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It seems that many of our attitudes @eansparentin the following sense: we can come
to know that we have an attitueby considering a question about the conte of

This is clearest in the case of belief, as isttated by the following oft-quoted passage

of Gareth Evans'’s,

....in making a self-ascription of belief, one’sesyare, so to speak, or occasionally literallyeatizd
outward — upon the world. If someone asks me ‘Do think there is going to be a third world
war?’, | must attend, in answering him, to pregigeke same outward phenomena as | would attend

to if | were answering the question ‘Will there &¢hird world war?’ (Evans 1982: 225)

But it is also true, to varying degrees, of othéitiaes as well. As Dorit Bar-On points

out,

If asked whether | am hoping or wishing tbatvhether | prefex toy, whether | am angry at or
afraid ofz, and so on, my attention would be directed,atandy, z, etc. For example, to say how |
feel about an upcoming holiday, | would consideether the holiday is likely to be fun. Asked

whether | find my neighbour annoying, | would pontler actions and render a verdict. (Bar-On

2004: 106)

This remarkable fact — that we appear to be abéansowver questions directed at one
subject matter by considering questions directezhather — has played a leading role in

several recent accounts of self-knowledge. Thukd&daMoran claims (2001: 150) that



transparency is ‘the fundamental feature of setividedge’, and argues at length that it is
transparency that marks the difference betweerethtigudes which can be objects of
‘ordinary’ self-knowledge and those attitudes whiam be known, if at all, only through
the kind of evidence which is equally availabletthird-persorf.And Moran and others
also claim that understanding transparency is #yat& understanding those features of
ordinary self-knowledge — such as immediacy, auttyyaand its relation to rationality —

which have traditionally seemed problematic to géophers.

In this paper | raise some problems for these dalrargue that, on a natural
understanding of transparency, there can be agstudhich are knowable in the ordinary
way but which are not transparent. If this is rifien the attempt to account for
immediacy, authority and the rest of it via trangpay will not always work. Nor will it
be correct to say that transparency distinguishdisary and ‘merely attributional’ self-

knowledge.

My strategy is as follows. | begin by giving andrgretation of the transparency claim,
which seems to me both to be plausible and to sbe/purposes of the theorists who
place such weight on it. | then explain how, serpteted, the claim rests on an
assumption about the relationship between a subj@asons and the attitudes that those
reasons permit which is widely accepted to be fafsatentions, and is controversial of
beliefs. The denial of this assumption allows ugdnerate examples of rational attitudes,
over which we have paradigmatic self-knowledge,chlare not transparent. Moreover,

even if the relevant assumption about rationakb&di insisted upon, the problem for our

! Moran 2001: ch. 3, 4. See also Falvey 2000.

2 Moran claims (2001: 100-101) that transparendlésfeature of the first-person position that aouis

in part both for the way in which first-person refscare made without appeal to evidence, and wheglf-(s
knowledge)...of this sort should be bound up withrdgonality of the person’. See Moran 2003, 2004 f
further clarification of this strategy. Other wrsewho give transparency a starring role in thegoaint of
self-knowledge include Gallois (1996) and Fernan@@03). For discussion see Brueckner 1998 and
Zimmerman 2004, respectively.



knowledge of our intentions still has ramificatidos the account of our knowledge of
our beliefs, given the prima facie desirabilityhaving an account of self-knowledge

which is at least to some extent unified.

1. Thelnterpretation of Transparency

So far we have characterized transparency vagimelgrms of the capacity to answer a
guestion about whether or not one has some patiattitude by consideration of a
guestion about its content. We now need to bela fitore specific about what this
amounts to. In particular | want to make explibitetle assumptions about transparency

that the worry | raise will rely on.

First, transparency is supposed to be a way ofrgaknowledge about one’s attitudes.
The idea is that we can make knowledgeable judggredmiut a state of mind by
answering a question about its content. It is harske how one could deny this if one

sees transparency as being in whatever way céatsalf-knowledge.

Second, to say that we answer one questysamswering another is to say that the
answer we give to the latter question determinesatiswer we give to the former. Thus
when | ask myself whether | believe tipat answer by answering the question of
whetherp in the sense that my answer to the latter quesig@mines my answer to the
former question. If | answer whethein the affirmative then my answer to whether |
believe thap is also in the affirmative, and if my answer toettrerp is eithemo or |

don’t know then my answer to whether | believe thas that | don't

% | make the simplifying assumption that these heeanly three answers | could give to the question
whether p, thus ignoring answers like ‘most likegdyand ‘possibly p’. Weakening this assumption ‘dou
only help my argument.



Third, the question of whether | have mental skatis in the first instance transparent to
the question of whethéo haveM. This claim requires some defence — after allhen
central example of transparency a question abaeisdielief is answered by answering a
guestion about its content, rather than a questimut what to believe. But notice that
this characterization of transparency does notalls to extend it to other mental states.
After all, it is clearly not the case that one easwer the question of whether one intends
p (let alone whether one hopes, or fears, phéty answering the question of whetiper

To mention just one difficulty, it is possible torésee that one will do something without
intending to do it. Thus if one did try to answelegtions about one’s own intentions in

this way, one could easily be led to mistaken agsiohs.

But nonetheless | do seem to be able to answetigagesbout my own intentions by
looking ‘outward’, in a way analogous to how | amswuestions about my own beliefs.
When | ask myself how I intend to vote in the fedming elections | reflect on the
relevant candidates, and their parties and policied | can thereby come to a judgment
about what | intend to do. | do not make an ‘inwglahce’, or consider evidence about
my own behaviour. Plausibly, | here answer the tioesbout my intention by

answering the question of what to intend.

And we can understand the transparency of beliefuoh the same way. After all, when,
in Evans’s example, | consider the ‘phenomena...lldattend to if | were answering
the question “Will there be a third world war?"ain consideringeasongo think that
there will be a third world war. Thus | am — perbamly implicitly — considering the
guestion of whether to believe that p. It is jingtttthis question, in turn, is answered by

considering the question of whether p. Thus botieband intention can be seen as, in



the first instance, transparent to a normative gpresbout whether to have the attitude

in questiort:

2. Transparency, Akrasia and Uniqueness

The understanding of transparency given above makeasonably clear how it is that
we could come to know that we have some mentad Statonsidering the content of that
state. The basic procedure is that we ask ourselliether to have attitudd, and if we
conclude thaM is the attitude to have, we judge that we havanid, if we conclude that

it's not, we judge that we don't.

There is an obvious objection to this idea: agdotst always have the attitudes that they
judge are the attitudes to have. | can intend @ l@mother drink, while knowing full

well that this is not the thing to be doing. Thusdems that coming to judgments about
our attitudes by reflection on what attitudes teehwill lead us astray in such cases. And
the possibility of such attitudes places Moranaral that transparency is central to self-
knowledge, and the key to understanding immediadyaauthority, in doubt. For after all,
can | not know — in the ordinary, first-person wathat | intend to have another drink,

even though this attitude is not transparent?

Moran'’s response to this objection is to deny Watspeak with first-person authority’

about our akratic attitudes (2001: 128)n exploration of his discussion and defence of

* This is certainly the way Moran understands iarisparency requires...the deferral of the theofetica
guestion “What do | believe?” to the deliberativeegtion “What am | to believe?” (2001: 63). Sesodhis
discussion at 2003: 405. Gallois’ understandinthefmatter is slightly different but he does cl4irA96:
140-41) that ‘giving an affirmative answer to [tieere, on balance, reason to believe p?”] enallies®
give an affirmative answer to [“is p true?”]...[whichenables one to give an affirmative answer to [I'do
believe p?"'. This claim, and its analogues foe thither attitudes plays a crucial role in his aotoBee
1996: chap. 7.

® Gallois (1996: 147) takes a similar line. Fernamaeho only considers beliefs, denies (2003: 368) t
epistemic akrasia is possible. As Zimmerman 20@4vshthis is problematic.



this claim would lead us too far astray and, | saajue, would anyway be redundént.
This is because there aaional attitudes — which can be recognized as such by the
agents - which are just as resistant to transpgy@mal yet which can uncontroversially
be the objects of ordinary self-knowledge. By f@ing on these examples we can
generate just the same problems for Moran, whiggisg ourselves the need to resolve
the considerable complexities involved in tryingutaerstand akrasia. | can start to

explain this by pointing out a crucial assumptiéthe transparency procedure.

Suppose | ask myself whether to have some attituded | judge that, althoug¥ is
permissible it is not required — what is require@mnly that | havé/ or that | have\. In

such a case there is no attitude whicthésattitude to have, and thus it is hard to see how
consideration of the questions of whether to Hdyvand whether to havwd, can lead me

to a judgment about which | do have. My considerabf these questions is inconclusive
in the relevant respect. The point can be reinfiirein such a case, consideration of the
guestion whether to hawt could lead me to judge that | havi then consideration of

the question whether to haecould also lead me to judge that | h&eBut it might

well be the case that although | ought to hislver N, | oughtnotto have both.
Consideration of the question of whether to hisiveannot then be enough to allow me to
come to know that | havd. This suggests that transparency will only worlgemeral on

the assumption afniqueness

Given a set of reasois bearing on S’s having some attituideeither S ought to

haveM, or S ought not to hawd.”

® For the record, and despite Moran’s interestirgjiasightful discussion, | remain unconvinced. See
Owens 2003 for further discussion of this problem.

" Some of Moran'’s claims about transparency seemefkect this: ‘In deciding what to do, [a person’s]
gaze is directed “outward”, on the considerationfivour of some course of actimn what he has most
reason to db(2001: 105, my italics),



But it is widely agreed that uniqueness does niat fuy intentions. For example, as
Michael Bratman has emphasized, it is often the daat, like Buridan’'s ass, we need to
choose between two or more options which are equakpect of the reasons favoring
them. In Bratman’s example (1987: 23), he must shdmetween taking route 101 and
route 208 to San Francisco, where the two routegaually attractive, and equally
efficient as a means to his end. Supposing thaiggm San Francisco is what he ought to
be doing, we can conclude that he ought eitheske toute 101 or route 208, but not that
he ought to take the 101, nor that he ought to tia&e€08, nor that he ought to take both.

Thus we can generate counter-examples to trangparen

Suppose that Bratman decides to take the 101 hauscthat he intends to do so. This
intention may be one over which he exhibits panaditc self-knowledge — his
knowledge of his intention will be both immediatedaauthoritative — but it will not be
transparent. He cannot answer the question of \ehéthintends to take the 101 by
considering the question of whether to take the A31he recognizes, the reasons
bearing on the question of whether to take thedidfot determine that taking the 101 is
the thing to do — he could just as well take th8. Zthus any answer he gives to the
guestion of whether to take the 208 he can eqgally to the question of whether to take
the 101. So he cannot know whether he intendktottee 101 by considering the

guestion of whether to take the 101.

Cases with this kind of structure are pervasivéaénpractical realfi The example of
choices between equally good options is just ond &f example. Other clear examples

are cases of choice between incommensurable opadschoice when one is ignorant

8 As Joseph Raz (1999: 100) puts it, ‘most of theetpeople have a variety of options such that itld/o
accord with reason for them to choose any onearfithnd it would not be against reason to avoidadny
them’.



or uncertain of what can be said in favour of ormggsons. More controversial examples
include: deciding to do something ‘for no reasal@ciding top on the grounds thating

is in the relevant respegbod enougheven thoughying would be in that respect better;
deciding what to do in a case where one of onefl®op is supererogatory. In each of
these cases an agent will be able to form a rdtiotention, over which he exhibits
paradigmatic self-knowledge, but, as he will ndiraf that his intention is the attitude to

have, it will not be transparent.

Cases with this structure are more difficult to gfate in the theoretical realm, and thus
uniqueness is more controversial for belief thaantion. Consider what seems to be the
most straightforward parallel to Bratman’s casease where one has equal reason to
believe two inconsistent propositions. For exampleve equal reason to believe that
there are even number of students on campus rayit and that there are an odd number
of students on campus right now. Yet, in contraghé intention case, it is not rational

for me to believe either of these propositions. fdtenal thing to do is to suspend
judgment. Thus | can answer the question of whdthelieve that there are an odd
number of students on campus right now — | consideather or not there are, realize
that | ought not to believe that there are, ang fodge that | don’t believe that there are.

So we have no quick and easy counter-examplersgeaency.

Nonetheless the claim that there is always a ulyqr@rect attitude to take towards p,
when one is considering whether p, remains a siikistrong claim. It is far from
obvious why there cannot be evidential states gomaigh to permit believe in p, without
requiring belief in p, and thereby also permittswgpension of belief in p. And indeed,
many philosophical theories of rational or justifieeliefs make room for this. Thus,
according to coherentists, a belief is justifiesitjun case it is part of a network of

mutually coherent beliefs. But as coherence magdheeved in different ways, this



leaves open the possibility that both belief impd suspension of judgment in p, will
make for similar degrees of coherence. And accgrthrproponents of conservatism, a
belief is justified unless one has reason to abamd@gain, this allows that both belief

in p, and suspension of belief in p, may be act#gtgiven one’s evidence.

Thus it seems that the defender of the transparlasgd approach to self-knowledge is
committed to a thesis which seems clearly falsatehtions, and is controversial for
belief. Moreover even if he is willing to acceptdadefend, uniqueness for beliefs, it is
hard to see how he could do this for intentionsisThe has real difficulties in

generalizing his account beyond (one aspect) ofdigaitive realm.

3. Another Interpretation of Transparency?

Faced with this objection a defender of the ceityraf transparency may well be
tempted to reject my interpretation of that claBut it is hard to see how else to
understand transparency, if it is to yield the lethat answering a content-directed
guestion is a way of coming to know one’s own mifd.the kind of cases discussed
above show, for example, it would be no good totkay attitudes need only be
transparent to the question of whether there isoe#o have them, or even sufficient
reason to have thefIf, as seems likely, there are cases where teesefficient reason
to adopt more than one attitude, such a procedilirbevprone to lead to mistaken

conclusions.

® See White 2005 for further detail on these poamig further examples of philosophical accounts of
rational belief which deny uniqueness. White alfere a number of interesting arguments in defesice
uniqueness for beliefs.

2 Moran does sometimes suggest claims like thisekample, he says (2001: 105) that the question of
what to do is ‘answered by the ‘outward-lookinghsa@eration of what is good, desirable, or feasible
do’. Much of what Gallois says also suggests thisrpretation. See, for example, Gallois 1996: 139~



Thus, pending further clarification, we are leftlvaut a tenable account of transparency

which vindicates the claims that Moran and othensehmade for it!
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