, rather than an account of one’s access to one’s experiences.


� For discussion of the case of experiencing a property, see Hofmann (2019).


� There has been much debate about whether experiences only represent “thin” or “low-level” properties such as color, shape, and location, or whether they also represent “rich” or “high-level” properties such as being a person, being charming, and causing an ovation. Byrne sides with the thin view. For Byrne, a v-proposition that [ …x… ]v is true only if x has certain “sensible qualities,” which include “shape, orientation, depth, color, shading, texture, movement, and so forth” (p. 197). For more on the thin vs. rich debate, see Siegel (2021). Byrne defends the thin view in Siegel and Byrne (2017).


� For more on belief-dependence, see Glüer (2009) and Byrne (2016).


� Byrne gives the example of seeing the lines of the Müller-Lyer illusion. On Byrne’s view, a v-proposition that [ …x… ]v concerns a certain object (namely x). But Byrne’s example seems to concern a plurality of objects (i.e., the lines). To avoid confusion, I consider a case that concerns a certain object.


� Byrne argues that you know what you believe by following (or trying to follow) this rule:


BEL	If p, believe that you believe that p (2005, p. 95).


Presumably, Byrne also wants your belief that the stick is bent to enable you to try to follow BEL to know that you believe that the stick is bent. So another worry is that your belief that the stick is bent might be so suppressed that it does not even enable you to try to follow BEL.


� Boyle gives the example of perceiving a purring cat. As such, Boyle’s example involves both vision and audition. To simplify matters, I consider a case that only involves vision.


� Boyle mainly speaks of non-positional consciousness, but the term “pre-reflective (self-)consciousness” is more widely used. For more on Sartre on pre-reflective (self-)consciousness, see Miguens et al. (2016). For more on pre-reflective (self-)consciousness in general, see the papers in Borner et al. (2019), Gallagher and Zahavi (2021), and the papers in Lang and Viertbauer (2022). 


� Kriegel (2019) and Giustina (2022) argue that you are in a conscious state only if you are aware of it. One might think that this view is very similar to NPC, but it is not. The sort of self-awareness Kriegel and Giustina have in mind is not non-positional in Boyle’s sense. Giustina says that the sort of self-awareness she is concerned with is “pre-reflective, where this implies its being non-attentive and non-conceptual (thus not thought-like)” (p. 342, emphasis original), but she does not say that it does not posit that of which it is aware as its intentional object. So even if Kriegel’s or Giustina’s argument succeeds, it does not support NPC. For criticism of Kriegel’s and Giustina’s line of thought, see Stoljar (2021). Giustina responds to Stoljar in her (2022).


� Two quibbles. First, in this passage Boyle says that a self-ascription like (2) makes explicit a psychological state. But on another occasion Boyle says that it “[makes] explicit a mode of awareness that is already implicit in the corresponding outward-looking awareness of the world” (p. 1035, emphasis mine). This way of putting things is misleading. To make explicit one’s non-positional consciousness of one’s experience of the cat, one does not judge (2); instead, one judges, say, that one is conscious of one’s experience of the cat. Second, in the second sentence Boyle speaks of non-positional expression, saying something to the effect that one’s experience of the cat is expressed non-positionally in one’s thought that this cat is yellow. Again, this way of putting things is misleading. I take it that the relation of being conscious of differs from the relation of expressing. To avoid confusion, it is better to just speak of non-positional consciousness.


� In fact, I suspect that Boyle has the following in mind:


CLAIM3: One’s thought that this cat is yellow is possible only in virtue of one’s non-positional consciousness of one’s experience of the cat.


One problem is that CLAIM3 does not follow from the first two sentences of the passage (see my previous point). Another problem is that CLAIM3 is in tension with NPC, according to which “all positional consciousness of an object involves non-positional consciousness of that very state of consciousness” (p. 1029, emphasis mine).


� For more on unconscious attention, see Mole (2021).


� For accounts that emphasize the role of attention in introspection, see Chalmers (2003) and Gertler (2012).


� For example, one might think that we can give a similar treatment of inattentive experiences:


TRANSPARENCY*: If you have an inattentive experience of x, then your experience gives you justification to believe that you see x (under some descriptions).


I will leave open whether TRANSPARENCY* is true. For more on inattentive experiences and their potential roles, see Siegel and Silins (2014).


� For more on non-veridical attention, see Watzl (2017, pp. 236-239).


� One might object that in cases of hallucination your experience of x cannot give you justification to believe that you see x. I think this view is implausible, but I will not argue against it here.


� https://bioguide.congress.gov/search/bio/b000444; accessed September 13, 2022.


� Note that I am concerned with a combination of two mental states: judging [I do not see x] and attending to x. I am not concerned with judging [I do not see x]. I am also not concerned with judging [I do not see x when I attend to x].


� One might think that inner sense can still play a role in belief-formation even if TRANSPARENCY is true. For example, one might accept TRANSPARENCY while holding that it is inner sense that takes an experience of x as input and produces a belief I see x as output. In principle, it is consistent to hold such a view. But there is little motivation to do so, given that an important motivation for the transparency approach is to explain our access to our minds without positing a dedicated mechanism like inner sense. It is more natural to simply say that one forms a belief I see x on the basis of an experience of x.


� Byrne offers a rich discussion of the metaphysics of experience, in particular of the content of experience. I do not. But this should not be turned into an objection. Both Byrne and I aim to give an account of our access to our mental states of seeing an object. It is just that we try to do so in different ways.


� For more on the relationship between judgment and belief, see Schwitzgebel (2010). 


� One might think that I need NPC to give a full account of our access to our mental states of seeing an object. For example, a question I do not address is in virtue of what TRANSPARENCY obtains (if it obtains at all), and one might think that NPC could play a role here: 


CONSTITUTIVE TRANSPARENCY (CT): If you attend to x, then your experience gives you justification to believe that you see x (under some descriptions) because you are non-positionally conscious of your experience.


CT could be true, but it needs to be fleshed out first. That will be left for another occasion.


� For other negative characterizations of asymmetry, see, e.g., Smithies and Stoljar (2012, p. 4), Gertler (2021), and Kang (2022, p. 3).


� On Byrne’s view, there are two central features that any theory of introspection needs to explain. One is our peculiar access to our mental states. The other is our “privileged” access to (some of) our mental states. Byrne (2005, p. 101, fn. 3) does not think that we have privileged access to object-entailing mental states such as that of seeing an object. Following Byrne, I will not discuss privileged access here.


� This way of distinguishing between perceptual and intellectual attention is due to Watzl (2017, pp. 39-41).


� PAIN is aligned with the perceptual theory of pain, according to which (very roughly) to feel a pain is to stand in a perceptual relation to a bodily disturbance. Opponents of the perceptual theory might therefore find PAIN unpalatable. The issue can only be mentioned but not addressed here. For defense of the perceptual theory, see, e.g., Armstrong (1962), Pitcher (1970), Tye (2005), and Byrne (2018). For criticism, see, e.g., Aydede (2009) and Corns (2014).
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