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The Transparency of Belief and The First-Person Perspective

Resumen

El principal argumento de este trabajo es que la mejor explicacion del autoengafio y de
la paradoja de Moore se sigue de una interpretacion expresivista-conductual de la

Transparencia de la creencia.

La Transparencia de la creencia (ej., Evans, 1982) consiste en el hecho de que la
pregunta “;Crees que p?” se contesta algunas veces usando el mismo procedimiento que la
pregunta “;Es p el caso?” (de modo que la primera es “transparente” a la segunda). En lugar
de inspeccionandose a uno mismo para rastrar si se tiene la creencia de que p (como sugiere la
pregunta “; Crees que p?”), algunas veces es posible contestar mirando al mundo y deliberando
sobre las razones a favor y en contra del hecho p. Las explicaciones epistémicas de la
Transparencia (ej., Fernandez, 2013; Moran, 2001) afirman que la pregunta “;Crees que p?”
versa sobre la creencia p del sujeto y que el hecho de que algunas veces se conteste de la misma
forma que la pregunta “;Es p el caso?” se debe a que se ha aplicado el proceso de formacion
de creencias caracteristico del autoconocimiento de primera persona (i.e., creencia verdadera y
justificada). Por el contrario, la explicaciéon expresivista-conductual de la Transparencia
(Garcia, 2019a) que se va a defender en este trabajo afirma que la pregunta “;Crees que p?”
puede preguntarse tanto en un sentido deliberativo como en un sentido autoadscriptivo. Por un
lado, cuando se pregunta en un sentido deliberativo, la pregunta es sobre el hecho p y es
contestada de la misma forma que “;Es p el caso?” porque es contestada con un juicio sobre p;
i.e., con un episodio expresivo de creencia. Es en este caso cuando surge el fendmeno de la
Transparencia (i.e., la pregunta “;Crees que p?” es transparente a “;Es p el caso?”’) porque la
pregunta se responde aqui desde el punto de vista deliberativo de la primera persona. Por otro
lado, cuando se pregunta en un sentido autoadscriptivo, la pregunta es sobre la creencia p del
sujeto y es contestada de distinta forma que “;Es p el caso?” porque es contestada por
autoinspeccion en base a evidencia (ej., emociones, acciones, juicios, pensamientos, etc.) sobre
la propria creencia p y no en base a una deliberacion sobre el hecho p. En este caso, el fenomeno
de la Transparencia no aparece (i.e., la pregunta “;Crees que p?” no es transparente a la
pregunta “;Es p el caso?”’) porque la pregunta es contestada desde el punto de vista de la tercera

persona (i.e., mediante autoinspeccion de los propios estados mentales en base a evidencia).



Resumen

Contra las concepciones epistémicas de la Transparencia, la concepcion expresivista-
conductual afirma que el autoconocimiento puede ser entendido de forma epistémica (saber
qué) o de forma no epistémica (saber como). Por un lado, el autoconocimiento en sentido
epistémico (saber qué) consiste en tener una creencia verdadera y justificada sobre los propios
estados mentales y la concepcion expresivista conductual considera que es un fenémeno
exclusivo de la tercera persona, de modo que los sujetos so6lo pueden adquirir autoconocimiento
en sentido epistémico (i.e., creencia verdadera y justificada) cuando se autoinspeccionan a si
mismos usando evidencia sobre sus propios estados mentales. Por otro lado, el
autoconocimiento en sentido expresivo (saber como) es entendido por la concepcion
expresivista conductual como expresion autoconsciente y es considerado el inico sentido en el
que puede hablarse de autoconocimiento de primera persona. Un sujeto se expresa
autoconscientemente (y, por tanto, tiene autoconocimiento en sentido expresivo) cuando
expresa un estado mental sabiendo la habilidad que esta ejercitando, es decir, sabiendo lo que
se trae entre manos. Por ejemplo, mi accion de coger el paraguas es autoconsciente si realizo
la accioén de coger el paraguas atentamente y sabiendo lo que estoy haciendo (ej., coger el
paraguas para llevarlo conmigo fuera de casa). Mientras que un sujeto se expresa no-
autoconscientemente (y, por tanto, carece de autoconocimiento en sentido expresivo) cuando
expresa un estado mental sin saber la habilidad que esta ejercitando, es decir, sin saber lo que
se trae entre menos. Por ejemplo, mi accién de coger el paraguas es no-autoconsciente si lo
cojo distraido y sin saber lo que me traigo entre manos, s6lo para descubrir mas tarde, al abrir
la mochila y encontrarlo dentro, que de hecho cogi el paraguas sin darme cuenta al salir de

casa.

Las concepciones epistémicas de la Transparencia asumen una concepcion relacional
de la expresion segun la cual un estado mental (ej., creencia) y su conjunto de expresiones
caracteristicas (ej., decir “Creo que llueve”, coger el paraguas, etc.) son dos conjuntos de items
distintos que establecen algtn tipo de relacion entre si. Dado que segiin esta concepcion
relacional de la expresion un estado mental es un item distinto de su conjunto de expresiones
caracteristicas, la concepcion relacional de la expresion es coherente con la idea de
autoconocimiento de primera persona en sentido epistémico (i.e., creencia verdadera y
justificada) porque es coherente con la idea de que los estados mentales son items internos (en
el sentido de que van mas alla de lo que puede ser percibido, es decir, mas alla de la expresion)
que son accesibles para el sujeto mediante un procedimiento especial que solo puede usarse en

el propio caso (i.e., el procedimiento de formacién de creencias caracteristico del
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autoconocimiento de primera persona en sentido epistémico). Asi, las concepciones
epistémicas de la Transparencia consideran que el autoconocimiento de primera persona en
sentido epistémico (i.e., creencia verdadera justificada) es un fendmeno real que se explica por
la existencia de un procedimiento especial por el cual los sujetos pueden conocer en exclusiva
sus propios estados mentales. Sin embargo, en la medida en la que la concepcion expresivista
conductual de la Transparencia considera que el autoconocimiento de primera persona en
sentido epistémico (i.e., creencia verdadera y justificada) no existe, la concepcion expresivista
conductual adopta una concepcion no relacional de la expresion (Gareia, 2018) segun la cual
los estados mentales (ej., creencia) son idénticos a patrones expresivos extendidos a lo largo
del tiempo (ej., decir “Creo que llueve”, coger el paraguas, etc.). Asi, dado que los estados
mentales no son items privados diferentes de su conjunto de expresiones caracteristicas (sino
que son patrones expresivos que se extienden a lo largo del tiempo), la idea de
autoconocimiento de primera persona en sentido epistémico no tiene cabida dentro de la
concepcion expresivista conductual de la Transparencia (pues la idea de autoconocimiento de
primera persona conlleva la idea de un proceso de formacién de creencias especial que da lugar

a un acceso exclusivo a ese item o estado mental privado).

A partir de este modelo expresivista-conductual de la Transparencia de la creencia, se
ofrece una explicacion del autoengafio y de la paradoja de Moore. Los sujetos estan
autoengafiados respecto a un hecho del mundo cuando manifiestan un conflicto irracional entre
lo que afirman sinceramente (ej., “Creo que estoy sano”) y la forma en la que actaan (ej.,
saltarse sus citas con el médico, evitar conversaciones sobre temas médicos, etc.). Las
explicaciones del autoengafio disponibles en la literatura se dividen en dos tipos: las
procedimentales y las no-procedimentales. Las procedimentales consideran que el autoengafio
es el resultado del proceso por el cual se genera una creencia, un deseo o una intencion, y las
no-procedimentales consideran que el autoengafio consiste en un estado mental sui generis.
Entre las explicaciones procedimentales, se encuentran las intencionalistas (ej., Pears, 1984),
las motivacionalistas (ej., Mele, 2001) y las epistémicas (ej., Ferndndez, 2013). Las
explicaciones intencionalistas consideran que el autoengafio es el resultado de la intencion del
sujeto de engafarse a si mismo formando una creencia que sabe que es falsa. Las explicaciones
motivacionalistas consideran que el autoengafio es el resultado de una creencia que esta
formada por un sesgo motivacional. Y, por ultimo, las explicaciones epistémicas consideran
que el autoengano es el resultado de una creencia de segundo orden falsa causada por un error

epistémico en el proceso de formacidon de creencias caracteristico del autoconocimiento
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epistémico de primera persona. Entre las explicaciones no-procedimentales (las cuales
defienden que el autoengafio es un estado mental sui generis), hay quien defiende que el
autoengafo es un estado mental de fingimiento (Gendler, 2010), un estado mental de
afirmacién sincera sin creencia (Audi, 1989) o un estado mental consistente en evitar un

pensamiento en cuyo contenido se cree (Bach, 1981).

En este trabajo se argumenta que el autoengaio se explica desde la concepcion
expresivista-conductual afirmando que es un estado mental sui generis que conlleva tanto falta
de autoconocimiento expresivo de primera persona como dificultades para adquirir
autoconocimiento epistémico de tercera persona. Por un lado, el autoengafio es un estado
mental que conlleva falta de autoconocimiento expresivo porque los estados mentales de
autoengafio son imposibles de expresar de forma autoconsciente (i.e., sabiendo lo que uno se
trae entre manos). Por ejemplo, un sujeto que esté autoengafiado respecto al hecho de que esta
sano dira “Creo que no tengo ningun problema de salud” al ser preguntado por su salud. Esta
afirmacion es una expresion de su estado mental de autoengaio, pero es una expresion no-
autoconsciente, pues el sujeto cree que esta ejercitando su habilidad para expresar su creencia
de que esta sano cuando en realidad esta ejercitando su habilidad para expresar su estado mental
autoengafio. Asi, el sujeto carece de autoconocimiento en sentido expresivo. Por otro lado, el
autoengafo es un estado mental del que resulta dificil adquirir autoconocimiento epistémico
de tercera persona (i.e., creencia verdadera y justificada) porque los estados mentales de
autoengafio tienen un patron expresivo que es similar en apariencia a otros estados mentales
conscientes (ej., creencia, deseo o intencion), de modo que pueden ser facilmente confundidos
con estos estados mentales cuando el sujeto autoenganado se autoinspecciona a si mismo con

la intencion de conocer cuales son sus estados mentales.

La paradoja de Moore surge porque las oraciones “p, pero no creo que p”’ y “p, pero
creo que no-p” son irracionales de afirmar a pesar de que parece que pueden ser verdaderas
(pues p puede ser el caso y, al mismo tiempo, yo no creer que p —ignorancia— 0 yo creer que
no-p —error—). Existen en la literatura cuatro tipos de explicacion de la paradoja de Moore.
Las explicaciones pragmaticas (ej., Rosenthal, 2005) consideran que la paradoja de Moore
surge porque las oraciones de Moore carecen de condiciones de asercion. Las explicaciones
psicologicas (ej., Coliva, 2016) consideran que la paradoja de Moore surge porque afirmar las
oraciones de Moore conlleva algin tipo de inconsistencia psicoldgica. Las explicaciones
epistémicas (ej., Ferndndez, 2013) consideran que la paradoja de Moore surge porque afirmar

las oraciones de Moore solo puede ser el resultado de un error epistémico en el proceso de
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formacion de creencias responsable del autoconocimiento de primera persona. Y, por ultimo,
las explicaciones semanticas (ej., Heal, 1994) consideran que la paradoja de Moore surge

porque las oraciones de Moore, a pesar de las apariencias, son contradictorias de afirmar.

En este trabajo se argumenta que la paradoja de Moore se explica desde la concepcion
expresivista-conductual de la Transparencia de la siguiente forma. Por un lado, cuando las
oraciones de Moore “p, pero no creo que p”’ y “p, pero creo que no-p” son afirmadas desde la
perspectiva deliberativa de primera persona, su afirmacién es irracional porque es
contradictoria. Pues desde la perspectiva deliberativa de primera persona “Creo que p” es el
resultado de una deliberacion sobre el hecho p, de modo que “Creo que p” es un juicio o
afirmacion sobre el hecho p que expresa mi creencia de que p. Por otro lado, cuando las
oraciones de Moore “p, pero no creo que p” y “p, pero creo que no-p” son parcialmente
afirmadas desde la perspectiva autoinspectiva de tercera persona, su afirmacion no es irracional
porque no es contradictoria, es decir, tiene condiciones de verdad posibles. Pues desde la
perspectiva autoinspectiva de tercera persona “Creo que p” es el resultado de una
autoinspeccion, sobre cudles son mis creencias respecto a p, llevada a cabo en base a evidencia
sobre mis propios estados mentales, de modo que “Creo que p” es un juicio o afirmacion sobre

mi creencia p que expresa mi creencia de segundo orden de que creo que p.

En conclusion, se argumentard que la concepcidn expresivista-conductual de la
transparencia es la correcta porque es capaz de ofrecer la mejor explicacion del autoengafo y

de la paradoja de Moore entre las disponibles actualmente.
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Introduction

Sometimes subjects answer the question “Do you believe that p?” as if they were
answering the question “Is p the case?”: deliberating on the basis of epistemic grounds or
reasons about whether p instead of on the basis of evidence about whether one believes that p
(as the question “Do you believe that p?” might suggest). For instance, sometimes to answer
the question “Do you believe that there is going to be a third world war?” I have to do exactly
the same that I would have to do to answer the question “Is there going to be a third world
war?”, namely, I have to deliberate about the possibility of a third world war on the basis of
epistemic grounds or reasons, make up my mind, and answer the question. This phenomenon
is called Transparency of belief (Evans, 1982) and it arises only when the subject answers the

question “Do you believe that p?”” from the first-person perspective.

Indeed, it is considered that subjects can answer the question “Do you believe that p?”
either from the first-person deliberative perspective or from the third-person self-inspective
perspective. The distinction between the first-person deliberative perspective and the third-
person self-inspective perspective has to do with the kind of evidence that subjects use to
answer the question “Do you believe that p?”. On the one hand, a subject answers the question
“Do you believe that p?” from the first-person deliberative perspective when, in line with
Transparency, she answers the question on the basis of grounds or reasons about whether p and
not on the basis of evidence about whether she currently believes that p. For instance, I answer
the question “Do you believe that there is going to be a third world war?” from the first-person

perspective when I answer on the basis of grounds or reasons about the possibility of a third
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world war. On the other hand, a subject answers the question “Do you believe that p?” from
the third-person self-inspective perspective when, against Transparency, she answers the
question on the basis of evidence about whether she currently believes that p rather than on the
basis of evidence about whether p. For instance, I answer the question “Do you believe that
there is going to be a third world war?”” from the third-person self-inspective perspective when
I answer on the basis of evidence about what I believe; e.g., that I remember that I explained
in the past why a third world war is likely, that I support an increase in the military budget, that

I am planning to build a bunker in my basement, and so on.

Avowals are first-person present-tense utterances that explicitly mention a mental state;
e.g., “I believe that it is raining”, “I want an ice cream”, “I intend to open the door”, “I feel
terrible about what happened”, “I have a headache”, etc. Avowals can be issued from the first-
person deliberative perspective (henceforth, first-person avowals) or from the third-person
self-inspective perspective (henceforth, third-person avowals). When avowals are issued from
the first-person deliberative perspective (i.e., first-person avowals), they are groundless and
authoritative in regard to the mental state explicitly mentioned in the avowal. On the one hand,
first-person avowals are groundless in regard to the explicitly mentioned mental state because
first-person avowals are issued on the basis of no evidence about the subject’s mental states.
In line with Transparency, if any evidence is taken into account, it is evidence about whether
p, and not about the subject’s mental states. For instance, my first-person avowal “I believe
that a third world war is likely” is groundless in regard to the explicitly mentioned mental state
(i.e., belief) because it is made on the basis of no evidence about my belief but on the basis of
evidence about the possibility of a third world war. On the other hand, first-person avowals are
authoritative because they enjoy a certain presumption of truth in regard to the explicitly
mentioned mental state: it is not usually questioned that the subject has the mental state that
she explicitly mentions in the avowal. For instance, my first-person avowal “I believe that a
third world war is likely” is authoritative in regard to the explicitly mentioned mental state (i.e.,
belief) because, even if it can be questioned whether a third-world war is likely or not as a
matter of fact, it is not usually questioned that / believe that a third world war is likely when 1

issue the first-person avowal “I believe that a third world war is likely”.

However, things are different when avowals are issued from the third-person self-
inspective perspective (i.e., third-person avowals). Third-person avowals are not groundless in
regard to the mental state explicitly mentioned in the utterance and it is usually considered that

they cannot be authoritative either. On the one hand, third-person avowals are not groundless
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because they are made on the basis of evidence about the subject’s mental states. For instance,
my third-person avowal “I believe that a third world war is likely” is not groundless because it
is made on the basis of evidence about what I believe (e.g., that I said so to others in the past,
that I support an increase in the military budget, or that I am building a bunker). On the other
hand, it is usually considered that third-person avowals cannot be authoritative or presumably
true because it is usually considered that subjects are in the same epistemic situation to make
judgements about their own mental states on the basis of evidence about their mental states
(e.g., their behaviour) than any other third-person subject (e.g., a relative or a friend). For
instance, if I issue the third-person avowal “I believe that a third world war is likely” only on
the basis of the fact that I remember me explaining so to my cousin last year, my avowal is not
authoritative or presumably true because it can be easily questioned by someone else: my
cousin can deny that that was the point that I was making during the conversation (my memory
can fail) or he could argue that I changed my mind six months later in another conversation

that we had about the issue and that I don’t remember anymore.

It is certainly true that, in the latter case, the evidence on the basis of which I issue my
third-person avowal is so weak that it is not authoritative or presumably true whatsoever.
However, as it will be argued in due time, it is a mistake to consider that third-person avowals
can’t ever be authoritative or presumably true. Third-person avowals are authoritative
sometimes because subjects can sometimes make judgements about their own mental states on
the basis of more and better evidence about their mental states than the evidence that could
possibly be available to third-person subjects in their particular third-person situations. For
instance, if I issue the third-person avowal “I believe that a third world war is likely” on the
basis of more and better evidence about what I believe than the evidence that can be available
to third-person subjects (e.g., that [ remember myself silently deliberating about the issue last
week until I ended up convinced, that I remember myself building a bunker in my basement
while thinking “This will come in handy in the next decade”, etc.), my third-person avowal
will be authoritative or presumably true in the epistemic sense that it will be warranted to a
higher degree (i.e., with more and better evidence) than other people’s judgements about
whether I believe that a third world war is likely can possibly be, and so, it will be more difficult

to challenge its truth.

Most of the accounts of Transparency available in the literature (e.g., Boyle, 2009,
2011, 2015; Byrne, 2005, 2011, 2018; Evans, 1982; Fernandez, 2013; Gallois, 1996; Moran,

2001, 2003) understand Transparency and first-person avowals as epistemic phenomena. For
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they understand that both behind Transparency and behind the groundless and authoritative
character of first-person avowals is the special first-person procedure that subjects allegedly
use to acquire first-person epistemic self-knowledge: true strongly! warranted beliefs about
one’s own mental states. On the one hand, in regard to Transparency, epistemic accounts
consider that the question “Do you believe that p?” asks about the subject’s beliefs both when
the question is meant in a deliberative way (i.e., meant to be answered by first-person
deliberation about whether p) and when the question is meant in a self-ascriptive way (i.e.,
meant to be answered by third-person self-inspection). Then, the question “Do you believe that
p?” is considered to be semantically different from the question “Is p the case?”” both when it
is meant in a deliberative and in a self-ascriptive way. However, only when the question “Do
you believe that p?” is meant in a deliberative way, it is supposed to be answered in the same
way as the question “Is p the case?” because only in this case the subject is supposed to apply
the special first-person procedure responsible for first-person epistemic self-knowledge. For
regardless of the particular way in which this special first-person procedure is characterized by
the different epistemic accounts of Transparency, it is always considered that it involves the
subject’s deliberation on the basis of evidence about whether p rather than about whether she

believes that p.

On the other hand, in regard to first-person avowals, which are supposed to answer the
deliberative question “Do you believe that p?”, epistemic accounts of Transparency think that
they are groundless and authoritative self-ascriptions of mental states because they are also the
result of applying the special procedure responsible for first-person epistemic self-knowledge.
For once again, regardless of the particular way in which this special first-person procedure is
characterized by the different epistemic accounts of Transparency, it is supposed to deliver true
beliefs about one’s own mental states on the basis of evidence about whether p rather than on
the basis of evidence about whether one believes that p (i.e., it is groundless) and it is supposed
to warrant those beliefs in a stronger way than the beliefs of other people about one’s own
mental states can possibly be because it is supposed to be more reliable and less prone to error
(i.e., it is authoritative) than other procedures of belief-formation, such as perception or
inference. As a result, epistemic accounts of Transparency consider that subjects can acquire
first-person epistemic self-knowledge by applying a special first-person groundless and

authoritative procedure of belief-formation and that subjects can express that first-person

I “Strongly” because they are supposed to be better warranted than other people’s beliefs about one’s own mental
states can possibly be.
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epistemic self-knowledge with first-person avowals (i.e., groundless and authoritative self-

ascriptions of mental states).

Against epistemic accounts of Transparency, a new account of Transparency based on
the concept of expression has been recently proposed (Garcia, 2019a). According to this
expressivist account, the question “Do you believe that p” has different meanings when it is
meant in a deliberative and when it is meant in a self-ascriptive way. On the one hand, when
the question “Do you believe that p?” is meant in a deliberative way, it asks about whether p,
and so, it is transparent to the question “Is p the case?” because both questions have the same
meaning. As a result, the answer to the question “Do you believe that p?” meant in a
deliberative way is a judgement about whether p (rather than a self-ascription of attitude) that
can be expressed in the form of a first-person avowal (e.g., “I believe that p”’) or in the form of
an assertion (e.g., “p is the case”) and that is made by first-person deliberation on the basis of
evidence about whether p. On the other hand, when the question “Do you believe that p?” is
meant in a self-ascriptive way, it asks about the subject’s beliefs, and so, it is not transparent
to the question “Is p the case?” because both questions have different meanings. As a result,
the answer to the question “Do you believe that p?” meant in a self-ascriptive way is a self-
ascription of attitude that can be expressed in the form of a third-person avowal (e.g., “I believe
that p”’) or in the form of an assertion (e.g., “It is the case that I believe that p”) and that it is
made by third-person self-inspection on the basis of evidence about one’s own mental states.
Thus, Transparency is conceived here as a semantic rather than as an epistemic phenomenon:
the question “Do you believe that p?” is transparent to the question “Is p the case?”” when its

meaning is tantamount to the meaning of the question “Is p the case?”.

This semantic account of Transparency is also an expressivist account (Garcia, 2018,
2019b) because it is based on an expressivist view of the nature of mental states and of first-
person self-knowledge. Firstly, the semantic account of Transparency endorses an expressivist
or non-relational view of expression according to which mental states (e.g., the belief that it is
raining) and their characteristic set of expressions (e.g., saying “[I believe that] it is raining”,
picking up the umbrella, spending the evening at home if one doesn’t want to get wet, etc.) are
one and the same item because mental states are identical to patterns of expressive behaviour.
Indeed, a mental state is nothing over and above a temporal pattern of expression: a set of
expressive episodes (e.g., saying “[I believe that] it is raining”, picking up the umbrella,
spending the evening at home, etc.) manifested by the subject in a certain way and over a certain

period of time (i.e., over which the subject has the mental state in question). Thanks to the non-
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relational view, the expressivist account can explain why first-person avowals (which answer
the deliberative question “Do you believe that p?”) are groundless and authoritative, in spite
of the fact that they are considered to be judgements about whether p rather than self-ascriptions
of mental states, in the following non-epistemic way. On the one hand, first-person avowals
are groundless in the expressive sense that they are episodes of expression of mental states, and
so, like every other episode of expression (e.g., to cry out of pain), they are made on the basis
of no evidence about the subject’s mental states. On the other hand, first-person avowals are
authoritative or presumably true in the expressive sense that they make explicit the mental state
of which that they are an expressive episode, and so, it can only be questioned that the subject
has the mental state made explicit in the utterance if there are suspicions of abnormal
circumstances (e.g., insincerity, self-deception, expressive failure, etc.). For instance, the first-
person avowal “I believe that it is raining” is an expressive episode of my belief that it is raining
consisting in the judgement that it is raining (rather than in a self-ascription of that belief). So,
it is groundless in the expressive sense that it is not made on the basis of evidence about what
I believe (in fact, it is made on the basis of evidence about the rain, as Transparency requires);
and it is authoritative or presumably true in the expressive sense that it can only be questioned
that the subject has the explicitly mentioned mental state by arguing that abnormal
circumstances are taking place (e.g., under suspicions of insincerity, self-deception, etc.)

because it is an episode of expression that makes explicit the mental state that it is an episode
of.

Secondly, there are at least two senses of knowledge (Ryle, 1949): knowing that, which
is the epistemic sense of knowledge consisting in true warranted belief, and knowing how,
which is a non-epistemic sense of knowledge consisting in having the ability to appropriately
exercise an activity (e.g., swimming). The semantic account of Transparency claims that the
question “Do you believe that p?” is answered with a judgement about whether p when it is
answered from the first-person deliberative perspective (in which Transparency arises) and
with a self-ascription of attitude when it is answered from the third-person self-inspective
perspective (in which Transparency doesn’t arise). As a result, from the semantic account of
Transparency follows that epistemic self-knowledge (i.e., true warranted belief —knowing
that—) 1is a third-person phenomenon rather than a first-person phenomenon, and that
expressive self-knowledge (i.e., the exercise of the ability —knowing how— to express one’s
own mental states in a certain way) is the first-person phenomenon that naturally replaces first-

person epistemic self-knowledge. On the one hand, first-person self-knowledge is an
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expressive phenomenon because it has to do with the exercise of the ability (knowing how) to
deliberate about whether p, make up one’s mind, and express the newly formed attitude with a
judgement about whether p that answers the deliberative question “Do you believe that p?”. As
it will be shown, a subject has first-person expressive self-knowledge or not depending on
whether she has the ability to appropriately express her attitude and on whether the judgement
is a self-conscious expressive episode or not. On the other hand, since the answer to the non-
transparent question “Do you believe that p?” is considered to be a self-ascription of attitude
made from the third-person perspective of self-inspection, epistemic self-knowledge (i.e., true
warranted belief about one’s own mental states) is an only third-person phenomenon because
only from the third-person self-inspective perspective there is a self-ascription of attitude, and
so, only from the third-person self-inspective perspective the subject can form a true warranted
belief about her own mental states (knowing that). This version of expressivism, which follows
from the semantic account of Transparency, is going to be called behavioural expressivism

henceforth.

The concept of expression has been recently used as well by a group of accounts called
neo-expressivist (Bar-on, 2004, 2013; Finkelstein, 2003). Neo-expressivist accounts have in
common with epistemic accounts of Transparency that they consider that first-person avowals
are self-ascriptions of mental states, and so, that first-person self-knowledge is groundless and
authoritative in the epistemic sense (i.e., true strongly warranted beliefs about one’s own
mental states based on no specific evidence about one’s own mental states). According to neo-
expressivist accounts, first-person avowals are groundless and authoritative because they are
self-ascriptions of mental states that express the very same mental state that they self-ascribe
(rather than expressing only the relevant second-order belief). For instance, the first-person
avowal “I believe that it is raining” is a self-ascription of the belief that it is raining that
expresses my belief that it is raining itself. Since it is an expression of the very same mental
state that it self-ascribes, it is in a continuum with other expressions of mental states (e.g., a cry
of pain or a smile of happiness) that are made on the basis of no specific evidence about one’s
own mental states (i.e., it is groundless). Also, since it is an expression of the very same mental
state that it self-ascribes, the self-ascription enjoys a certain presumption of truth (i.e., it is
authoritative) because to deny the truth of the self-ascription would involve the idea that some
kind of expressive failure occurred so that the first-person avowal doesn’t express the mental
state that it self-ascribes. As a result, when subjects express their mental states with first-person

avowals, they are supposed to acquire first-person epistemic self-knowledge because they are
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supposed to end up with true second-order beliefs strongly warranted thanks to the fact that
first-person avowals express the self-ascribed mental state itself on the basis of no specific
evidence about the subject’s mental states. Furthermore, since the mental state of which the
subject acquires first-person epistemic self-knowledge is supposed to be a further item different
from the first-person avowal itself, neo-expressivist accounts endorse a relational view of
expression, according to which mental states and their characteristic set of expressions are two
different items related in some way. Therefore, neo-expressivist accounts, just as epistemic
accounts of Transparency, endorse both an epistemic view of first-person self-knowledge and

a relational view of expression.

The label “behavioural expressivism”, used to name the version of expressivism that is
going to be defended in this essay (which endorses a semantic view of Transparency, a non-
relational view of expression and a non-epistemic view of first-person self-knowledge), is
meant to differentiate that version of expressivism both from neo-expressivism and from
logical behaviourism (e.g., Carnap, 1995; Hempel, 1980). On the one hand, behavioural
expressivism is different from neo-expressivism because it considers that mental states are
identical to patterns of expressive behaviour and because it considers that first-person self-
knowledge is only a matter of expression and not a matter of having a true warranted belief
(i.e., epistemic self-knowledge). On the other hand, behavioural expressivism is different from
logical behaviourism because it considers that mental states are sui generis expressive
processes that are not reducible to physical processes; in other words, it considers that patterns
of expressive behaviour (i.e., mental states) are sui generis expressive processes, and so, that

they are not reducible to patterns of physical behaviour.

Against logical behaviourism, physical items (i.e., physical objects, facts or events) are
not the only class of items (i.e., objects, facts or events) that exists in the world. There are
different classes of items in the world because there are different classes of causal networks in
the world not reducible to each other. To give some examples, material items® (e.g., water,

storms or neurophysiological states), social items® (e.g., patriarchy, nations or birth rates) and

2 The label “material items” is meant to include all the items (i.¢., objects, facts or events) characteristic of natural
sciences, for instance, physical items (e.g., gravity), chemical items (e.g., the dissolution of salt in water),
biological items (e.g., a neurophysiological state), and so on. I don’t want to imply, though, that physical, chemical
or biological items belong to the same class of items or that they take place in the same class of causal network.
3 As in the latter case, the label “social items” is meant to include all the items (i.e., objects, facts or events)
characteristic of social sciences (e.g., historical items, economical items, sociological items, etc.) without implying
that they are the same class of items.
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expressive items* (e.g., a smile of happiness, a traffic sign or a poem) are three different classes
of items of the world because they are items that occupy a place in three different classes of
causal networks irreducible to each other: the causal network of material items, the causal
network of social items and the causal network of expressive items, respectively. Let’s describe
some examples in more detail. Firstly, the birth rate in Spain is of 1.49 children per woman.
This is a social fact, different from a material fact (you won’t see a woman of flesh and bones
with 1.49 children), because it is a fact that occupies a particular place in the causal network of
social items: among the causes of such a low birth rate might be the precarious labour
conditions of younger generations in Spain (social fact) and among the effects of such a low
birth rate might be the impossibility to pay the pensions of the older generations (social fact).
Secondly, a certain distribution of the flesh and muscles a subject’s face with the figure of a
smile is a material fact because it occupies a particular place in the causal network of material
items: it is caused by a nerve impulse (material event) and it might cause a certain reflection of
the light that can be registered by the retina of an eye (material event). Thirdly, a smile of
happiness is an expressive fact because it occupies a particular place in the causal network of
expressive items: the cause of the smile of happiness might be that the subject saw a friend after
a long time (expressive event) and it might cause that the person at whom the smile was directed

to also smiles in response (expressive event).

Even if it is true that sometimes a single item can occupy a place in two or more classes
of causal networks at once, these classes of causal networks are irreducible to each other
because they describe quite different causal chains. For instance, a smile can be both a material
item (i.e., a certain distribution of the flesh and muscles of a face) and an expressive item (i.e.,
a smile of happiness) because it can occupy a particular place both in the causal networks of
material items (i.e., it is caused by a nerve impulse and it causes a certain reflection of the light)
and in the causal network of expressive items (i.e., it is caused by seeing a friend and it causes
another smile of happiness) at once. However, even if the same item (i.e., the smile) occupies
a place in two classes of causal networks at once, these two classes of causal networks are
irreducible to each other because they describe different chains of causes and effects. For
instance, the nerve impulse that causes the smile as a material item doesn’t play any role in the

causal network of expressive items (even if it is an enabling condition) because it doesn’t cause

4 As in the latter cases, the label “expressive items” is meant to include all the items (i.e., objects, facts or events)
characteristic of expression and humanities (e.g., arts, mental states, signs, etc) without implying that they are all
the same class of items.
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the smile as an expressive item (i.e., as a smile of happiness); the smile as an expressive item
(i.e., as a smile of happiness) is caused by seeing a friend. Another example: the act of seeing
a friend after a long time doesn’t play the same causal role in the causal network of expressive
items and in the causal network of material items. In the causal network of expressive items,
the act of seeing a friend after a long time directly causes (i.e., without the mediation of any
additional cause) the smile as an expressive item (i.e., as a smile of happiness); while in the
causal network of material items, the act of seeing a friend after a long time causes the smile
as a material item (i.e., as a certain distribution of the flesh and muscles of the face of a subject)
only indirectly (i.e., with the mediation of multiple additional causes, such as the light hitting
the retina of the eyes, nerve impulses, a certain treatment of the information by the nervous

system, etc.).’

The aim of this essay is to enrich and to defend the behavioural-expressivist account of
Transparency. On the one hand, it is going to be argued that the non-relational view of
expression and the expressive view of first-person self-knowledge that follow from the
behavioural-expressivist account of Transparency are better than the relational view of
expression and the epistemic view of first-person self-knowledge endorsed by neo-expressivist
accounts. On the other hand, it is going to be argued that the behavioural-expressivist account
of Transparency is better than epistemic accounts of Transparency because, in addition to the
fact that there are independent reasons to prefer a semantic account of Transparency over an
epistemic account, the phenomena of self-deception and Moore’s paradox are appropriately
explained when the behavioural-expressivist view of Transparency is endorsed. In order to

develop these arguments, this essay is going to have the following structure.

In the first chapter, the state of the art of the philosophical discussion about
Transparency is going to be described, and so, both epistemic accounts of Transparency and
the behavioural-expressivist account of Transparency are going to be explicated in detail. The
description of the state of the art on Transparency will show that there are already two reasons
to prefer the behavioural-expressivist account of Transparency over an epistemic account. On
the one hand, epistemic accounts of Transparency seem to have problems explaining first-

person self-knowledge of already held attitudes with the alleged first-person procedure of

5 Notice that this ontology is very different from Cartesian dualism. According to Cartesian dualism, mental items
and material items are different classes of items because they belong to two different and (almost) disconnected
realities: the thinking substance and the extended substance. However, in the ontology described here, mental
items, material items, social items... are different classes of items that belong to the same reality, as it is proved
by the fact that a single item can belong to two or more different classes of causal networks at once.
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epistemic self-knowledge that they consider to be responsible for Transparency (Cassam, 2004;
Gertler, 2011). On the other hand, it seems that the behavioural-expressivist account of
Transparency is able to offer a more plausible view of the first-person deliberation about
whether p involved in the phenomenon of Transparency (Garcia, 2019a) because it claims that
first-person avowals of attitude are judgements about whether p rather than self-ascriptions of

attitudes (as epistemic accounts of Transparency claim).

In the second chapter, the behavioural-expressivist account of expression and first-
person self-knowledge that follows from the behavioural-expressivist account of Transparency
are going to be explicated and compared with neo-expressivist accounts of expression and first-
person self-knowledge. On the one hand, in the first part of the chapter, it is going to be argued
that endorsing a non-relational view of expression (i.e., that a mental state and its set of
expressions are one and the same item) or a relational view of expression (i.e., that a mental
state and its set of expressions are two different items) depends on the way in which it is
understood that expressions are evidence of mental states: from the idea that expressions are
symptoms or defeasible criteria of mental states follows a relational view of expression and
from the idea that expressions are indefeasible criteria of mental states follows a non-relational
view of expression. Then, the relational view endorsed by neo-expressivism and the non-
relational view endorsed by behavioural expressivism are going to be described and it is going
to be argued that the non-relational view is better than the relational view because it is able to
explain the phenomena of pretence (i.e., to feign that one has a mental state that one doesn’t
actually have) and dissimulation (i.e., to hide that one has a mental state that one actually has)

with less theoretical resources than the relational view of expression.

On the other hand, in the second part of the chapter, the neo-expressivist account of
first-person epistemic self-knowledge is going to be described in detail. Then, it is going to be
argued that the idea of first-person epistemic self-knowledge is conceptually flawed, and so, a
behavioural-expressivist alternative is going to be proposed. In line with behavioural
expressivism, it is going to be argued that first-person self-knowledge is expressive self-
knowledge (i.e., self-knowledge that has to do with the exercise of the ability to express our
mental states) and that third-person self-knowledge is epistemic self-knowledge (i.e., true
warranted belief about one’s own mental states), which can be authoritative on those occasions
in which the subject manages to warrant the belief about her own mental states to a higher

degree than the beliefs of other people about her own mental states can possibly be.
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In the third chapter, it is going to be argued that from the behavioural-expressivist
account of Transparency follows the best account of self-deception among the accounts of self-
deception currently available in the literature. Self-deception (e.g., Davidson, 2004; Fernandez,
2013; Mele, 2001) is a motivated state characterized by an irrational conflict between what the
subject sincerely says (e.g., “I believe that I am healthy”) and how he acts (e.g., avoiding
medical appointments or talks about medical issues, enhancing his health insurance more than
he is able to pay, getting suddenly interested in the possibility of an afterlife, and so on) that
reveals some kind of lack of self-knowledge. It has been argued (e.g., Gendler, 2010) that self-
deception is a sui generis mental state; it has been argued as well that self-deception is a certain
process that generates a false or unwarranted belief because of the intention of the subject to
deceive himself (intentionalist accounts; e.g., Davidson, 2004), because of a motivated bias in
the deliberation about whether p (motivationalist accounts; e.g., Mele, 2001) or because of an
epistemic failure in the Transparency procedure responsible for first-person epistemic self-
knowledge (epistemic accounts; Fernandez, 2013). However, in line with the behavioural-
expressivist account of Transparency, it is going to be argued in this chapter that self-deception
is an unconscious mental state that cannot be self-consciously nor appropriately expressed.
Then, it is going to be argued that self-deceivers cannot have first-person expressive self-
knowledge of their states of self-deception because they can answer the transparent deliberative
question “Do you believe that p?” only with a non-self-conscious judgement about whether p,
and that self-deceivers have difficulties acquiring third-person epistemic self-knowledge of
their states of self-deception because they have difficulties answering the non-transparent self-
ascriptive question “Do you believe that p?” with a true self-ascription of attitude made on the

basis of evidence about their own mental states (self-inspection).

And in the fourth chapter, it is going to be argued that from the behavioural-expressivist
account of Transparency follows the best account of Moore’s paradox (Moore, 1993) among
the accounts of Moore’s paradox currently available in the literature. Moore’s paradox arises
because sentences like “It is raining, but I don’t believe so” and “It is raining, but I believe that
it isn’t” (Moore’s sentences, henceforth) are irrational to assert even if they are sentences that
have possible truth-conditions: it could be the case that it is raining but I don’t have any belief
about the issue or I believe that it is not raining. Most of the accounts of Moore’s paradox
currently available assume, like epistemic accounts of Transparency, that first-person avowals
are self-ascriptions of mental states different from assertions, and they try to explain the

paradox arguing that Moore’s sentences are irrational to assert because they don’t have
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appropriate assertion-conditions (pragmatic accounts; e.g., Rosenthal, 2005), because their
assertion or judgement involves inconsistent conscious mental states or inconsistent
commitments (psychological accounts; e.g., Coliva, 2016) or because their assertion or
judgement involves a failure in the Transparency procedure responsible for first-person
epistemic self-knowledge (epistemic accounts; e.g., Fernandez, 2013). However, in line with
the behavioural-expressivist account of Transparency, it is going to be argued in this chapter
that a semantic account of Moore’s paradox is able to explain the phenomenon in an appropriate
way. On the one hand, when “I don’t believe that it is raining” or “I believe that it is not raining”
are answers to the transparent deliberative question “Do you believe that p?”, they are
judgements about whether p, and so, there is a contradiction or a contradiction-like with the
other part of the Moore’s sentence (i.e., “p”’). As a result, the irrationality of asserting or judging
a Moore’s sentence arises. On the other hand, when “I don’t believe that it is raining” or “I
believe that it is not raining” are answers to the non-transparent self-inspective question “Do
you believe that p?”, they are self-ascriptions of belief, and so, there is no contradiction or
contradiction-like with the other part of the Moore’s sentence (i.e., “p”). As a result, no
irrationality arises at asserting or judging a Moore’s sentence, and it is explained why Moore’s

sentences have possible truth-conditions.

Let’s start by explicating in detail the different accounts of Transparency and how the
behavioural-expressivist account already has some explicative advantages over epistemic

accounts.
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1. Transparency of Belief

We sometimes answer the question “Do you believe that p?” as if we were answering
the world-directed question “Is p the case?”. Instead of looking “inward” to find out whether I
believe that p (as “Do you believe that p?” may suggest), we usually look “outward” to the
world to find out whether p is the case (as “Is p the case?” suggests). Then, it is said that the
question “Do you believe that p?” is sometimes transparent to the world-directed question “Is
p the case?”, both in the sense that the former is answered by the same procedure as the latter
(i.e., considering the epistemic grounds or reasons for and against the fact that p) and in the
sense that they have to be answered equally (i.e., “Yes”, “No” or “I don’t know”). This
phenomenon is called “Transparency of belief”, and it was popularised in the context of the

discussion about self-knowledge by G. Evans® and his famous example of the third world war:

“[TIn making a self-ascription of belief, one’s eyes are, so to speak, or occasionally
literally, directed outward —upon the world. If someone asks me ‘Do you think there is
going to be a third world war?’, I must attend, in answering him, to precisely the same
outward phenomena as I would attend to if [ were answering the question ‘Will there
be a third world war?’ I get myself in a position to answer the question whether I believe
that p by putting into operation whatever procedure I have for answering the question
whether p. [...] If a judging subject applies this procedure, then necessarily he will gain

knowledge of one of his own mental states.” (Evans, 1982, p. 225)

¢ Although it was first pointed out by Roy Edgley (1969).
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Transparency of belief is an only first-person phenomenon, and so, it can be used to
mark the distinction between the deliberative first-person perspective and the self-inspective
third-person perspective. When a subject answers the question “Do you believe that p?” by
deliberating about whether p (i.e., considering the grounds or reasons for and against the fact
that p), Transparency takes place and the question is answered from the first-person
perspective. So, the subject in Evan’s example is supposed to have answered the question “Do
you think there is going to be a third world war?” from this first-person deliberative perspective.
However, when a subject answers the question “Do you believe that p?” by self-inspecting
herself in order to make a judgement about whether she currently believes that p (i.e., on the
basis of her own behaviour, opinions, inner-speeches, imaginings, feelings, passing thoughts
or friends’ testimonies), Transparency doesn’t take place and the question is answered from
the third-person perspective.” Certain examples of implicit bias are useful to show the
differences between the deliberative first-person perspective and the self-inspective third-

person perspective.

Imagine the following case of implicit bias. Tom is a person who allegedly believes in
gender equality. When he deliberates about whether men are somehow superior to women, he
finds no reason to think that they are. For instance, when he considers whether men are better
drivers than women, he remembers that the statistics show that men have slightly more crashes
than women; when he considers whether men are intellectually more capable than women, he
remembers that there are slightly more women than men graduating from Spanish universities
each year; and when he considers whether men have some kind of natural right to be fed by
their female partners, he disregards that idea as stupid and crazy. True, Tom admits that there
are currently more men than women in positions of power or big responsibility (e.g., as CEOs,
as police officers, or as political leaders) and that there are currently more women than men
working in caring professions (e.g., teachers, nurses, or babysitters), when not fully dedicated
to domestic chores (e.g., housekeepers); but Tom understands those differences as effects of
patriarchy (i.e., a cultural and symbolic system of domination, rooted in our societies, that
creates different kinds of social roles for males and for females, with the roles granted to males

being dominant over the roles granted to females) rather than as effects of natural or biological

" Notice that self-inspection is a form of deliberation. However, for the sake of clarity, [ will reserve the term
“deliberation” for when the question “Do you believe that p?” is answered from the first-person perspective (i.e.,
by deliberating about whether p is the case) and the term “self-inspection” for when the question “Do you believe
that p?” is answered from the third-person perspective (i.e., by deliberating about whether one believes that p).
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differences (in capabilities, in interests, in yearnings, etc.) between the two sexes. As a result,
each time that Tom deliberates about gender equality, he firmly and sincerely ends up judging

“[1 believe that]® men and women should be treated equally because they are equal”.

However, things are different when Tom moves on from abstracts considerations about
gender equality and has to deliberate about everyday situations in which both men and women
happen to be involved. For instance, when Tom deliberates about which of his friends is a
better driver, he tends to underestimate the capabilities of those friends that happen to be
women (even if, as a matter of fact, all of them are good drivers); when Tom deliberates about
who is the better candidate to fill an important vacancy at his company, he tends to
underestimate the capabilities of those candidates that happen to be women (even if all
candidates have a very similar CV); and when he considers whether his friends brought enough
homemade food to share at the party, he tends to be more indulgent with male-friends than with
female-friends (even if they all partake with a very similar contribution, both in terms of quality
and quantity). So, Tom has an implicit bias in regard to gender. Even if he judges that men and
women should be treated equally because they are equal, he is implicitly biased when he has
to take part and to deliberate about issues that apparently have nothing to do with gender but

in which both men and women are involved.

As it was said before, cases of implicit bias are useful to show why Transparency is an
only first-person phenomenon. Imagine that Tom has to answer the question “Do you believe
that men and women are equal?”. Tom can answer this question both by deliberating about
whether men and women are equal (first-person perspective) and by self-inspecting himself in
order to make a judgement about what he believes about gender equality (third-person
perspective). If Tom answers the question “Do you believe that men and women are equal?”
from the first-person perspective, he will answer in a transparent way (i.e., as if he were
answering the world-directed question “Is p the case?”), for he will have to deliberate about
whether men and women are equal as a matter of fact. Since he won’t find any good reason to
doubt that men and women are equal, he will conclude the deliberation judging “[I believe that]
men and women are equal”’. However, if Tom answers the question “Do you believe that men
and women are equal?” from the third-person perspective, he will answer in a non-transparent

way (i.e., in a different way than the world-directed question “Is p the case?”), for he will have

8 Notice that, in this context, Tom can say to conclude the deliberation both “I believe that men and women should
be treated equally because they are equal” and “Men and women should be treated equally because they are equal”
without any change in the propositional content of the utterance.
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to self-inspect himself in order to make a judgement about which attitude he holds towards
gender equality on the basis of evidence about how he interacts with men and women. For
instance, Tom could think about how nervous he gets when he has to get into a car driven by
one of his female friends and about how that feeling could consistently draw his attention
towards the possible dangers of the road, thus biasing his judgement about the expertise of
female drivers; he could think about the suspicious fact that male job-candidates usually strike
him as more capable than female job-candidates even after realizing, from careful scrutiny, that
they all have a very similar CV; or he could think about how his female friends always
complain that he is more demanding with them than with the men of the group when they
appear at a party with their homemade food to share. As a result, Tom will conclude the self-
inspection by making a judgement, not about whether men and women are equal, but about
whether he actually believes that men and women are equal; e.g., “I don’t actually believe that
men and women are equal because people who actually believe so don’t act as I do in those
everyday situations”. If this judgement is true and if it is made on the basis of good evidence,
Tom will acquire third-person self-knowledge about the fact that he isn’t an egalitarian person
after all because he has an implicit bias against women, an implicit bias that a real egalitarian

person wouldn’t have (at least, not to that degree).

All the scholars on Transparency that I know of could agree on the description of the
phenomenon that we’ve just seen (after making the desired terminological adjustments).
However, there is controversy on the way to understand Transparency from this point on. On
the one hand, following Evans, it is usually understood that Transparency is an epistemic
phenomenon arising because of the special first-person procedure that human beings use to
acquire epistemic self-knowledge of their own attitudes (e.g., Boyle, 2009, 2011, 2015; Byrne,
2005, 2011, 2018; Evans, 1982; Fernandez, 2013; Gallois, 1996; Moran, 2001, 2003). These
epistemic accounts of Transparency consider that the question “Do you believe that p?” asks
about the subject’s beliefs both when it is meant in a deliberative way and it is supposed to be
answered with a first-person avowal, and when it is meant in a self-ascriptive way and it is
supposed to be answered with a third-person avowal. However, epistemic accounts consider
that Transparency occurs only when the question “Do you believe that p?” is answered from
the first-person deliberative perspective because only under this condition is the subject
supposed to apply the special first-person procedure of epistemic self-knowledge to answer the
question “Do you believe that p?” by deliberating about whether p (i.e., as if she were

answering the different question “Is p the case?”).
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On the other hand, against epistemic accounts of Transparency, the behavioural-
expressivist account understands Transparency as a semantic phenomenon that has nothing to
do with epistemic self-knowledge (Garcia, 2019a). Transparency arises because the question
“Do you believe that p?” has two different meanings depending on whether it is meant in a
deliberative or in a self-ascriptive way. When the question “Do you believe that p?” is meant
in a deliberative way, it is an invitation for the addressee to deliberate and to make up her mind
about whether p, being so semantically equivalent to the question “Is p the case?”. Since the
question is meant to be answered by deliberating about whether p, it is meant to be answered
from the first-person perspective; since the meaning of the question “Do you believe that p” is
equivalent to the meaning of the question “Is p the case?”, it is explained why Transparency
arises here. However, when the question “Do you believe that p?” is meant in a self-ascriptive
way, it is meant as an invitation for the addressee to tell us by self-inspection what she already
believes about p (if anything), so the question “Do you believe that p?” semantically differs
here from the question “Is p the case?”. Since the question is meant to be answered by self-
inspection, it is meant to be answered from the third-person perspective; since the question “Do
you believe that p?” has a different meaning than the question “Is p the case?”, it is explained

why Transparency does not arise here.

The aim of this chapter is to describe the state of the art on Transparency and to argue
that it shows that there are already reasons to prefer the behavioural-expressivist account of
Transparency over epistemic accounts. The chapter is going to have the following structure.
Firstly, the chapter is going to explicate the main types of epistemic accounts of Transparency,
the main arguments in favour of them and an objection against them. Secondly, the chapter is
going to explicate in detail the behavioural-expressivist account of Transparency, how it
manages to refute the arguments in favour of epistemic accounts, and how it explains

Transparency in a more plausible and intuitive way.

1.1 Epistemic accounts of Transparency

Epistemic accounts identify Transparency with a special first-person procedure that

consists in a deliberation about whether p based on epistemic grounds or reasons and that
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delivers epistemic self-knowledge. Depending on how this first-person deliberation is
characterized, two main types of epistemic accounts of Transparency can be identified:
spectatorial views (Byrne, 2005, 2011, 2018; Fernan