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Abstract
Following	
  a	
  certain	
  transparency	
  claim,	
  evidence	
  concerning	
  the	
  external	
  world	
  can	
  be	
  used	
  
in	
  order	
  to	
  ground	
  the	
  attribution	
  of	
  a	
  belief	
  to	
  oneself.	
  This	
  epistemic	
  privilege	
  arguably	
  
depends	
  on	
  the	
  applicability	
  of	
  norms	
  of	
  rationality	
  that	
  are	
  manifest	
  in	
  paradoxes	
  of	
  the	
  
Moorean	
  kind	
  (‘It	
  is	
  raining	
  but	
  I	
  don’t	
  believe	
  it’).	
  In	
  this	
  paper	
  I	
  clarify	
  how	
  these	
  norms	
  of	
  
rationality	
  apply	
  to	
  the	
  self-‐attribution	
  of	
  belief	
  and	
  I	
  determine	
  the	
  features	
  by	
  virtue	
  of	
  
which	
  they	
  deliver	
  genuine	
  epistemic	
  warrants.	
  A	
  central	
  issue	
  in	
  this	
  debate	
  depends	
  on	
  the	
  
way	
  experiences	
  provide	
  the	
  subject	
  with	
  reasons	
  to	
  form	
  a	
  belief.	
  It	
  is	
  useful	
  in	
  this	
  respect	
  to	
  
compare	
  the	
  self-‐attribution	
  of	
  judgements,	
  of	
  acts	
  of	
  judging,	
  to	
  the	
  self-‐attribution	
  of	
  other	
  
kinds	
  of	
  experiences,	
  such	
  as	
  perceptions	
  and	
  desires.	
  
§1. Attributing a thought to oneself
In a full account of self-knowledge (i.e. knowledge in the first person about oneself), the
attribution of one's own thoughts to oneself (self-attribution of thoughts) plays an important role.
Three considerations are relevant in this respect.
First, it is a domain where the epistemic authority of the subject is particularly manifest. I
know what I think without having to rely on the kind of evidence you would typically have to rely
on in order to know what I think. It has been important to see that this kind of epistemic asymmetry
does not require my knowledge about my own thoughts to be infallible. And it has further been
noticed that this epistemic asymmetry should not imply any semantic asymmetry, where the latter
would involve the idea that there is some fact, proposition or other kind of content involving the
subject, such that it would be a unique privilege of the subject to be in a position to grasp or express
it.1
The self-attribution of one's own thoughts secondly plays an important role in the
determination of the concept self. If usage of the expression ‘I’ is governed by a rule that states that
its utterer thereby refers to herself, the thought expressed by an utterance containing that expression
must be more fundamental. One arguably experiences oneself as the origin, as the (mental) agent
and possessor, of the thoughts one produces. If that is so, then the concept self might (at least
partially) be the concept of the producer of the very thought one is thinking when one makes a selfattribution. In any first person thought about myself I would think of myself as the producer of that
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very thought. This leaves open the question as to whether there is an even more fundamental, nonconceptual way I may be given to myself.
Finally, the attribution of a thought to oneself plays a central role with respect to the way
reasons are made available to the subject. The thought that it is raining makes a reason available for
my further thinking (I should take an umbrella) and for my action (I take an umbrella) not only by
virtue of being my own thought, but also by virtue of me being in a position to attribute that thought
to myself. It surely would appear questionable for me to take the umbrella if I did not even have a
tendency to judge that I think that it is raining.
In all these cases there is a question about the epistemic basis of the self-attribution of one’s
own thoughts. And that question often concerns the role, if not the very possibility, of an
introspective access to our own thoughts. It has been wondered, for instance, if the epistemic
authority mentioned at the beginning is the result of a special, introspective access to our own
thoughts. In a similar direction, one may wonder whether the possession conditions of the concept
self would depend on the subject being able to apply it on the basis of her introspective awareness
of her own mental agency. Finally, it might be conjectured that for me to have a reason to judge or
act, I need to be introspectively aware of the thought that provided me with the relevant reason.
Introspective access to our own thoughts would play an essential role if all these questions
were to be answered in the positive. A number of doubts, however, have been formulated in this
respect. It appears, for instance, that the authority one has over one’s own thoughts does not depend
on the evidential role of a supposedly introspective access. And it might be wondered whether the
possession conditions of the concept self really depend on one’s ability to identify oneself in
introspection as the author of the very thought one is thinking. It does not seem right, finally, that
for me to use a reason provided by one of my thoughts, I need to have introspective evidence for the
claim that the thought is indeed mine rather than someone else’s.
Now, whatever the merits of these familiar doubts about the epistemic role of introspection,
one would not have to abandon the belief in the centrality of the self-attribution of one’s own
thoughts with respect to self-knowledge if an alternative to the introspective model could be
offered. Deflationary models may indeed be used in order to preserve that centrality without having
to adopt the standard model of introspective knowledge. What follows is a critical assessment of the
prospects of one such deflationary approach.
Two remarks before I start may be in order. First, I consider one deflationary approach and
wish to leave the assessment of other deflationary approaches for another occasion. I do not think
that the results I shall present in this paper generalize to all other deflationary approaches without
substantial refinements. Second, the deflationary approach I am inquiring into is not meant to offer
a model for all kinds of self-knowledge. There are important and complex relations between
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different kinds of self-knowledge. A proper description of those relations has to be left for another
occasion. By accepting that a deflationary analysis applies to some cases of self-knowledge, one
does not thereby suggest that it applies to all cases of self-knowledge. More specifically, suggesting
an alternative to introspective knowledge for some cases of self-knowledge does not commit one to
denying the very possibility of introspective knowledge of one’s own experiences. If, however,
knowledge of one’s own thoughts plays the kind of role mentioned above, then the deflationary
approach, if successful, would provide more than a marginal contribution to our general
understanding of self-knowledge.
§2. The deflationary model introduced
The starting point of the deflationary account I wish to examine is what I take to be an
intuition about a certain method a subject can use in order to settle the question as to what she
thinks. The intuition has notoriously been expressed in these words:
…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?’.2
… with respect to the attitude of belief, the claim of transparency tells us that the firstperson question ‘Do I believe P?’ is ‘transparent’ to, answered in the same way as, the
outward-directed question as to the truth of P itself.3
The intuition about transparency of belief self-ascription has to be distinguished from other
well-known kinds of transparency intuitions, such as the transparency of experience.4 It is an
intuition in the sense that it rationally appears right to claim, as Evans and Moran do, that one can
answer questions of the kind ‘do I think that p?’ by simply considering the question ‘p?’ The
intuition is based on our understanding of the concepts involved in the description of the situation.
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It is based neither on a sensory appearance (actual or imaginary) of that very situation, nor on
explicit empirical assumptions about the kind of questions the subject would be inquiring into.
A philosophical assessment of the transparency intuition requires a clarification of its
theoretical plausibility and of the domain of its application. Here are some of the questions that
ought to be addressed in this respect. How can we more explicitly articulate the transparency
intuition? What are its basic conceptual ingredients? Is it an intuition about the nature of beliefs, or
about the justification of the self-attribution of beliefs, or about something else? Does the
transparency intuition apply to other mental states or experiences apart from beliefs? And if yes, by
virtue of which feature that those states and experience would have in common with beliefs? Once
the transparency intuition has been properly articulated and theoretically evaluated, and once its
domain of application has been determined, it should become clear in what sense exactly it is
supposed to provide an alternative to the introspective model. Suppose that following the latter
model the subject has an introspective warrant for the self-attribution of a belief. The question then
is whether the deflationary model is supposed to offer an alternative warrant or whether it is rather
supposed to deflate the very need for any such warrant, whether introspective or not. Finally, it
would be crucial to understand how the deflationary model is supposed to apply to the three
domains I mentioned at the beginning. Can the deflationary model do justice to the epistemic
asymmetry without destroying the semantic symmetry? Does it better explain why the concept self
is the concept of the producer and (or) possessor of the very thought one is thinking? And finally:
how does the deflationary model account for the way experiences provide us with reasons?
I shall not be able to address all those questions in this paper.5 I shall describe a line of
thought that looks promising to me. The general issue I am interested in, here as well as in a variety
of other contexts,6 concerns the role experiences play with respect to belief and knowledge. In the
introspective model experiences, and the way they are given to us in introspection, play a crucial
role. This is supposed to be so especially in the case of the self-attribution of belief. If I know by
introspection, on the basis of inner evidence, that I believe or judge that p, then there should rather
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be something it is like for me to believe or judge that p.7 The question would then be whether the
deflationary model makes such an appeal to experience in the account of self-knowledge
superfluous. My view is that it does not. The fact that we do not need an evidential introspective
warrant for the self-attribution of a thought does not imply that experiences do not play any role
with respect to self-knowledge. My main contention is that they do so by virtue of making reasons
manifest in consciousness. Without such reasons being manifest in consciousness the deflationary
account would not get off the ground.8
§3. Articulating transparency
Let us start by looking at the transparency intuition. It concerns the relation between a belief
(the belief that p - Bp) and its self-attribution (the belief that I believe that p - BBp).9 In what
follows I shall generally suppose that we are speaking about consciously occurring beliefs, also
called ‘acts of judgement’. I do think that some, but not all the considerations that follow apply to
dispositional beliefs, understood as dispositions to judge. But for the purpose of this paper, and in
the light of the domains of self-knowledge mentioned in §1, it will suffice for the argument to apply
to acts of judgement.
The transparency intuition involves a claim that says that on some occasions one can settle
the question as to whether one believes that p by addressing the question as to whether p. But what
does it mean in this context to ‘settle the question’? If I want to settle the question as to whether p,
then I am arguably looking for something that would make it appear right for me to answer the
question in one way rather than another. Something that makes it appear right to answer a question
in a certain way is a reason for answering the question in that way. But not any kind of reason will
do. In the context we are considering, the issue does not concern primarily what it would be right to
say, but rather what it would be right to believe, and then to say, with respect to the question as to
whether p. It is generally right to believe what is true. So the reason we are looking for is a reason
that speaks for the truth of a belief about p. It is an epistemic reason for forming a certain belief
about p.
Insisting on the way Evans has described transparency in the quotation above, one may
object that transparency really concerns what it is right to say, rather than what it is right to believe:
I find out what I should assert when I am asked whether I think that p by considering the question
as to whether p. But it is easy to find cases where this procedure would be inappropriate with
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respect to what it is right to say and yet appropriate with respect to what it is right to believe. I
should rather not address the question whether my boss is incompetent if she asks me whether I
think that she is incompetent. I should rather ask myself whether she is going to fire me, if I tell her
that I think that she is incompetent. But this does not mean that I consider the danger of being fired
as a reason not to believe that she is incompetent and therefore as a reason for believing that I do
not think that she is incompetent. The reason one finds for saying something is not always a reason
one would use for believing something. Transparency involves primarily a claim about what it is
right to believe, and only secondarily a claim about what it is right to say, namely under the
assumption that nothing speaks against being sincere.
The transparency intuition relies on the fact that I can find the reason that settles the
question as to whether I believe that p by looking for a reason I can use in addressing the question
about the truth of p. So under some conditions what speaks for the truth of Bp also speaks for the
truth of BBp. If what speaks for Bp is Bp’s epistemic warrant,10 then, under some condition, Bp’s
epistemic warrant is also BBp’s warrant. On this understanding the transparency intuition can be
articulated as involving the claim that under some conditions Bp’s epistemic warrant can be
transmitted to BBp. The transparency intuition would contain the contention that under some
conditions a warrant for a belief can be transmitted to the self-attribution of that very belief.11 I
consider this contention to be part of what one obtains in providing a more explicit articulation of
the transparency intuition.
§4. The theoretical basis of transparency
Now we need to understand the theoretical basis of this claim and evaluate the original
domain of its application. To understand the theoretical basis of an intellectual intuition means,
among other things, to determine the concepts the intuition is about, and the relations between the
concepts that are relevant for the intuition. To evaluate the original domain of application means to
provide independent theoretical considerations that explain the conceptual relations the intuition is
responsive to.
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The transparency intuition, in the way I have articulated it above, has something to do with
the concepts of belief and warrant. More precisely, it has something to do with the transmission of a
warrant from a belief to its self-attribution. The relation between a belief and its self-attribution, as
it has often been noticed, is the relation that is also at issue in Moore’s Paradox. Let us then look at
Moore’s Paradox in order to see whether it can be used in order to clarify the theoretical basis of the
transparency intuition.
Moore’s Paradox, in its original form, is the claim that there is something paradoxical in the
fact that an utterance of the form ‘it is raining but I don’t believe it’ is absurd without containing
any contradiction.12 There is a debate about the exact nature of the absurdity.13 Some think that the
utterance after all does contain a contradiction (‘p and non-p’), for instance by virtue of rules
governing assertion (to assert ‘I believe that p’ is to assert ‘p’).14 Others think that it is, at least in
part, a consequence of a norm of rationality that governs our beliefs.15 In order to be relevant in our
context, we have to assume that this last interpretation is acceptable.16 On this interpretation, the
concept of belief is the concept of an attitude that is subject to rational requirements. Among them
one finds the requirement that one ought not to believe that p and believe that one does not believe
that p, even if there is nothing contradictory in doing so. Let me call this Moore’s Requirement. A
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subject who believes that p and believes that she believes that p, finds herself in a situation that is
not in conflict with Moore’s Requirement.
The question I suggest to inquire into is whether the transparency of belief holds by virtue of
Moore’s Requirement or by virtue of norms that can be derived from it. If, as I have suggested,
transparency of belief concerns the transmission of an epistemic warrant from a belief to its selfascription, then the question concerns the relation between the legitimacy of such a transmission
and the fact that by believing that p the subject puts herself under the obligation not to believe that
she does not believe that p. What features of Moore’s Requirement, if any, can help us to
understand the transmission of a warrant from a belief to its self-ascription?
In the way I have introduced it, Moore’s Requirement would be a constitutive norm of
beliefs: in order for something to be a belief it must be governed by the requirement. If a subject
can rationally Φ that p and Φ that she does not Φ that p, then Φing is not believing (but, for
instance, desiring). This does not mean that it is impossible for a subject to have beliefs that fail to
satisfy the requirement.17 It rather means that in such a case the subject would have to be described
as not complying with a requirement under which she stands simply by virtue of judging that p. The
mere fact that one desires, hopes, imagines that p, instead, would not put one under this kind of
requirement.18
It is a further question whether Moore’s Requirement qualifies a belief in the light of
justification and knowledge. A requirement that states how a mental state ought to be, in order for it
to be a belief, is not yet a requirement that says what the state ought to be in order to be justified or
to qualify for knowledge. So if we wish to use Moore’s Requirement in our account of the
epistemic basis of the self-attribution of belief, we need more than just a constitutive norm of
beliefs.
These considerations have a direct bearing on our intention to use Moore’s Requirement in
order to understand the kind of warrant transmission from Bp to BBp we have taken the
transparency intuition to be responsive to. It might well be that by transmitting a warrant from Bp to
BBp a subject complies with Moore’s Requirement. Indeed, if Moore’s Requirement articulates a
constitutive norm for beliefs, then whatever licences the kind of warrant transmission we are
17
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considering should be compatible with it. But this alone would not suffice to show that the
transmission itself holds by virtue of Moore’s Requirement, or that Moore’s Requirement can be
used in order to explain why the transmission obtains. For the latter to be the case, Moore’s
Requirement itself would have to be related not just to beliefs, but to the role warrants play with
respect to them.
There is at least one aspect of Moore’s Requirement that contributes to qualifying the selfattribution of beliefs with respect to knowledge. It is the fact that Moore’s Requirement is falsehood
preventing. A norm that stipulates that one should not believe that one does not believe that p when
one in fact believes that p is falsehood preventing. Since a belief needs to be true in order to qualify
for knowledge, Moore’s Requirement contributes to the epistemic qualification of the selfattribution of beliefs.
This qualification still fails to do justice to the transparency intuition we started from. We do
not need Moore’s Requirement in order to expect the self-attribution of a belief to be (at least)
sensitive to falsehood. Falsehood-prevention arguably is a requirement that holds for all beliefs, not
specifically for the self-attribution of beliefs. So, the permission to attribute a belief to oneself that
is earned by virtue of the fact that one has the belief does not depend specifically on Moore’s
Requirement. A subject having a belief and using introspective evidence that speaks in favour of the
presence of that belief would conform to the falsehood-preventing norm, but she would precisely
not be using the resources that are articulated by the transparency intuition. So, if the only epistemic
constraint one could obtain from Moore’s Requirement is that one should not form false beliefs
about one’s own beliefs, then Moore’s Requirement would be of little use for our understanding of
the kind of warrant transmission the transparency intuition is responding to. For Moore’s
Requirement to be used in that context, it should involve more than a purely doxastic norm of belief
(a norm that stipulates what it takes for a mental state to be a belief), and it should generate more
than falsehood prevention.
It appears indeed that Moore’s Requirement does not concern simply the relation between a
state and its self-attribution, but more specifically the relation between a rational state, a state that
is itself responsive to reasons, and its self-attribution. Let me explain by suggesting the following
contrast. Suppose I stand under a practical requirement to do such and such if I have a bodily
sensation of a certain type. Say: raise your left hand when you feel cold! Suppose I feel cold. I may
still fail to find a reason to raise my hand. The requirement offers me a reason to raise my hand I
would not have had in its absence. The simple fact that I feel cold does not put me under the
requirement to raise my hand; it is not constitutive for me feeling cold that I stand under the
requirement to raise my hand.
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The context to which Moore’s Requirement applies is different in various respects. One
important difference concerns the fact that the antecedent in the practical requirement mentioned
above does not involve any responsiveness to reasons. Feeling cold is not a state that is itself
responsive to the presence of a reason. The action of bringing oneself into a situation where one
feels cold may be responsive to reasons, but the simple fact that one feels cold is not. In opposition
to that, believing something is a rational attitude, an attitude that is by nature responsive to reasons.
So one may surmise that a requirement that applies on the basis of states that are responsive to
reasons, a rational requirement, does not act on the subject complying with it in the same way as a
requirement that applies to non-rational states or experiences.19
But what kind of rational requirement are we considering in this context? Some
clarifications are needed before we inquire into that hypothesis. Let me then describe a number of
conditions that have to be satisfied for the notion of rational requirement to apply. Let me call the
kind of rational requirement that is exemplified by Moore’s Requirement, a strong rational
requirement. I shall present a number of cases where this notion does not apply and then show in
what sense it applies to Moore’s Requirement.
Let me first recall that for a belief to be responsive to reasons it is not needed that it is of a
kind that is formed only, or even generally, as a response to reasons. As a matter of fact, most of us
form beliefs on the basis of all kinds of considerations, many of which fail to provide reasons, let
alone epistemic reasons, for the beliefs we form. The kind of responsiveness we are considering
concerns the way one reacts to considerations one wholeheartedly takes to speak against the truth of
a belief one happens to have formed. One’s beliefs are responsive to reasons if, in such cases, one
would be willing to revise them, whether one finally succeeds in doing so or not.
A requirement is not a rational requirement simply by virtue of applying on the basis of
beliefs and by the fact that beliefs are responsive to reasons. The practical requirement I mentioned
above could easily be applied to beliefs: ‘Raise your arm if you believe Sam ate the cake!’ Such a
requirement would not only fail to be constitutive of beliefs; it would not even apply by virtue of
beliefs being responsive to reasons. Nothing, in the application of that requirement, depends on the
fact that the antecedent belief is responsive to reasons. For a requirement to be genuinely rational it
should not only happen to apply on the basis of rational states, it should apply by virtue of them
being rational. There may be various conditions a state has to satisfy in order to be rational: in the
case of beliefs, responsiveness to reasons is an essential condition. We thus have to distinguish at
least three cases in our context: requirements that apply to states that are not responsive to reasons;
requirements that apply to states that are responsive to reasons but do not apply by virtue of them
19

Requirements, I suppose, apply to subjects on the basis of certain conditions. Having a belief of a certain kind may
thus be a condition on the basis of which a specific requirement applies to the subject. I shall then say that the
requirement applies on the basis of the belief.
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being responsive to reasons; and finally requirements that apply to states that are responsive to
reasons by virtue of them being so. Only the latter are strong rational requirements in the sense
intended in the present argument.
There are standards of rationality, such as coherence, that apply to beliefs by virtue of their
representational (truth-conditional) content. It is thus possible to select beliefs in the light of their
coherence. A subject’s set of beliefs might be said to be more or less rational depending on the
amount of beliefs that could be selected with the help of such a procedure. Rationality understood
as a standard of coherence does not involve the kind of responsiveness to reasons I have mentioned
above. It does not even presuppose that beliefs are responsive to reasons. They only need to have
truth-conditional content. A subject’s beliefs might be said to be more or less rational in this sense
without the subject ever using coherence as a reason to form her beliefs. This is not the notion of
rationality that is at stake in the sort of strong rational requirements I am considering in the present
argument.
Suppose however that a subject considers coherence as a reason to form certain beliefs. She
may aim, for instance, at forming true beliefs and think that coherence increases her chances to do
so. So she takes herself to stand under the requirement to form coherent beliefs. Since coherence, as
we just saw, is a form of rationality, the subject might again be said to put herself under a kind of
rational requirement. Let me call it the coherence requirement. The coherence requirement would
still fail to be a strong rational requirement in the sense I am considering here. A number of
considerations are relevant in this respect. First, although the subject uses the coherence
requirement as a reason to form certain beliefs, the requirement itself does not apply to her on the
basis of the fact that her antecedent beliefs are responsive to reasons. It applies merely by virtue of
them having a kind of content that allows them to stand in a relation of coherence to other beliefs.
Secondly, and relatedly, the requirement applies to the belief forming process in a way that bears an
important similarity to the way the practical requirement mentioned above applies to the subject’s
intentions to act. Consider again the case of the requirement to raise one’s hand when one believes
that Sam ate the cake. By complying with the requirement one contributes to determining Sam’s
responsibility with respect to the disappearance of the cake. This is, let us assume, a contribution to
the establishment of social morality. One may be motivated to comply with the requirement by
one’s desire to contribute to the establishment of social morality and by one’s belief that by raising
one’s hand under the given circumstances one does so. The fact that the condition for the
application of the requirement is a rational state, in our case the belief that Sam ate the cake, does
not impinge on the nature of the requirement. It could be any state, whether rational or not. Now,
rationality functions with respect to the coherence requirement like social morality with respect to
the practical requirement. It is not a part of the conditions under which the requirement applies, but
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a qualification of the situation that is brought about by complying with it. That qualification may be
part of what motivates the subject to form a certain belief, but it is not a feature the antecedent
needs to have for the requirement to apply.
We are now ready to return to the hypothesis formulated above about the fact that Moore’s
Requirement concerns the relation between a state that is responsive to reasons and its selfattribution. The hypothesis was that Moore’s Requirement is a strong rational requirement in the
sense I have now specified. Two of the considerations made so far are immediately relevant for this
claim. The first consideration concerns the fact that Moore’s Requirement is constitutive for beliefs.
I wrote above that if a subject can rationally Φ that p and Φ that she does not Φ that p, then Φing is
not believing (but, for instance, desiring). This means that one brings oneself under Moore’s
Requirement simply by having a belief. It would thus be wrong to describe the situation in which
one finds oneself when one believes that p as a situation where one might still lack a reason for
believing that one believes that p. Moore’s Requirement does not add a reason for one to believe
that one believes that p one would not already have had by simply believing that p.20
The second consideration concerns the sense in which Moore’s Requirement applies to
beliefs by virtue of them being responsive to reasons. The point, remember, is not whether beliefs
are responsive to reasons. The argument under consideration presupposes that they are. The
question is whether them being so plays a role with respect to the fact that Moore’s Requirement
applies to them, as opposed, for instance, to the coherence requirement mentioned above. That
requirement, we said, applies in virtue of the content of the beliefs, not in virtue of their
responsiveness to reasons. This would be so even if one were to maintain that the coherence
requirement articulates a constitutive requirement for beliefs. Suppose thus that if one can rationally
Φ that p and Φ that that q, although p and q are incompatible, then Φing is not believing. If this
were so, 21 then one would have a reason not to believe that q simply by virtue of the fact that one
believes that p. It would still not be necessary for this requirement to apply that beliefs are
responsive to reasons. It would still suffice for them to have a kind of content that can generate
coherence. This is not what is at stake in Moore’s Requirement, if one accepts that there is no
contradiction between Bp and BBp. The requirement does not apply just by virtue of the content of
the beliefs. If Moore's Requirement does not apply on the basis of the content of the beliefs, then it
20

This point bears a number of similarities with Kolodny’s influential argument about the nature of rational
requirements. Kolodny writes, for instance : ‘… while the fact that a rational requirement applies to one is not in fact a
reason for one to comply with it, it will always seem to one, when one is subject to a rational requirement, that one has
a reason of another kind to comply with it: namely, the reason to form (or drop) the attitude that, in so far as one
satisfies the antecedent of the requirement, one already believes one has (or lacks). This is what gives the “ought” of
rationality its normative force—or, rather, its seeming normative force’ (Niko Kolodny: Why be rational?, In Mind 114
(2005), p 513). A proper discussion of the relation between Kolodny’s point and the argument presented here must be
left for another occasion.
21
The idea of such a constitutive requirement for beliefs is quite implausible.
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is natural to think that it applies by virtue of the kind of attitude involved. It should have something
to do with the contrast between belief and other attitudes, attitudes that do not involve the same, or
the same kind of, responsiveness to reasons. I already mentioned above the case of desires. A
similar remark applies to a situation where one imagines that p and imagines that one does not
imagine that p. It might appear psychologically difficult for one to bring oneself into such a
situation, but there is nothing rationally problematic to it. It is simply a case where one has an
experience and imagines not having it.
The above considerations have provided an understanding, and a number of reasons in favor
of the claim that Moore’s requirement is a constitutive rational requirement that applies to beliefs
by virtue of the way they are responsive to reasons. The general argument is meant to show that the
license one obtains for the self-attribution of a belief by the simple fact that one has the belief is
grounded in that requirement. More details should now be provided about the exact mechanism that
grounds the license in the requirement. Before providing such details, however, one might wish to
look at the possibility of extending the strategy to other mental states apart from beliefs. As I said at
the beginning, inquiring into the possibility of such an extension should help to better understand
the nature and the roots of the transparency intuition we started from. It thus appears reasonable to
venture some hypothesis about such an extension before returning to the details mentioned above.
In what follows I shall speculate about one hypothesis in this direction. As we shall see, that
hypothesis sheds new light on the relation between transparency and reasons-responsiveness. A
proper integration of these insights with the results obtained so far has to be left for another
occasion.

§ 5. Extensions and modifications
As I said at the beginning, it should not be expected that transparency applies to all domains
of self-knowledge. We should, however, expect to be able to determine criteria that distinguish the
domains where transparency applies from domains where it does not. If the considerations above
are on the right track, then responsiveness to reasons would be one such criterion. We have seen
how that kind of responsiveness operates in the case of beliefs. A first question would thus be
whether other kinds of mental states present a form of responsiveness to reasons that could ground
transparency.
I suggest considering the case of perceptual experience. By perceiving something, let us
suppose, I earn a warrant to form a certain belief about the external world. Can I use that warrant in
order to attribute that very perceptual experience to myself? Can we say that if my perceptual
experience justifies my belief that p, then it also justifies my belief that it perceptually appears to
13/16

me that p? And if yes, can this be grounded in the fact that perception is, in some sense, responsive
to reasons?
The idea that transparency applies to perceptual experiences might be motivated by
considerations along the following line. Suppose I wonder whether it perceptually appears to me
that it is raining. In order to answer that question I must attend to the very same external fact I
would attend in trying to answer the question whether it is raining. In order to settle the question
whether it perceptually appears to me that it is raining I do not have to ‘look inside’: I have to bring
my (perceptual) attention to how the weather is outside. 22
The purpose of what follows is not to defend the application of transparency to the case of
perceptual experiences. The point is to present a modified notion of rational responsiveness that is
applicable both to beliefs and perceptual experiences. If this notion is coherent, then we would have
obtained an insight into how the account of transparency formulated above could be extended
beyond the case of belief. This would be a contribution to the assessment of the prospects of a
deflationary account of self-knowledge.
What does it take, in general, for an experience to be rationally grounded? A minimal
requirement might be formulated in the following terms. An experience is rationally grounded when
its occurrence is the manifestation of a faculty that is normally responsive to, but not dependent on
and thus not constituted by, the obtaining of an external condition. By external condition I mean a
condition that does not depend on the very experience whose responsiveness is at stake, not
necessarily a condition that does not depend in some other sense on the mind. A rational
commitment is an attitude that is not only responsive to the satisfaction of some external conditions,
but whose function it is to present those conditions as obtaining (rather than, say, as having to
obtain). Rational responsiveness can be obtained either by a direct dependence of the attitude
(which I understand as a particular exercise of a mental faculty) on the satisfaction of those
conditions, or by some more indirect dependence, for instance through a relation of reliable
correspondence. In both cases the attitude is warranted by either the external conditions themselves,
or by the fact that there is a reliable relation to them. The first warrant is of the kind factuality, and
the second warrant is of the kind reliability.
I have concentrated above on the example of belief. The belief that p is a rational
commitment by being (among other things) responsive to the fact that p, either by depending on it,
or by standing in some reliable relation to it. The latter case is much more plausible for most beliefs
I can think of (such as the belief expressed by: ‘It is raining’). The judgment that p is warranted
22
Considerations along these lines might appeal to the kind of transparency of experience I mentioned at the beginning
of this paper. It is common, with respect to that phenomenon, to urge that one has to look at the world in order to
discover the properties of one’s own experience. The claim above would need to go one step further: it would require
showing that one must look at the world in order to find out that one has a perceptual experience.
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either by the fact that p or by the fact that there is a reliable relation between p and the judgment
that p. The fact that p, or the fact that there is a reliable relation between the judgment that p and the
fact that p, speaks in favour of the judgment’s truth. It thus constitutes a reason for judging. When
the warrant is of the kind reliability, the belief does not lose its warrant by being false. Whatever
contributes, in the latter case, to the reliability of the judgment, is part of the warrant. So, if my
judgment that p is based on (e.g. caused by, partly constituted by, etc.) my perceptual experience,
then the perceptual experience is part of what warrants my belief. This does not mean that the
perceptual experience as such warrants my belief: it is part of the warrant, for instance by standing
itself in a reliable relation to p and in causing the judgment that p.
Consider now perceptual experiences themselves. One’s visual experience, for instance, is
rationally grounded if it’s occurring is the manifestation of a faculty that is responsive to the way
the world visually appears in normal circumstances. And it is a rational commitment when it
presents those conditions as obtaining. Suppose a red sphere is presented in my visual field under
normal lighting conditions and that I have an experience of a red sphere visually appearing to me. I
thereby earn a license both to judge that there is a red sphere in front of me and to judge that I am
having the visual experience of a red sphere in front of me. The way the experience of seeing is
grounded suffices for me to be allowed to attribute the experience to myself.
Notice that this conception is compatible with the idea that rational grounds are defeasible.
Suppose that my perceptual experience is not veridical, for instance as a consequence of the fact
that the lighting conditions are not normal. We would still need to make a difference between an
experience being the manifestation of a faculty that is responsive to external conditions and an
experience that would not be so. And it would still provide a rational ground for my judgment that
there is a red sphere in front of me and for judging that I am having an experience of a red sphere
visually appearing to me.
The case of perception can be used in order to highlight two central features of the account
under consideration. First, the faculty whose responsiveness is accountable for rational grounding is
said to manifest itself in experiences, in conscious mental events that can properly be attributed to
subjects. Nothing is thus said about the possibility of the same faculty manifesting itself in the
production of sub-personal non-conscious representational states. One may reasonably doubt that
the same faculty can be at work in both kinds of circumstances. But even if it were, this would not
imply that rational grounds would be made available to the subject in both situations. It might
indeed be required that for the faculty to provide the subject with a rational ground, its response
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must be manifest in a conscious experience. When this is not the case, although responsive, the
faculty might be said to fail to provide the subject with a rational ground.23
The second feature can be described by attending to the following objection. One might be
required to act and judge in the light of reasons, but one can hardly be required to perceive under
such conditions. We think that there ought to be reasons to act, and in some sense even to judge, but
it does not make sense to suppose that one has or fails to have a reason to perceive. How then can a
perceptual experience be rationally grounded? In the account under consideration, the notion of a
rational ground encompasses cases where ordinary language appears to prevent usage of the notion
of reason. It is not clear that guidance from ordinary language yields a coherent philosophical
notion of reason. We sometimes mention reasons, for instance, in relation to purely causal
explanations. But the point might not be about ordinary language. One might rather insist on the
fact that a perceptual experience cannot be rationally grounded in a way similar to how a judgement
can be rationally grounded. The account under consideration can make room for such a distinction.
A judgement based on perception uses a rational ground made available by a perceptual experience.
Using a reason and making it available are indeed different relations to reasons. A judgement based
on perception could not use a reason if the latter were not made available by the perception. A
judgement based on perception can both use the ground offered by the perception in making a
judgement about the external world and make that very ground available for a further belief, such as
precisely the belief that one has that perceptual experience. The view under consideration offers a
notion of rational grounding that is general enough to encompass such a possibility. 24

23
It might indeed be submitted that for the rational ground to be available, it must be poised for use in the belief. But if
the experience is not conscious, it is hard to see how it could.
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