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Thinking Through Transparency: An Exploration of Self-Knowledge
By Adam Andreotta and Ben Winokur


Abstract: This introduction provides an overview of ‘transparency-theoretic’ approaches to self-knowledge, drawing largely on the formative influences of Gareth Evans, Richard Moran, and their critical interlocutors. Transparency-theoretic accounts of self-knowledge state that one must, or can, look outwards at the world in order to know something about one’s mind (and perhaps other aspects of oneself). Some traditional objections and limitations for transparency-theoretic accounts of self-knowledge are identified. The introduction then gives a brief overview of the 13 chapters in the volume, each of which in their own way scrutinize, clarify, or expand upon key aspects of transparent self-knowledge.


1. Transparency and Self-Knowledge: An Overview

In the contemporary philosophical literature on self-knowledge, so-called transparency theories have enjoyed significant popularity for the past several decades, with little sign of decline.[endnoteRef:1] The central idea behind such theories is usually credited to a famous passage from Gareth Evans in The Varieties of Reference (1982): [1:  The contents of this volume were well underway by the time Matthew Boyle published (2024) his most recent, and first book-length, defence of a transparency theory of self-knowledge.] 


…in 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 I 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: even the most determined sceptic cannot find here a gap in which to insert his knife (1982, p. 225).

Readers will find this passage mentioned by nearly all contributors to this volume.[endnoteRef:2] There is, accordingly, a great deal to say about it (and about what has been said about it). So as to not pre-empt the contributions made by the papers in this volume, however, we will confine ourselves to the basics here. [2:  We have elected not to remove repetitive instances of the passage throughout the volume, since we do not assume that readers will be perusing the volume in any particular order.] 


First, it is of note that the word ‘transparency’ appears nowhere in Evans’ passage. The term’s use for the sort of idea described by Evans is, in fact, best traced to Roy Edgley’s Reason and Theory in Practice (1969, p. 90),[endnoteRef:3] whereas Evans himself takes a “gnomic” suggestion from Wittgenstein as his official inspiration. The idea behind the transparency language, at any rate, is this: a question about one’s mind—say, “do I believe P?”—is transparent to a question about the world—say, “P?”—insofar as one can answer the former by first answering the latter. Whether a similar sort of “transparency procedure” or “transparency method” can yield self-knowledge of more than just one’s beliefs (this being Evans’ focus) is an enduring question—one which is addressed by several contributors to this volume, and to which we will return below. [3:  Comparatively few philosophers acknowledge Edgley here, presumably because Edgley’s text is hard to access, and because Evans’s particular example of self-ascribing a belief about a third world war presents such a lucid starting point for theorizing.] 


On a positive framing, Evans’ passage represents the transparency method as a promising means of explaining self-knowledge. Indeed, Evans takes the transparency procedure as necessarily conducive to self-knowledge, though this has been challenged (e.g., Cassam, this volume). However, the notion of a transparency method has also led to surprise among many readers. One reason for this is that might seem to go against the idea that self-knowledge is an introspective achievement. This follows, at least, if ‘introspection’ is taken to denote a process by which one gains self-knowledge by focusing upon oneself. We might say that transparency theories of self-knowledge are ‘extrospection’-based rather than introspection-based (Zimmerman 2005).[endnoteRef:4] Some readers even regard the idea of a transparency theory as puzzling, for how could it possibly be that answering a world-directed question will bear on the answer to a mind-directed question? After all, the world might diverge from what one thinks about it in all kinds of ways.  [4:  Some philosophers use the term ‘introspection’ to denote the special way that we know our own minds—whether that is accounted for by a transparency account or any other sort of account.  Others think that we ought not to use the term ‘introspection’ so widely (hence our distinguishing between introspection and extrospection above). Akeel Bilgrami, for example, says “that it is misleading to use the term ‘introspection’...as a neutral term intended to be synonymous with ‘self-knowledge’ in general...The verb ‘to introspect’ suggests a kind of cognition…that tilts the usage in favor of the perceptualist” idea, that is to say, the idea that one knows one’s own mind by a kind of “inner sense” (e.g., Armstrong 1968; Lycan 1996; Stich & Nichols 2003). Furthermore, Schwitzgebel says “calling [transparency] accounts accounts of “introspection” strains against the etymology of the term” (2024). Cf. Bar-On (2004, p. 22).] 


The puzzle of transparency received more attention in the wake of Richard Moran’s landmark Authority and Estrangement (2001). There, Moran argues that knowledge of one’s own mind is transparent to the world because one’s deliberations about the world thus determine one’s mental states—chiefly, beliefs, but perhaps other mental states as well—which is why one’s subsequent self-ascriptions of mental states can be said to correctly attribute one’s states of mind (see also Moran 2004). But this is a mere sketch of an account, and it has met with all sorts of resistance which we will not anticipate in this introductory piece (though see Winokur’s contribution to this volume for further discussion, and see several other pieces which take Moran as a major interlocutor, such as Casey Doyle’s and Naomi Kloosterboer’s, to name a few).

We should now distinguish the operative notion of transparency from other uses of the word in contemporary epistemology and philosophy of mind. First among these alternative senses of transparency is the idea, popular in the philosophy of perception, that the contents of one’s visual perceptual experiences are transparent (see, e.g., Tye 1995), meaning that an agent’s attempts to characterize the contents of her visual experiences will inevitably reduce to descriptions of the scene that she is visualizing. The scope of this volume is not restricted to cases of self-knowledge where one self-ascribes the contents of perceptual experiences, and so we can at most regard the present notion of transparency as a special case of a larger phenomenon.

Yet another sense of ‘transparency’ comes from Nishi Shah and David J. Vellemen (2005). As they use the term, the question of what one should believe with respect to some proposition P is transparent to the question of whether P, in the sense that one can answer the former by answering the latter. This is a procedure for resolving normative questions rather than descriptive questions about one’s state of mind—it is the “transparency of doxastic deliberation” rather than the transparency of self-ascription (Barz 2019, p. 918). Granted, there is a potential connection, since one might seek to resolve questions both about what to believe and what one does believe by first thinking about the world beyond one’s mind. But there is presumably no perfect corollary between the outputs to these questions, since we are not perfectly rational. Indeed, the connection might even be quite weak, such that answers to “should I believe P” and “P?” rarely or only sometimes align despite the fact that one will attempt to answer both questions by first considering whether P (cf. Cassam 2014).

A final phenomenon that sometimes goes by the label ‘transparency’ is the idea that it is somehow in the nature of (certain) mental states to be known to their possessors (e.g., Bilgrami 2006; Coliva 2016). There are alternative labels for this idea, e.g., that such mental states are “self-intimating” (Shoemaker 1996, p. 225) or “luminous” (Williamson 2000, p. 94). This notion of transparency seems to be the sort of thing that philosophers frequently (if erroneously) attribute to Descartes, who is often characterized as thinking that we are each omniscient about our current mental states.[endnoteRef:5] Shoemaker for example calls the Cartesian conception of self-knowledge—the view that the “mind is transparent to itself”—the “transparency thesis” (1996, p. 225). Timothy Williamson, further, discusses the “myth of epistemic transparency” (2000, p. 11). This is view which he defines as follows, “for every mental state S, whenever one is suitably alert and conceptually sophisticated, one is in a position to know whether one is in S” (2000, p. 24). No such idea is presupposed by the vast majority of those who call themselves transparency theorists nowadays. Thus, it is commonly supposed that one can have transparent self-knowledge in the sense at issue in this volume, i.e., self-knowledge gained by first answering world-directed questions, that is fallible and non-exhaustive.  [5:  In Shoemaker’s case, he makes “no pretention to scholarly accuracy” (1996, p. 224).  ] 


While there is interesting work pertaining to the above notions of perceptual transparency, the transparency of doxastic deliberation, and transparency as ‘self-intimation’ or ‘luminosity’, this volume focuses on transparency in what we see as its dominant sense: transparency as a method or way of self-ascribing facts about one’s self, or at least as a phenomenon whereby there is some interesting connection between our capacity for self-knowledge and our capacity for outward-directed thought.[endnoteRef:6] With this focus clarified, we wish to flag some major disputes within the existing literature on transparency theories and, in this way, set up our brief overview of the contributed papers in this volume. [6:  Another distinct usage of the term ‘transparency’ is found in Carruthers (2011). In this book, the Opacity of Mind he says that he will use “the term ‘transparent’ in a semi-technical sense, to mean, ‘access to mental states that isn’t interpretive’” (2011, p. 8 emphasis in original). This is not a widely used sense of the term.] 


First, transparency theories of self-knowledge are indeed, theories in the plural. Despite sharing the core ‘extrospective’ idea that self-knowledge begins from outward-directed thought, there are major differences of detail that cleave along deeper divisions in epistemology, e.g., between rationalist and empiricist species of transparency theories.[endnoteRef:7] There are also significant differences between how various transparency theorists explain the nature of our warrant to self-ascribe mental states on the basis of outward-directed thought, as well as the psychological processes at play (if any) during the ascent from first-order world-directed attention to second-order mind-directed attention. [7:  Moran (2001) is typically regarded as the most influential rationalist theorist about transparency, whereas Byrne (2005, 2011, 2018) is probably the most-cited philosopher who could be reasonably regarded as an empiricist about transparency. See Gertler (2011b, 2018) for an overview of how the rationalist and empiricist division might be drawn in the literature on self-knowledge generally.] 


Another question, of considerable interest these days, is whether transparency theories of self-knowledge can explain self-knowledge of all or even many kinds of mental states, or whether Evans was instead being appropriately cautious when he fixated upon self-knowledge of belief in particular. In the early 2000s, some philosophers were quite skeptical of extended transparency theories. For instance, David Finkelstein (2003) and Nichols and Sitch (2003) argued that they could not be extended. Here is Finkelstein:

…it is difficult to claim that the self-ascription of belief provides a model of self-knowledge that can be used in order to understand our awareness of our own, say, desires because there seems to be no “outward-directed” question that bears the kind of relation to “Do I want X?” that the question “Is it the case that p?” bears to “Do I believe that p?” (2003, p. 161).

Later, in 2011, Peter Carruthers would make a similar claim: 

For even if the proposal works for the case of judgment and belief, it is very hard to see how one might extend it to account for our knowledge of our own goals, decisions, or intentions—let alone our knowledge of our own attitudes of wondering, supposing, fearing, and so on (2011, p. 81).

By now, however, there are many philosophers who seek to explain knowledge of propositional attitudes besides belief in transparency-theoretic terms, such as one’s desires (Byrne 2018; Andreotta 2021), intentions (Paul 2012; Byrne 2018; Boyle; 2011 Andreotta 2021), and wishes (Barz 2019; Andreotta 2021). There are also transparency theorists who argue that one can know one’s non-propositional mental states by focusing on non-mental aspects of reality, e.g., one’s sensory states of pain (Byrne 2018). It is worth considering whether transparency theories can meet these objections as well, perhaps by being combined with or supplemented by other theories of self-knowledge (see, e.g., Fricke, this volume).

Whatever one says about these efforts, there are also pessimists who focus solely on the original doxastic cases that interested Evans. Thus, some philosophers have argued that (certain) transparency theories of self-knowledge about belief eventually collapse into non-transparency theories (Tang 2017), or turn out to be circular (Boyle 2011, Winokur 2021), or are too idealized to be explanatory of self-knowledge of belief for suboptimally rational agents such as ourselves (Cassam 2014). 

In the wake of these criticisms and the aforementioned puzzle of transparency, a whole lot of literature about transparency theories of self-knowledge has been scattered across disparate journals, edited volumes, and books. The prospect of providing a comprehensive state-of-the-art analysis of where each transparency theory currently stands is difficult. This volume makes some contributions to this project. However, the primary aims of this volume are forward-looking rather than summative. First, there are contributions herein that try to address unexplored dimensions of phenomena that lie at the core of transparency theories of self-knowledge—for example, the apparently ‘intimate’, ‘first-personal’, or ‘non-alienated’ nature of the self-knowledge one can gain by looking outward. Second, there are contributions that try to push beyond the potential limitations or defects of existing theories of transparent self-knowledge. 

New Perspectives on Transparency and Self-Knowledge is the first and only volume focused entirely on transparency-theoretic approaches to self-knowledge. The volume provides twelve original papers (and one published for the first time in English) that forge new ground in the literature on transparency and self-knowledge. In what remains of this piece, we provide a brief overview of each contribution.[endnoteRef:8] [8:  For other volumes on self-knowledge see, e.g., Gertler (2003), Hatzimoysis (2011), Smithies and Stoljar (2012), and Coliva (2012). While these volumes include articles on transparency-theoretic accounts of self-knowledge, they are not the main focus. These volumes not only include articles on non-transparency theories of self-knowledge but also feature discussions on self-knowledge that relate to dualism, externalism, rationality, consciousness, action awareness and their role in self-knowledge, as well as several other topics. Ours is the only volume of its kind to focus principally on transparency-theoretic approaches to self-knowledge.] 


2. Overview of Chapters

We begin by describing contributions to this volume that aim to clarify and deepen our understanding of transparency theories in various ways. We then describe contributions that attempt to expand transparency theories beyond the project of explaining self-knowledge of one’s beliefs.

The first chapter of this volume is entitled “Evans on Transparency and Thinking of Oneself”. There, Markos Valaris looks at Evans’ larger project in the Varieties of Reference and other work. Curiously, as Valaris says, the transparency procedure that Evans puts forward in his book is often discussed without concern for Evans’ larger philosophical project, and yet insight into transparent self-knowledge can—and, as Valaris argues, should—be gleaned by resituating the passage in this larger context. To achieve the desired perspective, Valaris looks to post-Fregean work in the analytical tradition. He develops the Evansian project by arguing that the capacity to self-ascribe mental states (such as beliefs and judgments) in a transparent way is a constitutive feature of a more basic cognitive capacity, namely the capacity to integrate perspectival information about one’s local environment with a longer-term perspective of oneself as an agent inhabiting the world. We hope that this chapter provides a nice starting point for the volume as a whole, since it sheds light on subsequent developments of Evans’ philosophy by clarifying some of the larger philosophical ambitions from which those developments have been wrought.

In this volume’s second chapter, entitled “Models of Self-Knowledge: From Inference and Self-Scanning to Transparency and Rational Deliberation”, Ryan Cox applies a pair of distinctive theory-building methodologies to debates about self-knowledge. These have been employed in other areas of philosophical inquiry (see, e.g., Williamson 2017), though their careful and explicit application to the self-knowledge literature is novel. The first is Gricean creature construction—a process whereby we consider a basic psychological subject and slowly iterate additional capacities until we are faced with an agent who has the sort of self-knowledge that we take ourselves to have. The second is model building—a process of developing imagined structures that can help us to understand more complex, real-world phenomena. Cox thus offers an under-utilized approach for evaluating the different views of self-knowledge that have featured in recent literature. Specifically, he first imagines a rational subject who lacks the capacity for self-knowledge of the sort that we seem to have, and then asks what capacities need to be added to this subject in order for them to be understood as a self-knowing creature like ourselves. This process leads to him to think about the transparency method, but only after doing due diligence and beginning from non-transparency-theoretic accounts first. While Cox himself settles on a particular type of transparency theory, we imagine that some readers might reach different conclusions when using the same methodological tools. Readers will also surely find value in Cox’s careful survey of a great many transparency theories of self-knowledge—a survey that may help to frame readers’ engagement with subsequent papers in this volume.

Like Cox’s contribution, Martin Fricke’s “Transparency Theories Versus Other Accounts of Self-Knowledge”—this volume’s third chapter—also critically discusses some non-transparency-theoretic accounts of self-knowledge. Unlike Cox, however, Fricke is concerned with assessing the compatibility of certain transparency theories with these other theories. Fricke’s comparisons are not exhaustive, but they are instructive: they promise insight into various ways by which we might pair transparency theories with theories of other kinds, perhaps even theories that have been seen as incompatible with them (such as certain versions of ‘constitutivism’).[endnoteRef:9] Fricke’s paper thus raises the possibility of a kind of pluralism about self-knowledge where we accept multiple theories of self-knowledge simultaneously. It also raises the possibility of a kind of hybridism, whereby different accounts fill in each other’s gaps and hence provide us with a larger, multi-part theory of self-knowledge. [9:  Silins, for example, sees constitutivism as providing a key objection to the “transparency thesis” (2011, pp. 310-232).] 


In the fourth chapter of this volume, “Evans on Self-Knowledge”, Quassim Cassam digs down into the details of Evans’ famous passage. His article has two main aims. The first is to determine what Evans’ account is trying to accomplish: does Evans take himself to have articulated a necessary route to self-knowledge, or one of multiple possible routes? Cassam’s answer is the latter. He then addresses himself to the question of how direct a path to self-knowledge the transparency method is. An overwhelming number of philosophers regard self-knowledge as normally immediate, in either epistemic or psychological senses (or both). This sets out self-knowledge as frequently distinct from knowledge of other minds, or knowledge of the external world, which is typically regarded as mediated by testimony, inference, or observation. Cassam argues that the transparency method, properly understood, does not lead to a picture of immediate self-knowledge in either a psychological or epistemological sense of ‘immediate’, and hence brings into doubt the idea that the knowledge we have of our own minds is fundamentally different from the knowledge we have of the mind of others. We regard this paper as an important divergence from orthodox treatments of transparency theories in the literature.

According to Evans’ famous passage, if a “judging subject” answers the question whether P (i.e., by judging that P is true), “then necessarily he will gain knowledge of one of his own mental states”.  A lot of work in the self-knowledge literature has focused on how following this method entitles us to self-knowledge. A question that remains a matter of controversy amongst philosophers, however, concerns the nature of the relationship between judgment and belief. Are they just two mental phenomena that go together with sufficient regularity, or is there a more substantial connection between the two?  In the fifth chapter of this volume, “Transparency, Moore’s Paradox, and the Concept of Belief”, Adam Andreotta takes a step back from questions about self-knowledge, and attempts to answer this foundational question. He defends ‘the output thesis’, which says that conscious judgments give rise to occurrent beliefs. He suggests that the output thesis helps to explain instances of Moore’s Paradox, and helps to provide a strong epistemological foundation for TM. He also provides an account of how to view cases where people judge that P, but behave as if they believe not-P.

The core questions behind these first five contributions differ widely. Consider some of them: “what is Evans’ main project in the Varieties Of Reference?”, as addressed by Valaris; “can theory-building methodologies help us to understand the nature of self-knowledge?” as asked by Cox; “to what extent do transparency theories complement, rather than compete with, other theories of self-knowledge” as Fricke asks; “what exactly is the transparency theory of self-knowledge?” as Cassam addresses; and “how should the relationship between belief and judgement be accounted for?” as Andreotta discusses. These questions interface with transparency theories of self-knowledge in various ways, and while not all theorists would agree with the answers that the authors provide, the articles importantly lay bare some of the more foundational conceptual issues that transparency theorists ought to address. 

This volume’s sixth chapter, entitled “Alienation, Self-Blindness, and the Concept of Belief”, is written by Casey Doyle, who takes up a long-standing theme in discussions of transparent self-knowledge—one deriving largely from Moran’s enduring influence in the literature. Specifically, Doyle offers an argument for what he calls the “Alienation Constraint” that many philosophers now impose upon an adequate account of self-knowledge. Put roughly, self-knowledge is alienated if, in possessing it, one is merely aware of some psychological fact about oneself and hence is not also, in that state of self-awareness, somehow intimately ‘inhabiting’ the perspective of the self-ascribed state. But what exactly this intimate relation consists in, and why exactly we should expect a sound account of self-knowledge to capture it (this being the Alienation Constraint), has not yet received argumentative defense beyond appeals to phenomenology and intuition. By offering both an explication of and argument for the idea that transparent self-knowledge in particular meets the Alienation Constraint, Doyle advances our understanding of the very notion of alienation (and its opposite) as it pertains to self-knowledge. 

Naomi Kloosterboer’s contribution, entitled “Transparency and Commitment: The Case of Substantial Self-Knowledge”, is this volume’s seventh chapter. Kloosterboer concerns herself with self-knowledge of ‘substantial attitudes’, namely those that are most significant to an agent’s self-conceptions; self-knowledge of her career-related or family-related desires, for instance, rather than comparatively ‘trivial’ pieces of self-knowledge such as knowing that one believes it is raining outside. Like Doyle, Kloosterboer agrees that self-knowledge of such attitudes is not merely a matter of registering a psychological fact about oneself; it must, in addition, involve an agent’s appreciation of her own stance toward the attitudes in question. From here, she argues that such self-knowledge cannot be achieved solely through self-interpretation: it cannot solely be a matter of observing one’s own patterns of action and reaction, thus inferring the substantial attitudes that one has. Instead, some degree of sense-making must be obtained—one must be able to ‘occupy the perspective’ of the self-attributed attitude, and it is here that engagement with the literature on transparency theories of self-knowledge is called for. On this front, Kloosterboer argues for the intriguing claim that transparent self-knowledge should not only be understood as denoting a special procedure or method for obtaining self-knowledge; it should also be regarded as a distinctive form of self-knowledge—a form of self-knowledge that one has of one’s attitude while occupying the perspective inherent in the attitude. Kloosterboer’s account thus provides an important challenge to mere-interpretation accounts of substantial self-knowledge of the kind offered by, e.g., Cassam (2014) and Lawlor (2009). 

“Transparency and Memory”, this volume’s eighth chapter, is written by Benjamin Winokur. He looks at the connection between transparency theories of self-knowledge and memory. This is an idea that has been explored on a few earlier occasions, but no critical analysis of them has been undertaken until now. Winokur focuses on cases in which an agent ‘looks outward’ by engaging her memories—specifically, her semantic memories, which are a matter of recalling information about the world rather than information about one’s own life. Winokur settles for a mixture of positive and negative argumentation: on the positive side, he argues that we can give a transcendental explanation of our warrant to self-ascribe our semantically remembered beliefs, thus offering a sort of transparency procedure for explaining self-knowledge through the use of semantic memory. On the negative side, however, he argues that this warrant does not come with any empirically-informed assurance about the reliability of such a procedure. 

The final set of papers in this volume can be seen as responses to what Cassam has referred to as the ‘Generality Problem’ for transparency accounts of self-knowledge (2014, pp. 103, 110), which is the problem of explaining how (if at all) transparency accounts of self-knowledge can cover self-knowledge of many kinds, i.e., beyond the Evansian paradigm where self-knowledge of belief is the major object of analysis. 

To begin, Ted Parent tackles one prong of the generality problem in “Knowledge of One’s Own Credences”, the ninth contribution to this volume. There, he looks at a problem identified by Hume regarding credences about credences. The worry is that, for non-ideally rational agents such as ourselves, one’s credence toward a given proposition can be diminished by taking on a higher-order credence about it, insofar as one’s higher-order credence can generate doubt about the degree to which one’s lower-order credence is rational. If the process iterates, then it seems possible for one’s higher-order credences to destroy one’s lower-order knowledge, and yet this is a perfectly general problem which would seem to show that subjecting our confidence levels to higher-order scrutiny is bound to corrupt our knowledge. Parent’s response to this problem is to look to the literature on transparent self-knowledge. He argues that when one utters a sentence in a reflex-like way then, as a matter of psychological law, the utterance expresses one’s own judgement. Crucially, this judgement’s being uttered a reflex-like way means that one can know that one’s first-order credence toward the reflexively asserted proposition is 1, and can thus protect one’s first-order credence from higher-order corruption. The process is transparent because it does not require one to introspect one’s first-order credence. If Parent is right, we can both explain self-knowledge of one’s credences (over and above one’s beliefs) and avoid the degenerative Humean regress on our first-order knowledge.

Lauren Ashwell focuses on transparent self-knowledge of desire in this volume’s tenth chapter, entitled “Projection, Desire, and Transparency”, albeit with more modest ambitions than some, since she stops short of arguing that a transparency theory can encompass all self-knowledge of desire (even of the intimate, ‘first-personal’ kind that so many philosophers are interested in). Moreover, she grants that what she says about the transparency of desire self-knowledge may only be part of what explains the self-knowledge with which she is concerned. After a critical survey of other attempts to explain transparent self-knowledge of desire, Ashwell develops her own proposal. The proposal exploits a familiar notion of ‘projection’ from both psychology and philosophy, whereby our mental states change our perception of the world itself. Thus, in much the same way that our emotions and moods can affect how we see the world, our desires can do the same, such that the world is experienced as having certain kinds of desire-related value appearances. The idea that we project our desires onto the world, and thus experience the world as mirroring our desires back to us, provides an insight into a new way of understanding transparent self-knowledge of desire.  

Whereas both Parent and Ashwell concern themselves with expanded understandings of how certain mental states can be known in a transparent way, Jordi Fernández turns our attention to transparent self-knowledge of one’s actions in this volume’s eleventh chapter, “Transparent Knowledge of One’s Own Actions”. He defends this position by making the case for what he calls ‘the source tracing view’—the view that our self-attributions of action are based on our motives for the self-attributed actions. For example, suppose one finds oneself at the fridge, and is momentarily lost about why one is there, and thinks “what am I doing?” In Fernández’s view, to know what one is doing, one will not focus on the contents of one’s mind, or observe one’s bodily movements; instead, one will look outwards to the contents of the fridge. One will look at the butter, the water, the milk, for example, and focus on how appealing each one is. Furthermore, he argues that source tracing explains the privileged access that we have to our actions. This is because it is only from a first-person point of view that one can form the belief that they are performing some action based on one’s motivation to perform the action.

The next chapter, chapter twelve, is entitled “Transparency and the Second Person: Epistemic Intimacy in Self-Knowledge and Knowledge of Other Minds”. There, Cristina Borgoni and Manolo Pinedo challenge the idea that only self-knowledge can be transparent. More specifically, they argue that knowledge of other minds can sometimes be gained in much the same outward-looking fashion as is possible, perhaps, for self-knowledge. The relevant cases are those in which our epistemic relationships to others are sufficiently ‘epistemically intimate’. When one is epistemically intimate with another person, one need not observe the person’s behavior and infer the person’s mental states, nor need one strictly rely on testimony or observation about the other’s mind. Rather, epistemically intimate persons share large portions of their overall worldviews, and hence the ways in which one might transparently self-ascribe one’s mental states by looking outward can also be deployed in some cases of ascribing mental states to others without any intermediating inference or observation. The paper’s argument is controversial insofar as it runs contrary to theorists who view transparent methods as only first-personally applicable.

In this volume’s thirteenth and final chapter, “Transparent Self-Knowledge for Social Groups”, Lukas Schwengerer takes us beyond self-knowledge of individuals to self-knowledge of groups. He makes the case for the thesis that social groups, such as the Apple corporation or a university review board, can gain knowledge of their propositional attitudes (e.g., what they as a group intend to do, or believe, or want) by looking outwards. This is controversial since, for many, the transparency method only describes how an individual might know herself. Schwengerer offers three arguments in defense of the claim that group self-knowledge is transparent. The first is an argument from phenomenology. The second is an argument from economy (such that there is no need to posit a sui generis faculty for explaining group self-knowledge). Finally, the third is an argument from explanatory power. Schwengerer does not claim that any of these arguments, on their own, can make a full case for transparent group self-knowledge. Taken together, however, they may constitute a strong defense of his position. 

As with most things in philosophy, we suspect that the last word on the subject of transparent self-knowledge is not remotely close to hand. Nevertheless, we hope that our readers will find as much food for thought in this edited volume as we have while putting it together.

-Adam Andreotta and Benjamin Winokur 
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