Keeping Self-Deception in
Perspective

Lawrence Beyer

If one accepts the suggestion rhar self-deceprion involves simultaneously
held beliefs that are contradicrory (that p, and that not-p} or at least in-
consistent (that the evidence favors ‘p,” and that not-p}, then some special
structure must be postulated char allows these to coexist in the same mind
without cither extinguishing the other. Donald Davidson sees this fune-
tion served by a partitioning that bounds different, though overlapping,
territories within the mind and keeps their contents from coming into
contact (e.g., 1998, §).

Mark Anspach, however, expresses Sartre-inspired misgivings about
this picture. Taking psychotics (e.g., “the sort of individuals who belicve
they are. .. Mapoleon” (1998, 60)) to exemplify “extreme self-deceprion”
(61), he claims thar self-deception “involves” and “requires” “the simulta-
neous presence of contradictory beliefs” (60),! produced by a paradoxical
kind of resistance to a propesition known, believed, or suspected to be
true. But Anspach says little about the central beliefs constitutin g the self-

1. In general, it is not clear whether Anspach’s references 1o ‘self-deceprion’ and "bad faicy'
aught 1o be taken to refer only to the contradiction form of self-deception, or whether his
account can be generalized ro cases involving oppesed-but-not-contradictory beliets (i.c.,
that the evidence argues that p, and thar not-p).
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deception (e.g., ‘I am not Napoleon,” ‘I am Napoleon’); his focus is one
d iti 1

level removed, upon self-awareness of that condition. Such awareness is

available to all self-deceivers, he suggests (73, 80-81), but only within an

“osci ure” shared with unawareness (77, 81). The conflicting
second-order beliefs (or belief plus nonbeliet) coexist together stabiy; Tro:

as if partitioned apart, but as if united though dis'tinct on the doul?lf;:;'ﬁt—
single side of a mébius strip (79, 82-83). (Regarding madncssl;pccn cz.
the unresolvable oscillation is said by Anspach to block the self-awareness
pa;\};[to a:llc;:zor this paper is an amalgamation of several lines of ir}quiry
Aftcrycigamining, in general terms, the gratuitousness of sclf-ficceptlon a;_
tributions, I cast doubts upon Davidson’s argum.ents'that lying tho. o'nc;el‘
is impossible and so cannot be what sclf-deccptl.ofl u?volves. This is g
lowed by a rebuttal of Anspach’s dismissal o.f partitioning acc.:oif,lt“s, ar_llla.:
critical analysis of his speculations concerning fhc paradoxnc’ o;cilt i
tory logic” (1998, 7677, 81) of the self-deceiver’s (9r madmgn s) clog‘fym .
predicament. Finally, I provide two short appcnd'lccs, the rslt1 {; ;mh ' kg._
one aspect of the distinction between self-ficceptlon and. v;xs thin ‘
ing, the second offering a detailed explanation of why belief in one’s ow.
self-deception need not be paradoxical.

1. Attributing Self-Deception . . . . ]
Self-deception is not merely the possession of logically inconsistent be

liefs, for these can be acquired and maintained innocently. N;)r is }it simply
: i iti ’s belief out of a desire for that event

the adoption of a proposition as one’s bc? of '

or state Ef affairs, for that may only be wishful thinking (see Appcndl;( fx)t

Self-deception seems to require that aversion to one alro?ady-prescnt dc ie

(that p, or that the evidence favors ‘p’) motivate action that produces

: 2
adoption of a contrary belief (that not-p).

i idson’s basic model:
2. For purposes of this essay, I stick rather close in some waylsf —t: Davgdsons b;z ?nitiatcd
‘ i ' ntrast, self-deception can
A 1998) account, by co s h :
of irrationality. On Al Mele’s ' be initaed
not only by an aversion to believing that p, but also by a desm? to bclu-:vc;1 th.a o t[: e
these cayuse self-deception by instigating biased processes of evidence gathering, interp

i i ief that not-p without any intentional ac-
ion, and evaluation—thereby producing a belief ¢ v any I.
:?(:;osnh:\gnger)een taken to bring this about. Thus, for Mele, wishful thinking may be only

i ith the
“a form of self-deception” (Mele 1987, 135) or .pcrhaps a twin brother, by contrast wi
wider Davidsonian distinction adopted in this essay.

___pared to resort to underhanded methods if necessary.

Keeping Self-DeceptifnJE F’Eripgdivg

But even that is not enough. For it is not self-deception if resistance to
the original belief merely motivates a more thorough gathering or reex-
amination of evidence, and this then results in a change of belief, Self.
deception demands that one’s actions be designed to produce a change in

> delich, and that The Teasoning process by which this oo leved be

materially corrupted by this motive; for if one employs a scrupulously fair
reasoning process that happens to achieve the intended cognitive out-
come, one cannot be said to be self-deceived, even if one had been pre-

Now, a threshold concern raised by these rather demanding conditions

is whether self-deception actually exists—whether (as suggested by folk
psychology and taken for granted by philosophets of mind) people really
engage in such a thing, or, in other words, whether such attributions are
ever either indispensable or at least the most fruitful explanatory hypoth-
eses available.

In this section, I hope only to say enough about a ‘perspectivist’ alter-
native to impose upon philosophers a burden of justifying the attribution
of self-deception, of explaining why this concept of folk psychology
ought not be pared away by Occam’s Razor. At the very least, there seems
a disturbing readiness to diagnose self-deception prematurely, before ex-
hausting other plausible but Jess epistemically unsavory possibilities.

Consider Anspach’s paper as an illustration. He seems to reason that
holding beliefs that strike others as “manifestly deluded” (1998, 60) en-
tails being ‘deceived’; and then, that unless someone else (or one’s own
DNA) has implanted these beliefs in one, one must be se/fdeceived.

This glib analysis of the concept of self-deception loses touch with the
specific mental phenomenon described above. It also employs a spurious
dichotomy, between extrinsically “implanted” versus “internally generat-
ed” beliefs (61), which subtly conveys the false notion that others’ queer
beliefs are insular fantasies and never reasonable responses to evidence.

Worst of all, the implicit criterion for self-deception (and madness for
that matter) is disturbingly easy to satisfy: having beliefs that seem to oth-
er people, in light of the evidence as they interpret and evaluate it, to be
obviously wrong or ridiculous. This alone is supposedly enough to make
one self-deceived, and not just grossly in error or merely committed to a_
different cognitive framework or perspective. But as Davidson rightly in-
sists (e.g., 1985, 348), one may simply have formed an interpretation of the
world that makes sense given one’s perspective (which may include
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strange beliefs and theories), rather than a view motivated by aversion ro

an already-possessed contrary belief.

It is not easy to keep in mind that deviant beliefs can, in this way, be ex-
plained by mere difference in perspective. In fact, even relatively wide-
spread evidence of another’s perspectival divergence is all too readily con-
struable simply as chronic, or perhaps metastasizing, self-deception.
Given the natural assumprions thar there is a single True account of reali-
ty and thart users of a language (dialect) all share the same concepts, peo-
ple readily reason, when they encounter another’s judgment thar differs
from their own confident one, that both cannot be right; but, surely,
theirs is right, so the Other’s must be wrong. And since it appears thar the
Other is not stupid and had access to all the pertinent information thar
led them to their view, the cxglanntiﬂn must be some irrational kink in
the Other’s stream of thought.

Bur this is quadruply misguided, (i} Other persons often use words
with senses and usage criteria subtly different from onc’s own, which can
lend their avowed beliefs a false appearance of absurdity relative to the
other beliefs or evidence they seem to possess. (i) Thinking isn't easy; it's
far from rrivial to bring to bear in cach judgment all of one’s relevant rea-
soning skills and memories, (These include one’s standards of cogency
and weightiness in reasoning, explanation, and argumentation.) Even
those with admirably efficient habits of mind are beset by (unmotivated)
blind spots and slip-ups, and sometimes forget or overlook relevant con-
siderations. (iii) Those evaluating another person’s beliefs are typically
handicapped by an informarion disparity: he has evidence unavailable to

3. Typical self-deceprion arributions do, in this way, invelve matters that scem perfectly
obvious w the aceributors, and this contribures o the ease of unwarranted attriburion, On
nccasion, however, a judgment of self-deceprion i not a response to a particular patently
absurd belief, but an adjustment of one pare of s multificered understanding of someane’s
mind in order to improve the logical fiv of srber atmributions to thar person, In such cases
{which include self-deception seffartribations), the reevaluated belief neéd nor seem on
its own to be misguided, let alone obviously so. (There are other possibilities as well, For
example, one might hold an arributional principle “Whenever peaple believe their mares
are perfect for them, they suffer from self-deception’ and apply it categorically, even where
one has no other reason o think that the belicfs in question are deluded.)

The arypical cases appear 1w be parasitic upon the rypical ones, though, in that if the
lavter were no longer accepred as meriting the label ‘self-deceprion,” the use of the concepr
could no longer be sustained in the former {and not vice versa). Hence my focus upon the

central cases,
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the smug onlookers, and often lacks evidence they possess. (iv) Most im-
portant: given the variability of perspectives, a slice of reality can be given
more than one rational inserpretarion, :

In sum, if we do not see someone’s construal as a reasonable employ-
ment of his mental resources, the source of the difficulty may be aur men-
tal limitations, nor his. Interprerive “charity” (e.g., Davidson 1982, 302—3)
daes not preclude restraint or retréar in the face of batHement. The dc:;ln-
est attainable understanding of another being is often an acceptance that
one cannot understand him in deprh, that his perspective cannot be spec-
ified in enough deeail, and thac bending the pieces to get them to it is no
solution to the attributional puzzle he poses.

The same issues arise for self-ascriptions of self-deception that respond
to the now-unfathomable beliefs of one's own past self. And a parallel ex-
pla‘naunn obtains when one has a current belief thar from another stand-
peint one considers indefensible,

That is, one thinks in differing ways in differing types of siruations, A
somewhat altered frame of mind gers elicited or Et:mi:msed whenever one
perc:lzivcs (usually not self-consciously) a change in one’s ‘pragmatic con-
text, hence in one’s immediate mental task, purpose, or activity. The dif-
f'erj_ng frames of mind, which we might call ‘perspects,’ do nor all make
available the same full set of mental resources and dispositions. Fach af-
f:r:rrds access to only a-subset of one’s memory, and thus lacks some inten
tional states available in other perspects.

. Hcr}-::e one person may in different situations (perhaps very close in
time) innocently use inconsistent beliefs about the same mf:nje;:t-maner.
each one rationally acquired and maintained in the context of its sur-
J.'.Dl.indllng perspect. (The beliefs may stably coexist in a state of compatible
nconsistency if each is useful within its contexts of usage, if these domains
do nat overlap, and if no applicable norm demands thar the belicf be rec-
L‘fncd&d.} While using one “structure. .. of interlocking beliefs, expectata-
tons, assumptions, attitudes and desires” (Davidson 1982, 300), one may
be reminded of a belief thar is part of another, and from the current

4, Sucha ffamn: of mind &5, roughly. 3 subser of one’s ‘perspective’ or total menal endow.
ment, and it fancrions to provide a particular point of view, guiding and l:nml.miniﬁg
rlnr.nrql processes—thus the name ‘perspect.” According to this COMNCERTIoN, & perspective,
like 2 hockey or foorball team, is 4t no time ever fully activated and available for use. It is
ﬂnl}fltiﬂ rough the mediation of a single perspect ar a time thar a person engages the w::arh'l.
and in that sense perspects are psychologically and explanarorily Prior o perspectives,
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standpoint that belief may seem ludicrous. So here again, a perspectivist
explanation—one overlooked due to assumptions about the mind's uniry
or integration that obscure its structural complexity—seems superior to
an ascription of self-deceprion.

To posita mind structured in this partly nonintegrated way is to posita
sort of mental partitioning, though one different from that proposed by
Davidson.” However, Davidson's own account of self-deception may it-
self rely racicly also upon some such organizational arrangement. A self-
deceiver who promotes a helief by “pushing the negative evidence into the
background” (1986, 90), say, is not merely rurning attention away from
certain of his beliefs (and other intentional states), for that would provide
no assurance against their prompt return. He is placing them our of
bounds, making them unintrusive upon reasoning for the duration of the
self-deceprive project—hence the seeming aptness of a ‘partitioning’ idi-
om. Once the new beliefis in place, they may well be readmitted without
threat, given the remarkable tendency to reconstrue dara so as to harmo-
nize it with established beliefs—now including the induced one. (This
pradigious reinterpretive capacity also casts doubt upon Davidson's insis-
tence that the aversive original belief and its motivating power must sur-
vive the self-deceptive inducing of the contrary belief lest the larter be
smothered in its crib by remembered or freshly encountered evidence
(1985, go).)

Now, a plausible self-deception hypothesis in a particular instance
must involve a strange belief(-set) that is both isolated (for the more wide-
ranging an attribution of irrationality, the greater the suspicion that the
overall interpretation can be improved upon) and best construed as moti-
vated to evade an uncomfortable realization. However, determining whar
beliefs are so aversive to someone as to bring abeut self-deception only ex-
pands the opportunity for interpretive arrogance and disregard of per-
spectival difference. The spottiness and ambiguity of evidence insures
that some story can always be constructed ex post about what the agentis
afraid of Facing—his sadness or, contrariwise, his happiness; infidelity, or
fideliry that he does not deserve.

5. John Heil {1994) mentions mental “compartmentalization” of this type, and seems to
comsider it 2 situation of “mental regions functionally ciecumseribed,” but apparently re-
sists conceiving it as involving “mental divisions” ar “partitions.” Bill Talbocr (1995, 29,34}
by contrast, srates uncquivecally thar certain “innocent divisions” are required for “ade-
quate cxplanation of non-self-deceptive phenomena,”
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‘:"’hr times, the search for independent evidence of motivation gets
skipped altogether. Anspach, for instance, shows no interest in asking why
_someone would be so distucbed by suspecting heis.nor Napoleon thathe.
waluld contrive to believe the opposite. The explanation would likely
point to some alien-to-us reasoning—but then parsimony would dicrare
a:frjbunng the Tam Napoleon’ belief o that alien body of beliefs alone,
withour self-deceprion. Anspach, though, infers self-deception (hence
_dt-ar some suitable motivation must be in play) simply from steadfastness
in an enigmatic belief in the face of efforts ar rational persuasion (64):

If. - reasoned attack on his deluded beliefs actually provokes the
patient to cling to them all the more strongly, one 'rnighr surmise
that the patient is resisting recognizing something as true our of a
belicf, or at least a nagging suspicion, thar it #s true. This resistance
would then qualify as self-deception. ...

%n is not vulnerable to such ‘logic’? Are not our convictions cormmonly
fortified in the process of being defended against reasoned criticism?
Where opposing webs of belief confront one another, neither seeming
Hawed by its own standards more than its opponent seems to be, why
.T!EFBHIH‘ reasoned argument win one of them over? There are, moreover
many innocent reasons even for emotional responses to a reasoned artacI;
upon one’s beliefs. (For a start, one's interlocutor may reasonably strike
one as tedious, arrogant, insulting, inconsiderare, seIf;righteuus, simple-
minded, dogmatic, or a threat to disseminate misinformed, harmful
views.)
‘D:agnuses of self-deception can carry serious consequences, starting

with distrust and disrespect for the rarget's viewpoine (and ending, in
SOme contexts, ‘E"-’E'd‘l autanomy-infringing manipulations and controls).
ll"‘:rhaps some of the same leeriness now aroused by suggestions of group
false consciousness’ ought to be directed toward attributions of individu-
al self-deception,

. ‘ﬁn cloud of suspicion lurks over such ascriptions even where the charge
is ‘confirmed’ (and perhaps volunteered) by the target himself. His igno-
rance and unreliability aside, self-deceprion (if it exists) involves a corm.
plex configuration of mental states, not an isolable, introspectively dis-
cernible one. One can affirm the theoretical hypothesis, bur cannot have
special first-person means to validare it; self-consciousness of one’s self
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deception is not to be had.® Though such affirmations are commonly

construed as true insights dispelling the fogs of self-mystification (see,
construals presuppose the truth of the

self-deception hypothesis and thus cannot provide support for 1t. “Con-
fessional’ affirmations may simply be alternative, perhaps false, readings
i ibly themselves influenced by, say, wishful

thinking).” Even where the hypothesis of self-deception produces search-
j i iti by verified,

ing self-scrutiny;
ge of selfishness or racism that sparks reflection

any more than is a char

and change.

Suppose perspectivist psychological explanations obviate the need to
attribute self-deception. They might still be thought to impute irrational-
ity of a different sort, and thus to offer no great gain from the standpoint
of interpretive charity. They ascribe to agents interpretations and evalua-
tions that, in having been shaped to conform with already-existing beliefs,
arguably have been illegitimately biased, even if this is the normal course
that understanding takes. Psychologists have discussed a “primacy effect,”

- whereby beliefs based upon carlier-encountered information cause later

data to be interpreted to fit them, and hence are themselves “revised insuf-
ficiently in response to discrepancies in the later-presented information”
(Nisbett and Ross 1980, 172). Now, even if such assimilation of new data

to old were irrational, substituting a pervasive and ineliminable element

 of psychological explanation for the more dubious and dangerous self-de-

ception concept could itself be an improvement. And issuch assimilation

6. Where the overt, supposedly-self-deceptive belief is firmly held, it seems clear that in-
trospective self-awareness of one’s own self-deception is unattainable. Where weakly held
(as shown, eg, in one’s feelings toward it, or dispositions to use it), the weakness itself
might be introspected, but there is no similar way to perceive that the belief was induced
via self-deception and is not simply an ordinary belief about which one has serious reser-
vations.

7. Compare Talbott’s (1995) discussion of the Fox, who, after finding that he cannot reach
the sweet-seeming grapes, reconsiders and decides that they are green and sour after all,

and Mary, who, after her lover leaves her, reconsiders and decides that he had long been
heartiessly taking advantage of her but that she had been too blind to see it. The former
case is treated as a movement from rational to motivationally biased belief, the latter as a
movement from self-deception to rational clarity. But it could be that none of the four be-
liefs is irrationally biased, or that it is the two that Talbott treats as rational that are in fact
biased, perhaps by wishful thinking, Self-deception interpretations, even if offered by the
putative victims themselves (e.g., Mary), are question-begging and do not provide inde-

pendent evidence that self-deception exists.

Kcz M Calé P 4ot H B, Ty
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of c”vide.nce really i.rrational? It does not violate the “total-evidence princi-

ple” (said b)f Davidson (1986, 91) to be a norm all rational agents must

po'ssess), which c.alls for choosing the hypothesis best supported by all the
. . -

TV OT

ing a competing hypothesis (1986, 82), and the putative self-deceiver
seemingly doc‘s not do this, however much observers think he should.

B

o

norm of rationality. Now, there is surely no norm that requires that one

always canvass for alternative hypotheses and interpretations of evidence.
But Qavidson (1985, 347—48) suggests one that demands considering al-
ternative hypotheses upon finding oneself forced to “invent strange ex-
plan.atlons” for observed data. Other principles belonging to the same
fam’xl).' would demand considering alternative hypotheses upon finding
one’s )'udgments at odds with those of experts or the consensus of reason-
able, intelligent people, or upon recognizing that one needs to make a
h{gh-StatkCS, irrevocable judgment. Still, if one cither does not comply
with such norms (which are only ‘optional’ for rational agents), or does
ent'ertain the alternative hypotheses yet reaffirms one’s original view, alle-
gations of irrationality seem to be left without basis. ,

So what, then, do we say of someone who consistently takes himself to
be Napoleon?—That he has an abnormal perspective, and need not be
t%lought self-deceived.® The bizarreness of his beliefs may be due to isola-
tion from the people around him, rather than due to a narrowly motivat-
ed process like self-deception. Most people rely upon others far more
than he in forming their judgments; they handle the inherent difficulty of
understanding the world by making thinking in effect a collective activi-
ty. Two heads are better than one. Cooperative communication lessens
neglc.ct of relevant facFors, provokes frequent corrections—and limits how
far different people’s perspectives can drift beyond the limits of mutual
comprehensibility. (Some deviant patterns of construal and reasoning

8il I-f;l mxght, ‘f;r instance, use ‘Napoleon’ idiosy.ncratically, ‘reﬂcc.tin‘g an eccentric meta-
physical view. °] apoleon’ could, say, denote for him not a unique individual (as it does for
us), but something closer to a type—to him, he is not numericaily identical with the Na-
poleon we all know, but is another Napoleon with similar properties. If we allow philoso-
phers and physicists to believe in possible worlds and branching universes, azd heed

‘an N N
thropologists’ and historians’ accounts of other cultures and of the deviants and inno-

vators Wlthln our own, we must COn.CCd y ot gu g p y’SlCS may
(S that PS Ch ICs lan ages and m
€3] h
dlECr fl’Om ours.
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may be underlain by neurochemical factors. But the interpretarions may
nevertheless be reasonable given the abnormal brain processes, and quite

free of any motivated irrationaliry.)

2. The Intentions of Liars

Whatever self-deception is, Davidson contends thart it is not lying to one-
self (1998, 3; 1986, 88). But his main arguments do not appear t compel
this conclusion.

Only two intentions are indispensable for any liar, he says (1986, B8).
First: "to represent himself as believing what he does not.” This seems
necded because a liar achieves his aim by exploiting the vietim's reliance,
in his own (the victim's) belief-formation, upon what he takes the liar 1o
believe. Typically, the liar is granted epistemic authority by the victim, so
that the latter comes to believe thar p because he (wrongly) takes the
former to do so. (Arypically; the victim may think that the liar forms sys-
tematically and dependably false judgments in this area, and so when the
liar appears to believe that p, the victim believes that not-p.)

Now, Davidson'’s construal of this first requirement seems to need some
slight modification; as he apparendy rakes ‘representing oneself as believ-
ing that p’ to involve communicating some sign whose lireral meaning is
‘P’ (1998, 3). Bur when one represents oneself as believing somerhing, one
takes into account and makes allowances for the conventional nonliteral
interpretations thar one’s audience is likely to place upon one's words.
Surely ane represents oneself as believing that p when one utters "Nor-p’
in the knowledge that one’s hearer will detect the obvious irony or face-
tiousness in one’s tone and manner, Under such circumstances, it would
be a feeble and ridicule-worthy defense to maintain that one didn't actual-
ly lie because one believed that not-p and, after all, one safdthat not-p.

The objection to Davidson’s argument, however, does not turn upon
the precise characterization of whar it is 1o represent thar one believes
something. The more important feature of his statement of the firsc in-
tention of the liar (“to represent himself as believing what he does not”) is
that it is formulated in abstract terms of which the liar need not be aware.
The liar need not think of his own ‘representing’ or ‘believing.” He may
simply intend, for example, to say that p (which he does not believe), in
order to get the victim to believe thar p; he need not grasp that lying has
anything to do with a victims perception of and reliance upon the liar's
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state of belief. A liar must én facs represent himself as believing whar he
does not, and must intend to do something that (perhaps unbeknowst to

him) can be described as such a representing: but he need not intend ‘1o

represent myself as believing something thar I do not.”

The second intention that Davidson considers essential, “to keep this
[first] intention... hidden from his hearer,” seems to makes lying 0 one-
self impossible and hence an untenable interpretation of ‘self-deception.’
But while a successful lie does demand thar any intention to (in effect)
mistepresent one’s belief not be found our by the victim,” this need not
call for intentional action on the liar’s part, He may just, for example, off-
handedly assert a knowing falschood, without any concern thar his mis-
representational intention (or simply the fact that he does not hold what
he says to be true) might be discerned. (If it seems thar a liar muwrbe con-
cerned with this, think of liars who do not think their lying is wrong, or
do nor care whether it is, or have unquestioning confidence in the case
with which they will con their victims.) If later the possibility of being
found our comes to the liar’s actention, he can then take steps to hide the
original misrepresentational intention, forming an intention ro do cer-
tain things or to improvise so as to keep it hidden.

From the fact that success in an activity requires thar not p, and maybe
that one not intend that p, it does not follow that one must intend that
not-p. For example, though in order to use a tool one needs for it not to
break, it does not follow thar one uses it intending nor to break it or have
it break, unless and until there is a specific concern about that possibility.
Again, one’s bridge hand may need 1o stay hidden from opponents, but
one need nor intend to keep it hidden if one was trained o hold one’s
cards in a way that happens, as an incidental and nonfocal feature, to keep
them hidden. Know-how obviates the need for explicit control over vari-

ous aspects of an action,
And consider feinting, which like lying involves intentional action de-

3. By contrast, a liar’s more general intention 1o decrive can be found our withoue this
invariably undermining the lie, The victim may still miscaleulate what che liar really be-
lieves and end up in the belicf state sought for him by the liar. Indeed, 2 cunning liar rﬂ'rgh:
intentionally have his victim discover the intention to deceive. (For example, though [ be-
!n_.:-r-c that nor-p, 1 tell you chat p; | chen (without you knowing that | planned this) let you
discover elsewhere that [ intended to deceive you and thar T expected or contrived for you
to discover this; you then figure that [ sought 10 induce you 1o believe thar nirt=p, and that
L really believe that p: so you aceepu that p.)
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signed to produce a belief that one does not share. A basketball player’s
fake (e.g., a step toward the basket, when he really intends in a moment to
jump out and receive a pass) must be communicated to the defender,

while the misrepresentational intention must be hidden. Yet the player.
need not actively hide anything; his routinized action pattern keeps the
crucial facts hidden, but it can be initiated and executed without this fea-
ture Bging intended (or noticed). Andifa player isaware that discove.ry. (.)f
his intention would be disastrous, he typically will not take that possibili-_
ty seriously enough to form a second intention expressly to hide Fhe ﬁrst:
So, any general impossibility in lying to oneself z}pparc'ntly lies not in
“doing something with the intention that that very intention should not
be recognized by the intender” (Davidson 1986, 88; emphasis added), for
the italicized intention need not exist. .
Might it lie, then, in the impossibility of doing something \fvith an in-
tention (the misrepresentational one) that is i fact not rccogmzc?d by .the
intender? Stated so generally, this hardly seems capable of rendering lying
to oneself impossible in principle, for people seem often to perform ac-
tions without at the time being aware of their intentions or later recalling
them. True, some aspect of an intention may need to be retained over
time, lest the action go off the rails, transmute into something else., or
simply be abandoned. But it can suffice to remember what one is doing,
without also remembering why. All but the most narrow of one’s aims can
safely be forgotten (at least in many cases, and at least until a decision
arises that requires consideration of higher-level a%ms), as can the back-
ground precipitating circumstances of the original intention to act.
Thus, if the original intention is to do something th’h the aim or hc?pc
of getting oneself to believe that not-p—treating ‘not-p’ as one’s workm.g
premise in reasonings, for instance, or gathering a b.ody of strong evi-
dence to support it—it seems that one might pursue this activity eﬂl?ct.lvc-
ly without retaining awareness of one’s broader aims or of the precipitat-
ing circumstances, such as an initial aversion to the thought that p (or tl:lC
thought that one ought rationally to believe that p). If so, one can retain
as much of the intention as is needed to sustain one’s actions, without also
retaining a project-imperiling awareness of the misrepresentational aspect
of the original intention. .
That an intention to lie to oneself has distinct aspects that can bc. given
different psychological treatments also supplies thc'reply to Dav1c!sons
new impossibility argument (1998, 3). The'supposed impasse is that in ly-
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ing to oneself, the liar must intend (or simply need!%) both (i) that his
intention—to mistepresent what he believes, by asserting that p—go un-
recognized by the victim, lest the victim see through the deception, and

also (11) that the intention be recognized by the victim, insofar as any lie
requires that the liar be taken as making an assertion that p.

If this is a fair synopsis of the new argument, it seemingly cannot be val-

id, for if valid it would show the impossibility of lying o others, t00. The

_problem appears to reside in a failure to distinguish two different aspects
of the intention—assertion and misrepresentation—one of which could be
(intended to be) recognized, while the other could be (intended to be) not
recognized. Reconsider how a liar’s primary intention could simply be to
say that p (which he does not believe), in order to get the victim to believe
that p. The intention to say that p might be (intended to be) discovered,
with the non-belief in ‘P’ (or belief in its falsehood) (intended to be) not
discovered. (Such a distinction was also noted above regarding feinting.)

The second Davidson argument, then, seems to fare no better than the
first. Does the analysis of self-deception as lying break down elsewhere? If
yes, perhaps it is where lying demands that the victim accept the proposi-
tion because he thinks the liar believes it; for where liar and victim are one,
itis not clear how such (granting of and) reliance upon epistemic author-
ity, and upon one’s own apparent belief, can take place.

On the other hand, a scenario like the following seems possible. One
intends, as suggested earlier, to accept ‘not-p’ as a working premise in
one’s reasonings and to find support for it. Later, once certain aspects of
the original intention have been forgorten, one then accepts ‘not-p’ be-
cause one remembers oneself using and trusting it. Even a brief time sep-
aration might in this way allow one to bifurcate functionally into ‘relier’
and ‘relied upon.’

The case against the possibility of lying to oneself thus seems yet un-
proven.

10. Davidson frames his argument in terms of states of affairs the liar “intends”-here,
that his (the liar’s) intention in making his lying assertion be hoth recognized and not rec-
ognized by the victim. But this focus upon intending seems superfluous, as it is the factual
impossibility of the victim's recognition-plus-nonrecognition that is the crux. It also seems
misleading. Davidson apparently infers (1998, 3) that a liar “must intend” that p from the
fact that p happens to be a precondition for the successful execution of his action; but this
does not follow. (When one asserts something, one need not, e.g., intend that one’s hearer
not have a dcafness-inducing stroke as one commences).
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3. Partitioning as an Explanation for Self-Deception
Anspach approvingly reiterates Sartre’s flawed argument that where there
is motivated resistance to acknowledging one of two opposed beliefs—as

Sartre (1956, 90) assumes a partitioning model that includes a censor, an
“autonomous consciousness” (94) who polices the mental boundary,

keeping hidden beliefs hidden and turning the conscious mind away from
evidence in their favor. The censor itself would need be self-deceived, he

argues, thus only displacing the problem of explaining self-deception, not
resolving it. But Sartre never does establish that there need be any entity
beyond the distinct mental subsets themselves. For instance, the uncon-
scious mind itself might somehow monitor its conscious counterpart, in-
stigating resistance when necessary. Neither the censor (which would not
exist) nor unconscious (which would be unconflicted) would then itself
be self-deceived.

Partitioning theories do need to explain the precise mechanics of how a
hidden belief could cause an opposite manifest belief to be maintained.
But, contra Anspach’s extension of Sartre, such accounts need not “call for
a censor to keep the agent from surveying the whole” (Anspach 1998, 67,
n. 5); nothing Anspach or Sartre says shows that “one cannot limit the
scope of consciousness by positing... a wall inside the mind without also
positing... an independent consciousness to mind the wall” (Anspach
1998, 67). A ‘censoring’ effect might be produced by the structural orga-
nization of the mind, such as a system of transition rules or switches regu-
lating the activations of the partitioned areas.

Even if one were for argument’s sake to accept the censor’s existence,
and that it “must know what it is repressing” and “apprehend... [it] s 0
be repressed”. (Sartre 1956, 93), Sartre’s argument would not go through.
For it would not follow that this mental module must have “an awareness
of its activity.” Sartre relies upon the premise that “[tJo know is to know
that one knows,” but an animal may know what it is stalking, and know it
as something to be stalked, yet without self-consciousness at all. Sartre’s
argument seems to entail that we have self-conscious awareness of doing
every activity we do—which seems false. (Absorbed in driving, one appre-

11. Sartre is actually discussing ‘bad faith,” which he views as lying to oneself. Anspach
sees lying to oneself as only (an ingredient in) one kind of self- ~deception, but treats Sartrcs
comments as sometimes applying to self-deception in general.
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hends the road reflectors as objects to be skirted without thereby gaining
an awareness of this activity.)
But assume that there isa censor, conscious of its own activity. Now, its

seli-awareness is supposedly “the consciousness {of) being conscious of
the drive to be repressed, but precisely in order not to be conscious of it’
(Sartre 1956, 94), with the crucial upshot that the censor itself is in bad

faith. Yet however this climactic quotation is paraphrased—e.g., ‘The cen-

sor must have awareness of being conscious of the repressed matter, and

yet it is also crucial [for the self-deception to succeed] that the censor not
be conscious of that matter' —the second clause seems simply false. It
makes no difference what the censor knows. The repressive activity is
aimed at keeping the conscious mind (or rational ego)—not the censor—
in the dark.

Anspach’s borrowing from Sartre thus does not come close to establish-
mg that partitioning cannot account for ordinary self-deception.? Sar-
tre’s interesting but convoluted account is rife with missteps, builds upon
a dubious premise about “the total translucency of consciousness” (1956,
89),!3 and is a shaky basis from which to draw conclusions about self-de-
ception. (See also Pears (1986, 74) and the thorough discussion by Allen
Wood (1988).)

4. The Supposed Paradoxes of Self-Deception
4.1 The Self-Aware Madman

Anspach uses the plight of a self-aware psychotic to argue that no escape
from self-deception is offered by the flickering self-awareness of that con-

12. Anspach also objects (1998, 73) that a posited mental “dividing line cannot explain...
[the fact of inconsistent beliefs] if its own existence is deduced from the fact to be ex-
plained.” Rather than being “circular reasoning,” however, this is simply normal ‘abduc-
tion’ or ‘inference to the best explanation.’

13. Sartre’s idealization of the mind imputes self-awareness where none exists (given his
“dogma thar 2// mental activity must be conscious” (Wood 1988, 211))—sometimes even
where the propositional attitudes said to be known do not themselves exist. Thus, he
criticizes as in bad faith those who avoid facing their knowledge of their absolute self-
determining freedom. Yet most people do not actually have beliefs that they are totally
free, beliefs that they can then in bad faith ignore; at best (and even this is doubtful),
they have only ‘implicit beliefs,” which are not actual thinkings at all but only potential
ones (e.g., propositions easily inferable from actual beliefs and memories).
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dition supposedly guaranteed by “the reflexivity of consciousness” (1998,
73). This awareness is what makes it true that “self-deception involves a
pragmatic paradox in one’s relation to oneself,” a “double bind” (74). The

self-deceiver’s “psychic system... oscillates indehnitely in the manner of
the liar’s paradox” (81).

__ Anspach’s premise of self-awareness is itself suspect, and founded upon
dubious Sartrean positions that will not be rebutted here. Moreover, the
supposed self-awareness, as exemplified by the statements of a French
proto-psychiatrist’s mental patient, does not show the paradoxical oscilla-
tions that Anspach supposes.

The alleged sufferer from madness (S) is quoted as saying

<1> IfI could believe with you that I am mad, I would soon be cured,
but I cannot acquire this belief. (79)

<2> ...Ifollow quite well your reasoning,... and if I could convince my-
self, I would no longer be crazy, you would have cured me. (82)

On Anspach’s reading, “on the one hand, he believes he is crazy, and
yet... he does not believe he is crazy” (79). Note first that in stating that the
psychotic both believes and does not believehe is crazy, Anspach makes what
Davidson considers acommon, but inexcusable, error. To Davidson (1986,
79-80; 1998, 5), such talk asserts ‘p and not-p,” and so cannot make sense.

Yet it seems to be Davidson who is in the wrong here, for he discounts
an implication of partitioning accounts. These allow that a person might
in part of his mind believe that p, while in another part believe that not-
p; so it should be possible in one part to believe p, while in the other to
have no belief regarding p. If the parts are to some degree self-contained
and independently usable thinking systems, this picture seems entirely
reasonable. Then, just as X believes that p, and X believes that not-p’-
which, on its face, looks nonsensical given the ordinary notion of person-
level belief, the evidence supporting each of the conjoined ascriptions
undermining the other—actually makes sense, due to tacit semantic sub-
tleties deriving from the background picture of mind, so might X be-
lieves that p, and X does not believe that p’ make sense in similar fashion.
In minds that are partitioned into sequentially activated, and sometimes
inconsistent, perspects, ‘believes and does not believe that p’ ascriptions
may not be simply self-negations (i.e., X believes that p, and it is not the
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case that X believes that p’) or colloquial ways to express ‘believes that p
and believes that not-p.’

That is, an excessive concern to avoid seemingly self-contradictory at-

“tributions may be INAIDIUNg THeoTZing 1 This ares. 7 TaTHher Come
quence of this is neglect of the reasonable possibility that some self-
deception might involve driving oneself to or from a state of non-belief, If
self-deception is an escape from an uncomfortable state of belief into a
more tolerable one, then might it not sometimes involve fleeing from a
disturbing state of undecided non-belief (about whether God exists, say,
or whether one’s parent really loves one) into a state of belief, or from a
state of belief into a state of nonbelief? ‘

In any event, it is dubious to impute to S a belief that he is crazy. He
never directly expresses such a belief, of course. To Anspach (1998, 79),
however, §'s “I would /soon be cured/no longer be crazy” in <1, 2> implies
the belief ‘T am not yet cured’; and then, “to believe he is not yet cured is
to believe he is still crazy.” Hence, paraphrase <3>:

<3> lam crazy, and would cease to be if I were to come to believe that
am-but, I do not believe that I am.

If a fair paraphrase, this would not serve Anspach, because it would be
an instance of Moore’s Paradox, which generally is thought to be absurd
and not believable at all, rather than to involve oscillatory beliefs. Yet the
best reading of <1, 2>, given a proper reluctance to attribute paradoxical
belief or belief in contradiction, finds the more strongly counterfactual

<4> If T were crazy,  would cease to be, if I were to come to believe that
am-but, I do not believe that [ am.

S may, as Anspach states (79), “believe[] he should believe he is crazy”
(and even wish he could), at least while conversing with his therapist, be-
cause he comprehends the latter’s reasoning and finds it intellectually ap-
pealing. But S cannot be said to believe he is crazy (as well as not crazy).
This is no “mystery” (79)—it is commonplace to evaluate an entertained
idea without finding grounds for objection, even while being precluded
from also believingit by a subconscious recognition of conflicts between it
and unspecified cognitions within one’s perspective (see Dennett 1978,
308).
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Even were there evidence of the overt contrary beliefs ‘T am crazy’ + 'l
am not crazy,’ this would indicate ambivalence, not self-deception or par-

ot Jtmight. also be straightforwardly explicable via partitioning, the
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enterraining) <6> or <6'> due to a commitment to the (false'®) theory ex-
pressed by the connective ‘because.’ Sall, <6, 6> must be construed as
nonparadoxical, the second *believe’ referring to periods of time different

two beliefs being available and supported in different regions of mind.
Vacillation could occur, as Anspach notes—but due merely to alternating
activations of the different parts, and in a way likely not to be “perperual”
(83) (as a change in cither part, perhaps spurred by the discomfort of vac-
illating, could end the divergence in beliefs). (The same analysis holds if S
is taken to have, not two contrary beliefs, but one belief ('l am crazy’) and
one state of nonbelief.)

Self-awareness of ambivalence (‘T scem both to believe that p and to be-
lieve thar not-p’) does pose a further puzzle: how does partitioning pro-
vide a habitar for contrary beliefs if during reflection the segregation can
be undone enough to allow such self-description? (The contradicrory
propositions still could not be used simultancously in reasoning.)

The (non-Davidsonian) kind of partitioning mentioned above, with
the mind activated one perspect at a time, ultimately may offer an answer.
If one thinks with different networks of intentional stares in different
contexts of thought and action, one might sometimes accepr that p, at
other times accept that not-p, and in either type of context perhaps access
a memory of the other. So when pondering an issue, one might shift back
and forth berween perspects and consider the issue in their different
lights. If no reconciliation of the standpoins is apparent, one may simply
remain knowingly ambivalent for the time being,

But whether this story is convincing or not, the self-awareness of am-
bivalence does nor entail paradox. Even an ensuing belicf in one’s own
self-deception or madness—'I'm crazy because [ believe that p and believe
that not-p; vet I'm not crazy'—would only rerurn one to (self-aware) am-
bivalence, though now with the different routes ro judgment giving con-
flicting belicfs abourt omeself B

Real paradox requires the proper logical interlocking of propositions,
How about (see Anspach 1998, 82)

<6> ‘I (believe 1) am crazy because | believe I'm not crazy’
<6'> 'l (believe 1) am crazy because I don't believe | am crazy’

Suppose there were clear evidence of agents firmly believing (and not just

fronr e firse fe:g-times-other-than-this vesy- moment-of ucterance).orto.___

a nonconscious belief running in parallel in some partitioned-off part of
mind. Here is where Davidson’s admonition against ascribing belief in
plain contradiction has its bire: the idea of having corscions occurrent be-
liefs 'p" and ‘not-p’ simultancously just makes no sense.

This is not to say thar no one can ever have oscillating beliefs. For ex-
ample, one who believes he's not crazy, realizes what he believes, and
holds "Whoever does not believe he's crazy, is crazy (and inversely),’ may
come to believe he's crazy, then believe he's not crazy, and so on (though
only until his concern or atention withers). Whar of it? At any time, he
will have ar most one of the beliefs—not contradicrory beliefs contained
in some special menral structure. Oscillation between two individually
coherent beliefs is not tantamount to believing a paradox, which is inco-
herent and cannor be believed.

Belief in one’s own self-deception is evidentdly not paradoxical or self-
imprisoning, no matter how many rungs of self-mistrust one climbs. For
cxample, | may believe I am self-deceived about my developing baldness,
yet come to think that that second-order belief (abour the corrupt narure
of my first-order baldness-related belief) is itself corrupted, underlain by
another, hidden second-order awareness thar the first-order one is nor a
product of self-deception. This may seem perverse, but it might occur.'®
The upshor, however, will tend to be the annihilation of my original con-
cerns abour the legitimacy of my baldness beliefs. There need be no
oscillation—merely the conviction that I am not, after all, selfdeceived
about my hair, but am self-deceived abour the epistemic status of my

hair-belief. (See Appendix B for greater detail.)

14, (Dis)belicf in one’s sanity is no indicator of mental health: sane people, too, belicve
they are not crazy, and both sane and cruzy peaple believe they are crazv. Further, while
belic in one’s insanity can increase receptiveness to treatment, ke can also itself play 2 caus-
al role in insaniry, (These matters, however, are relevant only to madness and it cure, and
fot to self-deception and whether it involves paradon. )

15. Maybe facing the belief thar | am not self-deceived abour my baldness would require
recognizing that | may lose the caning auentions of my therapist. (The newly uncovered
second-order self-deceprion fails to srike me as likely ro elicit her care.)
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5. lying to Oneself, the Liar's Paradox, and Double Binds
We have not yet encountered paradoxical beliefs that are ‘mobiused,’
rather than partitioned, within the mind. Anspach ultimarely makes re-

course to lying to oneself for the postulated element of paradox, bur this
factic, too, 1s unavailing.

For even supposing that lying to oneselfis present in self-deceprion, the

idea that one who lies to himself is confronted with the liar's paradox
{Anspach 1998, 80) is based upon a confusion. The liar's paradox applics
only to reflexive assertions like 'l am now lying,’ or * Thissentence is false’—
and obviously not to an *1 am lying” or "This statement is false!” remark
(Anspach’s example) that refers only to assertions other than iself, In a lie
to others, such a disclosure is taken as a truthful warning, challenge, or
confession, or perhaps a false joke or bluff. A hearer might reasonably
scratch his head over the utterance’s intended purpose, bur not over
whether its substance is self-referential and hence paradoxical. And it is
clearer still chat if an 'T am lying’ belief is part of lying o oneself] ic applies
to the particular falschood o be swallowed (e.g., ‘1 am not bald’) and not
also o itself Tt is thus simply false that “the person on the receiving end [of
a disclosure of an intention to deccive] is confronted with the liar's para-
dox” (Anspach 1998, 8o).

Similarly, a psychotic’s 'T am crazy’ (83) need not itself be infecred with
madness. Anspach himself emphasizes that the mad are partly sane: “the
most deluded lunatic can be quite rational” (63). 1f'] am crazy’ is a reflec-
tion upon other thought or behavior and not self-referential, talk of para-
dox is inapt.'® Not even ‘All my beliefs, including #his one, are delusions’
would be paradoxical, for it could simply be that this belicf is delusional

(i.c., false) while some other(s) are not. (Compare: ‘T always lie’ can sim-
ply be false.)

It takes something quite peculiar to effect a liar's-like paradox. S asserts
nothing of the sort. While the words 'l cannot acquire this belief” appear
in <1, “this belief™ there refers not to those five words (or 1o <15), but 1o
another belief that <1> is abour ('] am mad"). And if §'s assertion had been

16, Anspach does take himself 1o have established that an 'l am crazy’ judgment “applies
not to any particular deluded beliel external to iself, but to the very consciousness doing
the judging,” and that because it imputes "craziness as an overall outlook” i ought 1o be

rephrased “This statement is untrue” (1998, 84, 84 n.z). His justification for this position
is not at ll dlear,
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self-referential? No matter. Liar-type propositions, though utterable as
sentences to create paradoxes for interpreters, cannot be belfeved by those
who fully understand them. One believes a proposition only when one

logical impossibility, and neither paradox nor oscillation. The 'if it's true,
it’s false, if it's false, it’s true’ nature of a liar's paradox has no clear rele-
vance to lying to oneself.
Anspach, perhaps appreciating the force of this objection, has supple-
mented his discussion with remarks on Gregory Bateson’s ‘double bind,’
which supposedly presents “an actual pragmatic dilemma® unlike the
“purely semantic” liar's paradox (Anspach 1998, 74)."" He tells (74-76) of
Bareson's example of a child and its unconsciously hostile mother, both of
whom want to helieve thar the mother loves the child unreservedly. (The
same dynamic can also exist within other relationships, and does not re-
quire hostility but simply a degree of feeling not as great as both wish o
believe.) But Anspach never establishes his claim thar (murually depend-
ent and mutually chreatening) self-deception, rather than innocent, un-
motivated misinterpretation is ar work.'® More important, he never does

17. Anspach’s examples anguably present no such dilemma. “Don’t abways do what [ say”™
ean be ubeyed, while not therchy disobeved as well: one need only disobey some fature
order our of compliance with this one. "Love me because you want o [or, Do D our of
motive m], and not becawse | rell you to” can be abeyed: subsequent D-ing-ous-af-m may
be due to compliance with the order, bur D-ing will even then be due not to compliance
but 1o m, and hetice will not constitute disobedience.

Oither orders will natirally be construed 45 applying only henceforth, thus not 1o them-

selves (c.g., “Be spontancous,” “Think for yourself™). Even on reflexive construals, the re-
slts may again be only “semantic.” descriptive paradoxes for observers, not actual
pragmatic dilemmas for actors. “Disobey this order” is absurd, and affords no erue aleee-
native responses, As for “Disobey all orders, sarting with this one,” while abeying it docs
involve disabeying it, the converse can be escaped. IF one chooses simply o disobey that
arder (by obeying some subsequent order), one has not thereby also obeyed it—though an
ohacrver might deseribe one as in gffect having done so—because obedience to an order re-
quires & motivation to comply with it, and that is, by hypothesis, absent. Receiving such
an arder, then, one fices no actual practical dilemma in forming an intention o act,
18. Thatis, ivis not clear that either parey ever realizes, in order to provide the initial mo-
tivation for self-deceprion, thar the mother feels hostile wward che child (or thar the evi-
dence suggests that she so feels), despite Anspach’s claims (76) that both "must” be aware
of the truth; nor is it clear chat the subsequent process of judgment is corrupr. And if they
were truly self-deceived, would we not expect an end to the oscillation, as they would con-
trive a nonthreatening construal for the mothers periodic withdmwals?

——halds.it-to besruerand ifits contentstates that teis false; there iwapsyeho:
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show that in self-deception (and lying to oneself) one is caught in a dou-
ble bind {76, B1).

Indeed, for all the eye-carching superficial resemblances among the
various phenomena in Anspachs curiosity shop, it is not apparent that
any of them really casts useful light upon self-deceprion.

Appendix A: ‘Negative Cases’

One way in which Davidson distinguishes wishful thinking from self-
deception is that supposedly in the former “belief takes the direction of
positive affect, never of negative; the caused belief is always welcome,”
while “[t]he thought bred by self-deception may be painful” (1986, 87).
Further distinctions, howevyer, can clarify the contrast. The scale of abso-
lute affect, from pleasurable to painful, cught not be confused with that
of relative preferableness of states of affairs (or events) in the world, or of
relative preferableness of states of belief.

Believing that is painful in an absolure sense—that 45 people have per-
ished in an accident, that a lover’s rejection was callous and selfish—can
still be wishful thinking precipitated by “a desire or wish that a proposi-
tion be true” (Davidson 1998, 8)—but only if some more-dreaded scenari-
os have also been contemplated (as well, perhaps, as none thar seems sub-
stantially preferable and reasonably likely). If the alternative is thar 150
have died, or that the lover's rejection was honorable and caring, thus
making the loss more unbearable, the thinking may be wishful despire
being distressing.

Jealously believing thar one’s spouse had an illicit sexual encounter
during a business trip thus may be wishful thinking, if one has contem-
plared a worse alternative state of the world thar would explain one’s evi-
dence (say, that the spouse has been conducting a long-term affair) —but
otherwise is not, even if one has sensed that another state of belief would
be less preferable (e.g., if one feels relief at not taking one’s spouse to be
faithful and thereby leaving oneself maximally vulnerable to devastating
later disappointment and humiliation.) So, in this case, the jealous belief
may perhaps be innocent, or might involve some kind of irrationaliry
such as self-deception or fretful thinking (see below); butitis nota wish-
ful thinking.

Corresponding observations may apply, with the polarity of terms re-
versed, to 'frecful chinking,” a counterpart phenomenon that seems rec-

Keeping Self-Deception in Perspective

ognized by folk psychelogy despite not being named. Just as some belief
are taken to result direcely from wishes thar certain propositions be true,
‘c'll'ldl‘flt indirectly (and self-deceprively) from aversion to other existing
opposed beliefs, so do some beliefs seem to be pmduceddl;mly {mthnur
rational evaluation of evidence, and without self-deception) by worries or
Jfears that certain propositions are true. Though these new beliefs depict
relatively undesirable states of the world, they may or may not be pleasur-
alhln: in an absolute sense. In cither case, by hypothesis they are not de-
sired states of belief-hence the explanation for their producrion cannor
be intentional self-deception or nonintentional ‘wishful belief” (Talborr
1995, 59)-

| If this is right, it would then seem not to be the case thar, “Ifa pessimist
15 someone who takes a darker view of marters than his evidence justifies,
every pessimist is to some extent self-deceived” (Davidson 1986, 87). For
pessimism mighr be produced by fretful thinking alone.

Appendix B: Believing in One’s Own Self-Deception
Daoes believing that one is self-deceived plunge one inte paradox? Con-

;’»‘idfe‘r the example in the text (pp. 104-105). At the ourser, my relevant be-
ief is

<a> lam not growing bald.

To which gets added

<b> Tam self-deceived; <a> is the product of self-deception.
From <b> it follows thar

<c> 1 reallybelieve/know that | am growing bald.

S0 when <b> is in mind, I also employ as a belief the propasirion
<a'> | am growing bald.

At this stage, there is no paradoxical indeterminacy. Speaking loosely,
there may be an ‘ascillation’ of sorts, because whether 1 use <a> or <a'>




110

Lawrence Beyer

will vary with the perspect then in place. If <b> is not in mind at the time,
I will freely use <a>. If <b> is present, I will use the epistemically untaint-
ed <a'>, however much <a>’s intuitive appeal. (Of course, if the appeal

grows so strong that I forget about <b> for the time being, I will revert to
<a>.) Thus it seems quite possible to acknowledge one’s self-deception
without remaining mired in it.

The next, more perverse stage of self-doubt adds:

<d> I am self-deceived regarding <b>; i.e., <b> is the product of self-
deception.

From which it follows that

<e> I really believe/know that I am not self-deceived regarding <a>, i.e
that <a> is nor the product of self-deception.

So when <d> is in mind, I also employ as a belief the proposition

<b'> I am not self-deceived regarding <a>; i.e., <a> is not the product of
self-deception.

With an added layer of self-skepticism, then, there is again a non-para-
doxical variation in belief state. If the perspect of the moment includes
<a> but neither <b> nor <d>, I will use the proposition <a> in thought. If
it includes <b> but not <d>, I will use <a'> as discussed above. If, howev-
er, it includes <d>, I will use <a>, because <d> undermines the perceived
validity of <b> while <b> has no reciprocal impact upon <d>.
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