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	Abstract
Transparency accounts have become one of the main contenders for an adequate theory of self-knowledge. However, for the most part, work on transparent self-knowledge has solely focused on individual agents. In this paper, it is argued that transparency accounts have distinct advantages when we apply them beyond individual agents to social groups. It is shown that transparency accounts of self-knowledge are well-suited to apply to group agents by providing three arguments: the first argument shows that transparency accounts of group self-knowledge can capture the relevant phenomenology well; the second argument suggests that transparency accounts of group self-knowledge are particularly economical. They do not need to posit any new capacities, or new properties of group mental states and therefore avoid commitment to dubious ontological features for social groups, such as distinct introspective faculties in groups. Finally, the third argument shows that transparency accounts are positioned well to explain the privilege and peculiarity of group self-knowledge. No single one of these arguments is decisive in favour of transparent group self-knowledge, but together they show that transparency accounts provide a promising route to understanding group self-knowledge.
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Introduction[endnoteRef:1] [1:  Thank you to the editors Adam Andreotta and Benjamin Winokur for their helpful feedback on an earlier version. Work on this paper has been funded by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) – Projektnummer 462399384.] 

Transparency accounts have become one of the main contenders for an adequate theory of self-knowledge. However, for the most part, work on transparent self-knowledge has solely focused on individual agents. In this paper, I argue that transparency accounts have distinct advantages when we apply them beyond individual agents to social groups[endnoteRef:2]. Transparency accounts are not the only option available, but they capture paradigmatic features of group self-knowledge while remaining ontologically parsimonious. [2:  I will use ‘group’ as short for ‘social group’.] 

I start the paper with a quick overview of work on collective intentionality to illustrate the starting point for my research question: given that groups have some mental states, are transparency accounts of self-knowledge well-suited to capture how groups can know their own mental states? To answer this question, I explain the central core of transparency accounts based on Evans (1982) and sketch how this core can be developed in different ways, without committing to any of them. I then provide three arguments for why transparency accounts are especially suitable to explain collective self-knowledge. The first argument shows that the phenomenology of acquiring self-knowledge described by Evans (1982) fits the case of groups self-ascribing mental states especially well. When groups gain self-knowledge of a belief that p, they focus outward and use the procedures that also generate the belief that p. The second argument shows transparency accounts have a distinct advantage because they can remain ontologically parsimonious–they are economical theories. Transparency accounts rely only on capacities and processes that are already at work in generating first-order mental states. They do not need to posit any new processes of introspection, or new properties of group mental states. Hence, transparency accounts can be combined with many different accounts of group mental states, and avoid commitment to dubious ontological features for social groups, such as distinct introspective faculties in groups. Finally, the third argument shows that transparency accounts can explain why self-ascriptions of mental states by groups are taken to be privileged and peculiar–why we usually believe a group that self-ascribes mental states such as beliefs or intentions. For the most part I will focus on self-knowledge of belief and intention, but the arguments generalize at least to other propositional attitudes (though I do not make any commitment on whether groups can have all the kinds of attitudes that individual agents can have).
After having argued for the advantages of transparency accounts for the question about collective self-knowledge, I end by considering how that result might feed back into the general debate on self-knowledge. I argue that these advantages provide reasons for anyone looking for a unified account of self-knowledge to opt for a transparency account.
Social Groups and Group Self-Knowledge
Groups come in different shapes and sizes: the philosophy department wants to develop a new study program; Chelsea FC believes that they need to adopt a new tactic for their upcoming match; The Labour Party intends to strengthen worker rights; and my friends and I intend to push the broken car down the street. All of these are examples of social groups having some form of collective or joint attitude[endnoteRef:3]. There is always something the group wants, intends, or believes. This intuition is widely accepted in diverse accounts, such as those provided by Gilbert (1989; 1990), Searle (1995; 2010), Tuomela (1992; 2013), Tollefsen (2002), List & Pettit (2011), Hawley (2017), and Lackey (2021).[endnoteRef:4] Even though this general idea is widespread, the details of how group attitudes are best thought of are a topic of debate. There is little in common between Gilbert’s account relying on the notion of ‘joint commitment’ and Lackey’s account which primarily identifies group belief that p with a sufficient number of members believing p plus a condition about coherently pooling the member’s basis for their beliefs. Fortunately, the details do not matter much for my aim in this paper. All I need as a starting point is that groups can have propositional attitudes. Assuming that claim is correct, I can ask how a group can know of their own attitudes. And the answer I want to explore is a transparency story for group self-knowledge. [3:  I will not consider group mental states other than attitudes.]  [4:  This list is not exhaustive. There are also some philosophers arguing against group attitudes. See for instance Quinton (1975) and Rupert (2005; 2019).] 

However, before I can start that exploration, I need to determine what characterizes the group self-knowledge I am looking for. Here I am not arguing for the general possibility of group self-knowledge. Arguments and discussions about this general possibility can be found in Schwengerer (2022), Peterson (2022) and in related earlier work on group self-awareness and authority by Schmid (2014a; 2014b). But I take from those discussions two features that group self-knowledge has and that should be explained by any account of group self-knowledge:
1) Group self-knowledge is weakly privileged and authoritative.
2) Groups are usually in a peculiarly good position to know their own attitudes.
First, the privileged nature of self-knowledge is usually understood as beliefs formed by introspection[endnoteRef:5] being more likely to amount to knowledge compared to beliefs about other people’s mental states (Byrne, 2005, p. 80). The qualifier ‘weakly’ indicates that a group’s self-ascription of a mental state does not come with a guarantee of being true. Groups are not infallible self-knowers.  Authority is then the corresponding feature on the level of speech. My sincere and linguistically competent speech act of self-ascribing a belief is authoritative because my self-belief is more likely to amount to knowledge than your belief about my attitude. I am in a better epistemic position with regard to knowing my belief than you are. Hence, you should defer to my opinion about my belief. [5:  ‘Introspection’ is taken to be a neutral term capturing the process of acquiring self-knowledge. It bears no commitment to a perception-like process.] 

Authority comes in degrees. On one hand, an individual’s self-ascription that they are in pain is authoritative to a degree that can hardly be overruled by any sort of evidence.[endnoteRef:6] On the other hand, an individual’s self-ascription of a belief can be overruled, but only when you have strong reasons that they are wrong. Group self-knowledge is closer to the latter case. Hence, it is only weakly privileged and authoritative because it allows for challenges when others have sufficient evidence. Perhaps group self-knowledge is even weaker than self-ascriptions of belief in individuals (Schmid, 2014a). Nevertheless, there is still some authority in a group’s self-ascription, even though groups are not infallible about their own attitudes. [6:  Wright (1998) speaks of strong authority as a guarantee for truth.] 

Authority and privileged access may come apart in some accounts of self-knowledge of self-ascribing speech. There are proposed explanations for authority that are merely linguistic and do not necessarily relate to any epistemic privilege (see for instance Wright (1998)). One could also hold the view that authority and privileged access are co-instantiated, but deny that the privileged access explains authority (see Dorit Bar-On’s (2004) neo-expressivism). However, I work with the conception that authority in self-ascribing speech acts is explained by an underlying epistemic privilege.[endnoteRef:7] [7:  For arguments against explaining the authority of self-ascriptions merely on the linguistic level see Borgoni (2019) and Schwengerer (2021a).] 

Second, usually, self-knowledge is taken to be peculiar insofar as one has a special method for knowing one’s own mental states compared to the method of knowing other people’s mental states (Byrne, 2005, p. 81). Something similar also holds for group self-knowledge. This is indicated by the apparent absurdness of a group saying that they do not know whether they believe p, or do not believe p, or are suspending or refraining from judgment about p[endnoteRef:8] (Schwengerer, 2022, pp. 1163-1164). Whereas it seems unproblematic if a group cannot assess the beliefs of another group (or an individual), something seems amiss when a group cannot tell anything about their own belief.[endnoteRef:9] This is best captured as a difference in method of gaining group self-knowledge. Any account of group self-knowledge ought to tell us something about this difference. It should give us an account of what this difference might be. [8:  ‘Suspending judgment’ also covers cases in which the group suspends because they are in the process of deliberation, or otherwise assessing whether p.]  [9:  Although this does not mean that every single group member needs to be able to tell us what beliefs (or other attitudes) the group has.] 

Importantly, one of the common responses to that difference given for accounts of individual self-knowledge seems to be ruled out. Often individual self-knowledge is taken to be special because it is not based on evidence. Self-ascribing mental states is ‘immediate’ or ‘groundless’, as Wright (1998; 2015) has it. Whether this is correct is highly contested. Carruthers (2011) and Cassam (2014) argue that individual self-knowledge might be based on evidence after all, even though self-knowledge psychologically appears to us as immediate due to the speed and ease with which we generate self-knowledge unconsciously.  In response, Winokur (Forthcoming) suggests that even Cassam’s and Carruthers’ positions still come with a difference in citable evidence between self-knowledge and common other kinds of knowledge. In any case, I am interested in group self-knowledge, and group self-knowledge certainly does not seem to be immediate in this sense (Schwengerer, 2022, p. 1162). Suppose I ask the philosophy department ‘How do you know that you intend to hire Maggie?’. If group self-knowledge were immediate or groundless, then that question should be inappropriate, because knowing the intention is independent from any evidence that could be cited. But it does not seem to be inappropriate and there is a fitting answer available: ‘We discussed the applicants and voted on who to hire’. The group can state the reasons that ground their knowledge of the intention. The difference therefore cannot be any sort of immediacy or disconnect from evidence.[endnoteRef:10] [10:  Cassam (2009) argues that similar answers to ‘How do you know?’ questions in response to self-ascriptions can be appropriate in cases of individual self-knowledge as well. I do not have the space to look into Cassam’s claim in detail.] 

What I end up with is the following starting point: I assume that groups exist and have propositional attitudes. Furthermore, I assume that groups have self-knowledge of these attitudes that is to some degree privileged and peculiar. Now I can start exploring whether the transparency idea can be a viable candidate for an account of group self-knowledge with those features.
Transparency
Most of the work on transparency accounts of self-knowledge can be understood as ways to spell out Evans’s (1982) remarks. The central passage in his Varieties of Reference is the following:
[I]n making a self-ascription of a belief, one’s eyes are, so to speak, or occasionally literally, directed outward—upon the world. If someone asks me ‘Do you think there is going to be a third world war?’, I must attend, in answering him, to precisely the same outward phenomena as I would attend to if I were answering the question ‘Will there be a third world war?’ I get myself in a position to answer the question whether I believe that p by putting into operation whatever procedure I have for answering the question whether p. (There is no question of my applying a procedure for determining beliefs to something, and hence no question of my possibly applying the procedure to the wrong thing.) If a judging subject applies this procedure, then necessarily he will gain knowledge of one of his own mental states: even the most determined sceptic cannot find here a gap in which to insert his knife. (Evans, 1982, p. 225)
Evans aims to provide an alternative to a Cartesian view of self-knowledge. The Cartesian position supposes that we have to gaze inward to find out what we believe, desire, intend, etc. The paradigmatic 20th-century example is Armstrong’s (1993 (1968)) account of perception-like inner-sense. On this view, we are equipped with a scanning faculty that simply detects our mental states reliably. Evans wants us to discard the idea of anything like such a scanner. He pumps the intuition that in general, we do not look inwards when finding out what we believe, but rather attend to outward phenomena. We focus on whether p is true when we want to find out whether we believe that p.
Unfortunately, Evans does not give us much more than a general idea of attending outwards and applying the same sort of procedure to the questions ‘p?’ and ‘Do I believe that p?’. The idea has then been picked up and developed in different forms. Focusing on self-knowledge of beliefs, Antonia Peacocke (2017) suggests categorising these different forms as either ‘move’ or ‘no-move’ accounts of transparency. The former are defined by a distinct move from a judgment about the world to a self-attribution of a belief that p that is epistemically warranted, whereas the latter deny any such move. Paradigmatic ‘move’ accounts are Byrne’s (2005; 2018) proposal that one infers ‘I believe that p’ from p, by using an epistemic rule, and Moran’s (2001) view in which one can be entitled to self-ascribe a belief that p based on deliberating whether p is the case.[endnoteRef:11] In contrast, paradigmatic ‘no-move’ accounts propose that there is no step between a judgment about the world and self-knowledge. The most developed version of such an account is found in Boyle (2009; 2011; 2019), who proposes that beliefs are always tacitly known insofar as a belief and knowledge of this belief are only a single mental state. Forming a belief by judging that p also gives one self-knowledge of that belief at the same time. However, Boyle acknowledges that this is not always self-knowledge that is explicitly available for an agent. Usually, it is a form of implicit self-knowledge that one must make manifest. And the transparency method is a way to make that self-knowledge manifest. [11:  Some accounts seem to be naturally described as ‘move’ accounts even though their starting point is not exactly a judgment about the world. For instance, Fernández (2013) proposes an evidential state as the starting point for self-ascribing a belief and evidential states are quite different to judgments that p. I bracket this issue. I do not aim to develop a better taxonomy of transparency accounts here. Peacocke’s (2017) differentiation is good enough for my purpose.] 

Not every proponent of a ‘no-move’ account commits to a belief and self-knowledge of that belief being a single mental state (e.g. Peacocke (2017)), but all of them are committed to the rejection of any specific move that allows an agent to go from p to a self-ascription of a belief that p. They all hold that judging that p by itself can give one everything needed for self-ascribing a belief. No extra steps are required.
I am not committing myself to any particular transparency account, nor even deciding on whether ‘move’ or ‘no-move’ accounts should be preferred. Instead, I want to focus on the common ground between all these different ways of developing Evans’s idea. Even with all their differences, there is a substantial overlap in the center of all the mentioned views that derives from their common starting point. There are at least three features already found in Evans (1982) that they all agree with:
Phenomenology
All transparency accounts agree that there is something right about the phenomenology described by Evans. It is debatable whether that phenomenology is universal, but it is consensus that sometimes the experience of acquiring self-knowledge fits Evans’s example: when one figures out whether one believes that p, one attends to the question of whether p is the case. Sometimes I experience gaining self-knowledge as involving a process of attending outwards rather than inwards. This is part of the anti-Cartesian impetus that Evans emphasized.
Economy
Building on that initial anti-Cartesian direction, all transparency accounts share a concern for metaphysical economy. Transparency accounts aim to be undemanding in terms of additional entities or processes in contrast to theories that require newly posited processes or faculties (such as often required in inner sense accounts). The feature of being economical is already present in Evans (1982) and sometimes explicitly mentioned as an advantage of transparency accounts (e.g. Byrne (2005; 2011; 2018), Peacocke (2017)). ‘Move’ accounts can hold on to the economy insofar as the move involved is done by a process or faculty that is already accepted independently as a belief-forming method. For instance, the move from ‘p’ to ‘I believe that p’ is an inference in Byrne (2005; 2011; 2018), and inferences are accepted as belief-forming methods anyway. Nothing new or unique is required for self-knowledge. ‘No-move’ accounts are in an even better position insofar as they do not require any process or faculty responsible for getting from the judgment about the world to a self-ascription of a belief. They only need to provide a story of why one comes with the other–either always (as in Boyle (2009; 2011)), or in particular circumstances (as in Peacocke  (2017)).
Explanatory Power
All transparency accounts aim to explain the privileged access to one’s own mental states and the peculiarity of self-knowledge. They might differ in the details of what these features are grounded in, but the explanandum is accepted. Moreover, what makes an account of self-knowledge a transparency account is that the privilege and peculiarity are explained by attending outwards and putting the same procedures into action as one would in making a judgment about the world.
With these general commitments of transparency accounts in place, I can now show why these accounts are particularly well-suited for group self-knowledge. Each of these common commitments gives rise to an individual argument favoring transparent group self-knowledge. None of them will be sufficient, but together they make a reasonably strong case that transparency accounts are a good choice for theorizing about group self-knowledge.
The Argument from Phenomenology
There is something right about Evans’s description of gaining self-knowledge by attending outwards. In some cases when one is asked ‘Do you think that p?’ or ‘Do you believe that p?’ one answers by considering whether p. His third world war example (Evans, 1982, p. 225) seems to capture how one can experience acquiring self-knowledge. The phenomenology fits–at least sometimes. Evans likely overstated the extent to which gaining self-knowledge is experienced as considering whether p. When Evans writes that one “must attend” to the outward phenomenon that description does not always fit our phenomenology. I can concede that I have to do that when I consciously ask myself whether I believe that p and have not considered whether p before. Nevertheless, in other cases the phenomenology is different. Sometimes self-knowledge is experienced without any awareness of answering the question of whether p. Perhaps the question of whether p is so easily answered that no conscious thought is required. Or perhaps it has been answered in the past and recalling that p is done quickly and unconsciously.[endnoteRef:12] These instances also do not seem to come with any phenomenology of an inward glance. However, it is less clear whether they fit exactly the experience captured in Evan’s description. Even though they might involve some focus on p, I do not experience myself as putting into operation the procedure to find out whether p. But regardless of whether Evans's example is a universal description of the phenomenology of gaining self-knowledge, it certainly is a good description of how one experiences acquiring self-knowledge in some cases. That by itself can be used to motivate a transparency account of self-knowledge for some cases. I now want to argue that similar phenomenological observations can also motivate transparency accounts for group self-knowledge. [12:  Sometimes having answered the question of whether p in the past gives you a different procedure to answer whether p now, insofar as the question is now answered by one’s memory. One transparency account that explicitly considers this option is Fernández (2013) bypass view in which the belief that p and the belief that I believe that p can both be based on the same evidence constituted by the experience of remembering that p (Fernández, 2013, pp. 53-54).] 

The first hurdle for such a phenomenological argument comes from a clear difference between individual agents and group agents. I, as an individual, can report on how I experience gaining self-knowledge. There is no doubt that there is something it is like to be for me as a self-knowing person. But what about group agents? Can group agents report on their experience? Do group agents even have an experience in that sense? Experimental evidence is not decisive. Some experimental studies suggest that ordinary people are perfectly fine with attributing propositional attitudes (e.g. belief) to groups, but are reluctant to ascribe phenomenal states (e.g. experiencing joy, pain, urges or depression) to groups (Knobe & Prinz, 2008). Other studies point out that these initial experiments are limited to particular demographics of the people asked and a collective phenomenology might not be so unintuitive for some after all (Huebner, Bruno, & Sarkissian, 2010). Fortunately, I do not need to commit myself to anything as strong as a group consciousness or a group pain. To get the phenomenological argument off the ground, all I need is a shared experience that group members have as part of the group self-ascribing an attitude (e.g. a belief). Every member involved in forming group self-knowledge has to experience that process in (at least roughly) the same way.[endnoteRef:13] Moreover, these involved members have to be able to agree on a common description of that shared experience as group members. The question now becomes the following: is there a shared experience of group members when the group self-ascribes an attitude? Can group members agree on a single description that captures how they experience the group self-ascribing an attitude? And does it generalize to different attitudes? I suggest that the answer to all these questions is a tentative ‘yes’. [13:  This is a minimalist notion of shared experience. Many proponents of shared experiences demand more, such as some sort of interrelation and alignment between the member experiences. Many stronger conceptions are compatible with what I say here. However, for my argument, I do not need anything stronger. For an overview of the literature on shared experience see Pacherie (2017).] 

To see why there seems to be this shared experience, let me look at how groups might answer the ‘How do you know?’ question about self-knowledge. Here a difference between individual and group self-knowledge becomes apparent, as already suggested in Schwengerer (2022). In many common cases of individual self-knowledge there is something odd about a ‘How do you know?’ question. Often, if I were to assert that I believe p, someone asking me ‘How do you know?’ would be rather inappropriate. It is an odd question and I would not be able to answer it. The best I could respond with is a reiteration of my initial assertion, or a simple ‘I just know!’. However, if Evans’s observation cited above is right, this is not always the case. In the third world war case I put into operation a procedure to find out whether there will be a third world war and I will be able to point to that procedure. I can tell that I thought about the question whether p and have reasons in favor of p.[endnoteRef:14] I suggest that group self-knowledge differs to individual self-knowledge insofar as the default case seems to be much more like Evans’s example. Usually a group can answer the ‘How do you know?’ question. [14:  Cassam (2009) might be a surprising ally for both Evans and me here, because he also suggests that the ‘How do you know?’ question can be appropriate for individual self-knowledge.] 

Suppose Apple holds a press conference and tells us that Apple intends to bring out a new iPhone soon. I am in the crowd and when the floor opens to questions I ask ‘How do you know that you intend to release a new iPhone soon?’. Granted, this would still be an odd question. However, it would not be inappropriate in the same way that the ‘How do you know?’ question was in the case of an individual. Asking a group ‘How do you know?’ does not seem infelicitous. The reason for this is that the group can answer that question in a meaningful way, whereas I could not answer the respective question as an individual. If I were to ask at the Apple press conference ‘How do you know that you intend that?’ Apple can refer to their decision-making process in their response. They might say something akin to the following: ‘we discussed internally whether we could improve on the last iteration of the iPhone and came to an agreement that we can produce something even better.’ Or perhaps they’d respond by pointing out that the iPhone is their most popular and successful product and the board members in charge together decided to continue with their most profitable product line. Of course, in a press conference, Apple might not always be completely honest, but there is nothing that prevents Apple in principle from giving a sincere and appropriate answer to the ‘How do you know?’ question.
An answer to the ‘How do you know?’ question can in some cases be given jointly (e.g. in a jointly written document), but it can also be given by individual group members of Apple. Even in the latter case, an honest answer would likely not be objected to by any other members of Apple. Granted, not every group member is part of the decision-making process and in a position to answer the ‘How do you know?’ question.[endnoteRef:15] However, it seems that all relevantly involved members of Apple will be able to answer that question directed to the group roughly in the same way. They all agree on how Apple knows what Apple intends: by looking at how Apple formed the intention. This gives me a common description of how relevant group members experience the group gaining self-knowledge. And it generalizes to all attitudes beyond the example of intention. If Apple was asked after a stakeholder meeting ‘How do you know that you want 5% higher profits next year?’, Apple can answer (in a collaboratively written statement or via a spokesperson) that they know because the stakeholders discussed that goal and agreed in a unanimous vote. The same sort of story works for Apple’s beliefs. ‘How do you know that you believe that the next iPhone will be successful?’ can be answered by pointing to having done the market research, deliberating on the potential benefits of a new model and then concluding that it will be successful. All these answers will be accepted (at least if taken to be honest answers). And all these answers point to the same procedures that Apple already used to form their intentions, wants, and beliefs. [15:  Not every member is an operative member, according to Tuomela’s (1992; 2013) terminology.] 

Looking at appropriate answers to the ‘How do you know?’ question provides me with a good approximation of the phenomenology of group self-knowledge. The relevant group members all agree to a shared experience of the group gaining self-knowledge by attending to the attitude-forming process of the group. They gain self-knowledge by using the same procedure as they used to form first-order attitudes. The next step in the phenomenological argument is then to show why this phenomenology of group self-knowledge can motivate a transparency account of group self-knowledge.
The parallel between the phenomenological motivation for transparency in individual self-knowledge and transparency in group self-knowledge is easy to see. Let me look again at part of Evans’s (1982) description. Evans describes gaining self-knowledge as attending to the same outward phenomenon as I would attend to if I were answering the question ‘Will there be a third world war?’. Or more generalized: to find out whether I believe that p, I attend to the question whether p–I put into operation whatever procedure I have for answering the question whether p. If this is right, then at least sometimes it seems that the question ‘How do you know that you believe that p?’ could potentially be answered by citing whatever procedure I have for answering the question whether p. The question ‘How do you know that you believe that p?’ could be answered by stating that I considered and weighted reasons for and against p, before ultimately deciding that p. Following Evans, this is an appropriate description of how we experience gaining self-knowledge at least in some cases. I qualified this earlier by pointing out that not all cases of individual self-knowledge appear to be like Evans’s third world war example. Not all cases of individual self-knowledge come with the experience of putting into operation the same procedure for self-knowledge of my belief that p as is put into operation for forming the belief that p. But some do, and in those cases the ‘How do you know?’ question does not look all that inappropriate anymore.[endnoteRef:16] [16:  Some oddness always remains – partially because the person asking the ‘How do you know?’ question is often not in a position to tell whether the person asked acquired self-knowledge akin to Evans’s third world war case, or in a quick and unconscious way.] 

Now consider how similar this formulation sounds to the answer to a ‘How do you know?’ question discussed for groups. Take Apple in the belief case. Suppose Apple is asked ‘How do you know that you believe that the next iPhone will be successful?’. Given the discussion above, one appropriate answer can be the following: ‘we considered and weighted reasons for and against the success of the next iPhone, before ultimately deciding that it will be successful’. This response matches the description based on Evans’s example. If Evans's description has enough phenomenological appeal to motivate a transparency account of self-knowledge for individual self-knowledge, it seems that the very same reasoning now motivates transparency in group self-knowledge. Transparency accounts can give us a straightforward explanation that applies to both individual and group self-knowledge. Self-knowledge is done by attending outwards. When self-ascribing a belief that p, both individuals and groups attend to the question of whether p, putting into operation whatever procedures they have to answer that question. Those procedures might look different for individuals and groups, but the way the procedures for settling first-order beliefs relate to settling second-order beliefs are the same. And the approach seems to generalize to other attitudes, such as intentions or desires.[endnoteRef:17] [17:  How well it generalizes to all attitudes is a difficult question I cannot settle here. Some transparency accounts explicitly endorse that they can apply to all attitudes. See for instance Byrne (2018); Andreotta (2020).] 

How strong this sort of phenomenological argument is remains unclear. In other discussions about the phenomenology of self-knowledge, Cassam (2011; 2017) rightly points out that psychological features might not tell us much–if anything–about the epistemological processes of gaining self-knowledge and that one might want to be careful bringing the psychological and epistemological too close together. Nevertheless, what remains is an advantage for transparency accounts of group self-knowledge: such accounts can easily explain the phenomenology of group self-knowledge. Insofar as one gives the phenomenology at least some weight as an explanandum, other accounts have to do more work than transparency proposals.
The Argument from Economy
Metaphysical economy is a virtue of a theory often brought forward for accounts of individual self-knowledge. Following Byrne (2005, p. 92), a theory of self-knowledge is economical if it holds that self-knowledge is produced by epistemic capacities and faculties that are already accepted outside of the question of self-knowledge. In contrast, a theory of self-knowledge is extravagant if it holds that gaining self-knowledge relies on a capacity or faculty that is not already accepted outside of the question of self-knowledge. Extravagant theories require something extra–a unique capacity or faculty to produce self-knowledge. The paradigmatic example of an extravagant theory of self-knowledge is the inner-sense account. For instance, Armstrong (1993 (1968)) holds that humans have a detector-like faculty distributed in the brain that allows them to gain knowledge of one’s mental state as a form of inner perception. Granted, Armstrong does not hold that there has to be a particular organ–an ‘inner eye’–but his account requires a faculty that is not already accepted as part of gaining knowledge about the world or other people. Economical theories do not need any such faculty. And transparency accounts are explicitly developed to be economical in this sense. All that Byrne’s (2005; 2011; 2018) ‘move’ account for belief requires is the process one uses to gain knowledge that p, plus an inference according to an epistemic rule that leads one from ‘p’ to ‘I believe p’. And all that a ‘no-move’ account like Boyle’s (2011) requires is a belief that p because that belief itself already includes implicit knowledge that one believes that p.
Economy is a virtue of a theory of individual self-knowledge, but it is even more of a virtue for theories of group self-knowledge. To see why this is the case, consider how one has to argue for an extravagant theory of self-knowledge in both cases. First, let me look at individual self-knowledge. To argue for an extravagant theory of individual self-knowledge, one has to make the case for the existence of a unique faculty or capacity that is involved in gaining self-knowledge. This could be done ex negativo by showing that no other option works, or argued for positively by putting forward reasons–usually empirical reasons–in favor of such a faculty or capacity. Contemporary inner-sense accounts commonly do a mixture of both. For instance, Goldman argues that the case for his inner-sense account can be made compelling by the implausibility of other alternatives (Goldman, 2006, p. 230). At the same time, he suggests, following Nichols & Stich (2003), that the empirical evidence is–though controversial–rather in favor of inner-sense accounts. The development of self-ascriptions of mental states differs from the development of ascribing mental states to other people (Goldman, 2006, pp. 235-237). Moreover, Goldman further supports his account by considering psychological research on attention (2006, pp. 242-244) and related research on neural properties in interoception (2006, pp. 252-253). Some of that research is not yet at a stage to make for a fully detailed account of a potential inner sense, but the path seems clear: we can use empirical means to support the postulates required in the extravagant theory of self-knowledge.
Regardless of whether that path can be travelled successfully, it at least seems that one can envision how the strategy might work. In contrast, extravagant theories of group self-knowledge are in a way worse position. Groups are not like individual human beings. The usual resources used to establish an inner sense are not available for groups. There is no developmental psychology for social groups in which we study when and how a group learns to attribute mental states to agents. Paradigmatic groups are formed by humans who are already fully competent in their use and ascription of mental states, such as belief. And that a group can attribute mental states does not require the group as such independently to acquire anything like a conceptual competency or a new ability. Moreover, whereas for individuals one can look for evidence of an inner sense on a neural level in the brain, there does not seem to be anything remotely similar available for the group. All one has to look at are group members, their relations to one another and the actions of group members. It seems difficult to find room for an extravagant theory of self-knowledge here. Where and how would one even start to search for an inner sense of a social group?
One can attempt to push back here: of course, no one is looking for the inner eye of the group, but even Armstrong never thought of a literal organ of inner sense, the extravagant theorist might say. Instead, one should think of the inner sense of a group as a faculty of the group grounded in the right combination of the group members. But that would hardly be satisfying. Any extravagant theory would have to explain how such a combination leads to a capacity to detect the group’s own mental states that is not already included in the group’s general capacity to know. After all, that general capacity for group knowledge is also grounded in a combination of the group members and their mental states or actions. The burden is on the proponent of the extravagant theory.
Whereas extravagant theories seem to lack motivation and favorable evidence, economical theories avoid all those issues. An economical theory of group self-knowledge holds that everything required for a group’s self-knowledge is already available as soon as we accept common forms of group knowledge. If a group can know a proposition about the outside world, then all the capacities and faculties required for that knowledge are enough to also gain self-knowledge. Economical accounts of group self-knowledge are undemanding. All they need is the general capacity for groups to know. And that capacity is widely accepted already, even if the detailed mechanisms are still a point of contention (cf. List (2005), Tuomela (2011), Habgood-Coote (2020), Lackey (2021)).
I have now provided an argument in favor of economical theories of group self-knowledge. However, again the force of the argument as the sole reason for a transparency theory of group self-knowledge is limited. Transparency accounts are explicitly designed to be economic. At their core, these accounts are committed to Evans’s (1982) proposal of putting into action those procedures already used in making a judgment about the world (or, more generally, used in forming a first-order mental state). Hence, transparency accounts are in a better spot than extravagant alternatives for group self-knowledge. Unfortunately, this is not the unique selling proposition it might look like at first. There are alternatives to transparency that are equally economical. Inferentialist accounts of self-knowledge, such as those developed by Ryle (1984 (1949)), Lawlor (2009), Carruthers (2011), and Cassam (2014) for individual self-knowledge, are also equally economic. Take Cassam’s view, which holds that self-knowledge of attitudes (such as beliefs or desires) is based on an inference from the same kind of evidence as used for knowledge about the outside world or other people, including evidence acquired by observing (one’s own) behavior. This qualifies as an economical theory because gaining self-knowledge does not require any capacity or faculty that is not independently accepted anyway.
This general inferentialist view can be applied to groups without much of a problem. In fact, it already has been applied, although mostly with a focus on self-knowledge of virtues and vices rather than propositional attitudes (Schwengerer, 2023). The argument from economy cannot decide between such an inferentialist account and a transparency account. Both are equally economic.[endnoteRef:18] Hence, the argument from economy only helps to rule out extravagant theories. It needs to be combined with other considerations (such as the argument from phenomenology above and the argument from explanatory power below) that together make the case for a transparency account. [18:  And these are not the only two options available.] 

The Argument from Explanatory Power
Part of the course for any reasoning in favor of a particular view of self-knowledge–for both individuals and groups–is an explanation of the privilege and peculiarity of self-knowledge. Only if those features of self-knowledge can be explained an account qualifies as viable. Of course, the extent of such privilege and peculiarity themselves can be challenged and reconsidered (cf. Carruthers (2011), Cassam (2014) or Schwitzgebel (2008)), but at least the appearance of those features is common ground.[endnoteRef:19] For group self-knowledge I work with weaker versions of privilege and peculiarity as provided in section 2: group self-knowledge is weakly privileged and authoritative, and groups are usually in a peculiarly good position to know their own attitudes. [19:  Winokur (Forthcoming) argues that the Cassam-style inferentialism has some difficulties spelling out how to accommodate the appearance. ] 

My aim now is to argue that transparency accounts can explain these features particularly well. This is rather difficult to show because currently there is no detailed transparency account of group self-knowledge on offer. Moreover, even for individual self-knowledge transparency accounts come in different forms and the general argument should apply to all–or at least most–of them. So here is the argument:
Start with transparency accounts for individual self-knowledge. All of those accounts hold, that they can successfully explain the privileged and peculiar nature of self-knowledge. For instance, Byrne (2005; 2011; 2018) explains it in virtue of a self-verifying epistemic rule to infer ‘I believe that p’ from ‘p’; Boyle (2011; 2019) explains it in virtue of the first-order belief at the same time also coming with implicit self-knowledge of that belief as part of the nature of belief; Peacocke (2017) explains privilege and peculiarity in virtue of a how one performs embedded mental actions–how one can judge that one believes p in virtue of judging that p; and Moran (2001) captures the same features by pointing to a deliberative stance in which one settles a question whether p in a way that entitles one to self-ascribe that one believes p.
As the previous argument from economy shows, all of these accounts have in common that their explanations of the privilege and peculiarity of self-knowledge only rely on capacities and processes that are already in play in forming first-order attitudes, such as belief, and capacities for knowledge. With these two starting points a conditional argument for the explanatory power of transparency accounts of group self-knowledge can be made: if group attitudes and a group’s epistemic capacities are the same (or sufficiently similar) as those in individuals, then the explanations provided by transparency accounts of individual self-knowledge also apply to groups.
In what respect the individual’s capacities and attitudes have to be the same as the capacities and attitudes of groups depends on the particular account in question. Take Byrne’s (2005; 2011; 2018) account of individual self-knowledge. All that his account of self-knowledge for belief requires is a capacity to recognize p and the ability to draw inferences. With those two capacities in place, one can follow the inferential rule ‘if p, believe that you believe that p’. This epistemic rule is self-verifying. Whenever one follows it, the resulting belief will be true. This self-verifying nature explains the privileged and peculiar nature of self-knowledge. It does not provide infallible self-knowledge, because one might fail in the attempt to follow the rule, but it nevertheless is self-verifying whenever it is followed successfully.
For the same explanation to apply to group self-knowledge, all that I need is that groups have capacities to recognize p and that groups can make inferences. Both are widely accepted in common accounts of group belief and group knowledge. Hence, if the explanation is good for individual self-knowledge, there is no reason why it should not be equally good for group self-knowledge. Groups should also be able to follow the epistemic rule ‘if p, believe that you believe that p’.[endnoteRef:20] [20:  There is a potential argument against my suggestion: perhaps those accounts of individual self-knowledge entail features of self-knowledge that are not present for group self-knowledge. Immediacy might be such a feature. The account for individual self-knowledge might entail that the ‘How do you know?’ question should be completely inappropriate, but on the group level that question is not inappropriate at all. There are at least two ways to go here: either argue that the question is not all that inappropriate for the individual level for transparency proponents, or explain why such a difference might occur even though the process of gaining self-knowledge is roughly the same for individuals and groups. Given my description of the phenomenology of the transparency method for individual self-knowledge in section 4, I prefer the former route. There is a sense in which the ‘How do you know?’ question can at least sometimes be accepted for individual self-knowledge, even though the question remains odd.] 

Similar considerations apply to all other transparency proposals for individual self-knowledge. If group belief is sufficiently similar to individual belief, then Boyle’s (2011; 2019) explanation of implicit self-knowledge as being a part of the first-order belief also applies to group belief. If groups can perform embedded mental actions just like individuals can, then Peacocke’s (2017) explanation works for groups. And if groups can take on a deliberative stance, then Moran’s (2001) theory can apply to groups just as it does to individuals. For any particular account of individual self-knowledge, there will be a corresponding conditional argument that if groups are the same as individuals concerning x, then that account of individual self-knowledge can also be applied to group self-knowledge.
The argument turns out to be conditional in many ways. First, it only works relative to the particular transparency account of one’s choice. It does not function with every transparency account equally. Second, given the transparency account of one’s choice, it only works conditional on that account being a good explanation of privilege and peculiarity for individual self-knowledge. Third, given the transparency account of one’s choice, it only works if groups are similar to individual agents in all those parts that are used in explaining privilege and peculiarity for individual self-knowledge.
Those provisions might make the argument look rather weak. However, they also help to decide which transparency account is best suited to apply to group self-knowledge. Those accounts for which one is willing to accept the antecedents seem to be good candidates. Byrne’s  (2005; 2011; 2018) account presented above is particularly well-suited in that regard. Byrne has a good–though not uncontested[endnoteRef:21]–explanation for privilege and peculiarity. Moreover, all Byrne’s account requires is a capacity to recognize p and the capacity to make inferences. Given that groups can do both and Byrne’s account does not make any claims about the particular implementation of those capacities, it seems that groups and individual agents can qualify as relevantly similar, if not the same. Byrne’s account appears to be a good way to go for group self-knowledge. It provides an explanation of privilege and peculiarity that can straightforwardly apply to group self-knowledge.[endnoteRef:22] [21:  See Boyle (2011).]  [22:  That should not come as a surprise. Byrne’s account has already been applied beyond individual agents in cases of extended introspection (Schwengerer, 2021b).] 

In contrast, it seems more difficult to make the case for a version of Boyle’s (2011; 2019) theory for group self-knowledge. Boyle relies on a metaphysical nature of belief as involving implicit self-knowledge. Privilege and peculiarity of self-knowledge of belief are explained by the very nature of belief. For his account to apply to group self-knowledge, one needs to give an affirmative answer to the third conditional: group belief must be the same as individual belief regarding the inclusion of implicit self-knowledge. Perhaps one can argue for such a similarity, but certainly, it is more of a challenge than what a group version of Byrne’s account requires.
What I end up with is a conditional argument that if one accepts (1) the explanation of privilege and peculiarity given by transparency accounts for individual self-knowledge; and (2) that groups and individuals are the same with regard to the relevant features in that explanation, then one should also accept the same explanation for the privilege and peculiarity of group self-knowledge. Moreover, I showed that at least for some transparency accounts these antecedents are rather undemanding and we can use that to choose between different transparency approaches to group self-knowledge. And those chosen approaches seem promising overall.
Conclusion
Where do these arguments leave me? No single argument mentioned has enough force to establish transparency accounts as the best route to explain group self-knowledge by itself. But taken together, they make a reasonable case for transparent group self-knowledge.
The argument from economy puts pressure on extravagant theories. Transparency accounts require nothing that one would not already accept for groups independently anyway. In contrast, common candidates for extravagant theories have difficulties arguing for the existence of any unique capacity or faculty for group self-knowledge.
The argument from explanatory power gives transparency accounts a good standing within all the economical theories. If one accepts weak privilege and peculiarity for group self-knowledge, then transparency accounts are well positioned to explain these features. Not all transparency accounts are on equal footing in this regard. Some seem less demanding in the requirements to explain privilege and peculiarity. In particular, Byrne’s (2005; 2011; 2018) account seems well-suited as the transparency account of choice.
Finally, the argument from phenomenology gives us further reason to consider transparency accounts for group self-knowledge. Transparency accounts can capture how group members experience the group’s self-ascription of a propositional attitude (e.g. a belief). It also fits the way that groups and group members describe the procedure of the group self-ascribing those attitudes. If I were to ask at the Apple press conference ‘How do you know that you intend to release another iPhone?’ Apple can refer to their decision-making process in their response. They might say that they internally discussed whether to release another iPhone. They considered that the iPhone is their most popular and successful product and the board members in charge together decided to continue with their most profitable product line. Transparency accounts can capture this sort of response as fitting the procedure of gaining group self-knowledge. As such, transparency accounts seem to be a good choice for a theory of group self-knowledge overall, with undemanding versions (e.g. Byrne’s account) as particularly good choices.
I want to end by pointing to an additional benefit from applying a transparency account of individual self-knowledge successfully to groups. Some philosophers (e.g. Armstrong (1993 (1968)), Nichols & Stich (2003), Finkelstein (2003), Bar-On (2004), Byrne (2005; 2011; 2018), Goldman (2006), Cassam (2014) and Andreotta (2020)) aim for a unified account of self-knowledge.[endnoteRef:23] They take the ideal theory of self-knowledge to be one that applies to self-knowledge of any kind of mental state. If I am right and transparency accounts are promising candidates for a theory of group self-knowledge, then this further builds the unification project. Not only would the theory apply to self-knowledge of different mental states, but also to self-knowledge for different kinds of epistemic agents. And it turns out that the transparency account that seems especially appealing in the discussion of economy and explanatory power for group self-knowledge is also the account that values unification the most: Byrne’s (2018) theory of transparent self-knowledge. Hence, if one takes the unification aim on board, my discussion seems to also provide us with an argument for Byrne’s account of self-knowledge in general. Once again, this is no decisive argument, but a reasonable argument nevertheless. [23:  Two philosophers who explicitly do not accept this aim of unification are Boyle (2009) and Coliva (2016).] 
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