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Précis of Transparent Minds
Jordi Fernández

The project in Transparent Minds: A Study of Self-Knowledge is the project of explaining our knowledge of our own mental states or, specifically, our knowledge of our propositional attitudes. The book is divided in two parts. In the first part, which comprises chapters 1, 2 and 3, the problem of self-knowledge is specified further, and an account of self-knowledge for belief and desire is proposed. In the second part, which comprises chapters 4, 5 and 6, three applications of this account are drawn to illuminate, respectively, Moore’s paradox, the thought insertion delusion, and self-deception.
The account of self-knowledge proposed in Transparent Minds is meant to take seriously Gareth Evans’s famous observation about the ‘transparency of belief’; the observation that we self-attribute beliefs by focusing our attention outwards, upon the world, and not inwards (as the notion of introspection suggests). In chapter 1, I align myself with those theorists of self-knowledge who think that we obtain knowledge of our own beliefs and desires by looking outwards or, as I put it, by looking past those beliefs and desires. Chapter 1 also specifies a number of constraints that any account of self-knowledge should respect. The main outcome of that discussion is that there is an interesting tension between two views about self-knowledge that, at first glance, seem reasonable enough. One of them is that self-knowledge constitutes a cognitive achievement. The other one is that self-knowledge is fallible. Roughly, the tension is that the first view pushes us towards the idea that we must have reasons for our self-attributions of beliefs and desires. But those mental states which seem to be plausible candidates for the role of reasons for our self-attributions of beliefs and desires make self-knowledge infallible, which flies in the face of the second view. The task for the rest of the book is that of building a ‘transparent’ account of self-knowledge that, on the one hand, explains what is epistemically distinctive about our self-attributions of beliefs and desires and, on the other hand, resolves the just-mentioned tension.
In chapter 2, I put forward what I call the ‘bypass’ account of self-knowledge for belief. The main tenet of this account is that we self-attribute beliefs on the basis of our grounds for those beliefs. A subject’s grounds for a belief are stipulated to be mental states which tend to cause that subject to have the belief in question. Thus, if I tend to believe that it is sunny when I seem to perceive the sun, then my perceptual experience of the sun constitutes my grounds for believing that it is sunny. The thought is that, when I self-attribute the belief that it is sunny, I do it based on the very same mental state which constitutes my grounds for believing that it is sunny, namely, my perceptual experience of the sun. This would explain why my self-attribution is justified since, normally, I will have the belief that it is sunny when I seem to perceive the sun. Which means that the type of reason that I would produce in support of my self-attribution of the belief that it is sunny (namely, that I seem to perceive the sun) tends to correlate with the truth of that self-attribution. It would also explain why, when I self-attribute the belief that it is sunny, the question of whether it is sunny or not is no longer open for me: I thereby experience some pressure to believe that it is sunny. I refer to this feature of our self-attributions of belief as their ‘assertiveness.’ The bypass model of self-knowledge for belief seems to explain the assertiveness of our self-attributions of belief. However, the idea that a single mental state can constitute both my grounds for a first-order belief and the basis of my self-attribution of that belief makes the account vulnerable to a number of objections; objections having to do with the idea that my justification for believing something and my justification for believing that I believe it do not necessarily come hand in hand. These objections are handled by separating the facts in virtue of which a mental state can constitute good evidence for a first-order belief from the facts in virtue of which it can constitute good evidence for a second-order belief.
In chapter 3, I suggest that the bypass model of self-knowledge can be easily extended to the case of desire. The main tenet of the model, with regards to desire, is that we self-attribute desires on the basis of our grounds for those desires. A subject’s grounds for a desire are stipulated to be mental states which tend to cause that subject to have the desire in question. Thus, if I tend to want to drink when I feel thirsty, then my thirst constitutes my grounds for wanting to drink. The thought is that, when I self-attribute the desire to drink, I do it based on the very same mental state which constitutes my grounds for wanting to drink, namely, my thirst. This would explain why my self-attribution is justified since, normally, I will have the desire to drink when I feel thirsty. Which means that the type of reason that I would produce in support of my self-attribution of the desire to drink (namely, that I feel thirsty) tends to correlate with the truth of that self-attribution. As in the case of belief, however, the idea that a single mental state can constitute both my grounds for a desire and the basis of my self-attribution of that desire raises a number of difficulties. I approach those difficulties, once again, by separating the facts in virtue of which a mental state can constitute a subject’s grounds for a desire from the facts in virtue of which the very same mental state can constitute good evidence for her belief that she has that desire. I take it to be a virtue of the bypass model that its explanation of self-knowledge for belief and its explanation of self-knowledge for desire are so closely related. 
Chapter 4 contains the first application of the model of self-knowledge to other philosophical problems. Moore’s paradox, I claim, can be solved by applying the bypass model of self-knowledge for belief. Moore’s paradox is a puzzle about self-ascriptions of belief of the types ‘P and I do not believe that P’ and ‘P and I believe that not-P’. The puzzle is that those claims can be true, but it seems irrational to make them and it seems equally irrational to believe their contents. Where does this irrationality intuition come from? I contend that it comes from sensing that the subject who makes those claims is epistemically negligent in that she is disregarding her grounds for belief. In the case of ‘P and I do not believe that P’, she is claiming that she does not believe that P so, provided that the bypass model of self-knowledge is correct, she must have found no grounds for believing that P. And yet, she claims that P. In the case of ‘P and I believe that not-P’, she is claiming that she believes that not-P so, provided that the bypass model of self-knowledge is correct, she must have found grounds for believing that not-P. And yet, she claims that P. Thus, the proposal that epistemic negligence explains the irrationality intuition in Moore’s paradox treats both forms of the paradox analogously, which seems to be a virtue of it.
Chapter 6 offers an account of a particular form of self-deception that is parallel to the solution to Moore’s paradox that we have just considered. The relevant form of self-deception is one in which the subject behaves in a way that suggests that she believes that P, but she claims not to believe it. For instance, Jack may claim that he does not believe that he is sick while he clearly avoids seeing the doctor or getting medical advice of any kind. My contention is that the bypass model of self-knowledge can explain our intuition that this subject is blameworthy for his self-deception in an analogous way to that in which it explains our intuition that it is irrational to make a Moore-paradoxical assertion of the type ‘P and I do not believe that P.’ Jack claims not to believe that he is sick. Assuming that the bypass model of self-knowledge is correct, then Jack must have found no grounds for believing that he is sick. And yet, his behavior indicates that he believes that he is sick. So he has formed a belief for which he has no grounds. There are, of course, alternative explanations for this variety of self-deception, and alternative varieties of self-deception to be explained. In chapter 6, I highlight the virtues of this account over alternative accounts of self-deception, and I make an effort to broaden the account so as to include other varieties of self-deception. Ultimately, though, the conclusion is that the account cannot cover all those cases which we would include under the title of ‘self-deception’, and I raise the question of whether self-deception might not be, so to speak, a natural kind.
Chapter 5 is a little different. The emphasis in chapters 4 and 6 is on the idea that a single mental state constitutes our grounds for a certain belief (or desire) as well as the basis for our self-attribution of it. That is the key idea in the proposed explanation of self-deception and the proposed solution to Moore’s paradox. In chapter 5, by contrast, the emphasis is on a different idea, namely, the idea that our self-attributions of beliefs are assertive. This idea is used in an account of the thought insertion delusion. Patients who suffer this delusion are under the impression that they have thoughts that are not theirs. My proposal is that these patients experience those thoughts as mere pieces of information, the truth of which they do not feel committed to. They are able to attribute those thoughts to themselves, since they can find them in their own minds. But they do not experience the pressure to endorse them in virtue of self-attributing them. And this is why they claim that the relevant thoughts are not theirs. If this is right, and provided that the bypass model of self-knowledge explains why our self-attributions of beliefs are assertive, the reason why thought insertion patients do not experience their self-attributions of thoughts as being assertive seems to be that they cannot self-attribute those thoughts through bypass. 
The outcome is that the bypass model of self-knowledge explains our privileged epistemic position with respect to our own beliefs and desires, and it provides some interesting applications to other philosophical problems. The model identifies reasons for our self-attributions of beliefs and desires, namely, our grounds for those beliefs and desires. And it allows for the possibility of error in our self-attributions of beliefs and desires because our having grounds for a belief, or a desire, does not necessarily lead to our having that belief, or that desire. Thus, the model accommodates both the view that self-knowledge is fallible and the view that it involves a cognitive achievement. 
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