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INTRODUCTION

“

Frequently we speak of onz person deceiving ahother, that A
has heen deluded, duped, teken in by B. Less often we speak of one
person deceiving himself, that S is both the deceiver and the de-
ceived, that S is duped, deluded, taken in by himself. T'He is
deceiving himself if he thinks he is a great ﬁusician', ’She‘cannnt
. really be;ieue she will pass that test:unless she is deceiving her-
self', 'His mother deceived herself into believing that he would
reform his ways', 'He ig faoling himself intc thinking his marriage
will guruive', 'bhen he fails to sdmit to his intolerance he is not
being Honest with himself' are‘some exampies of ascriptions of self-
vdeception; In addition there are others which, if not perspicuous
ascriptions, strongly suggest the activity of deceiving oneself:
'If only he did not want that so badly he could see his error',

'It is impossible for him to béliave what he says because he knmms
perfectly well that sugh-and=such' snd 'How could he be blind to
.the obuimus?';

The fact that all of these very different ascriptions may be
used to refer to self-deception points to a vagueness and unglarity
in the nogtion itself — a uagueness and unclaritymwhich perhaps
gan be removed by an appeal ﬁo examples whose selient Teatures
reveal the notion's ceniral slements, But however diverse the
phenomena covered by the notion of self-deception are, referring to

such phenomena in reflexive terms, i.e., ' deceives __ self',



implies straight off that seifwdaceptimn is analogous to inter-
personal deception and that an analysis of the former will provide
an analysis of the latter. How successful this approach is in
giuing a satisfactory account of self-deception is the primary
concern of the ensuing qiscussimno

Two commonly ré@arded elements Df'self—deception are: (1)
that 5 (= self-deceiver) has a mistaken belief, and (2) that S has
the capacity to recognize his m:‘Ls‘cake@"i mithqut the first element,
self-deception would be in some instances indistinguishable from a
lucky guess, unbending faith or simple trust, where the belief in
guestion is, as itvhappehs‘ar turns gut, true. To be sure,” the
point in,accﬁsing sameane of having deceived himself is thgt he is
deemed responsible for holding an erronsous belief, uiﬁhmut_the
second, self-deception would be indistinguishable from psychosis
and opther forms of mental_aberratian in which the person has lost
the ability to discriminate nufﬁwallyo Indeed, if the person has
deceived himself, if he has the power to instil a false belief, then
he must have the power to set things aright.

From a literal interpretation of what it means for a person
to be in self-deception, the paradoxical version of the epistemlc
model arises. Beginning with an analysis of interpersonal deception,
we find that A deceives B8 if (a) A believes (or knows) p, (b) B
comes to believe g (which is incompatible with p) a5 a result of
(c) A's intention to instil a mistaken belief,land (d) q is false.
Now if self-deception mirrors interpersonal deception, it follows

that the self-deceiver holds two ingampatible beliefs one of which



it is his intention %o hold. 5o, it appears that 5 is deceiving
himself if and only if (a) S believes (or knows) p, (b) § succeeds
in bringing it about that S belisves g (where g is incompatible with
p) as a result of an intention to do so, and (c) g is false.

ARccording to this amalysis, the self-decelver must intend to
hold & false belief which in turn reguires that his activity to
produce that result involves the recognition that the ba%ief is
erronesus. But a paradox looms. How is it possible for someone io
successfully bring himself to have a false belief while recognizing
or having access to the truth? Interpersonal deception ié intelli-
gible because the deceived i& unaware of or lacks cofrect information,.
But in self-deception 5 is both deceiver and deceived, he both be-

- lieves correctly and incorrectly while having good reason not to
hold the false belief. How could anyone be fooled if he knows the
truth? How could enyone be teken in by his pwn pretence? How, and-
this is the crux of tﬁe paradox, could anyone intend to held a
belief whether true or false?

If self-deception is analyzed in accordance with interper-
sohal decepﬁimn, the paradox, how is it possible for someone to
intentionally briné it about that he holds a false belief, seems
unavoidable, and the difficulty in resclving it seems -insurmountable.

The aim in interpersonal deception is the deceiver's desire
to get the deoaived to believe what is false. But in self-deceptien
problems arise if the self-deceiver’s aim is described as getiing
himself to believe what is felse. If A believes p, then A believes

that p is true, and if A discovers that p is fTalse then A sbandans



the belief, Belisefs represent, or claim to represent, how it is
with the worlde. Since one can pnly beliesve what he takes to be a
currect'representation of the world, it is therefore perv@rsehfur
someone to set out to believe what he takes to be an incorrsct
representation of the world. Moreover, the suggesiion that someone
could intend to believe something is egually unintelligible, The
lncutiun f_m iﬁtgpds to believe p' is fundamentally incoherent,
because if a belief were the sort.of thing which were acquired %s
a result of an intention to do- so then beliefs would cease .to be
pictures of the world. If one could bring it about that one believed
that p merely by deciding to helieve p then a belief that p would
no longer imply that p is trﬁaol we can twist someons's arm to re-
lease information about the truth of p} but we cannot, as it were,
twist the world's arm to make s prgpmsitian true. As we cannot
intend that snhething be ftrue,; so we cannot intend that we believe
that something is true (or false).

Another objection to this kind of analysis is that the
inclusion of incﬁmpatible beliefs among the conditions ssems to
bring the phenomenon se analyzed to be more correctly covered by
ntﬁer related mental terms. Thus intentiocnality and incompatible
beliefs, it is argued, do not enter into the descriptlon of (central
cases of) self-deception.

In Chapter I three attempts at an analysis of self-deception
along the lines menticned above, one contending with the paradox
as stated and the others eliminating the most troublesome features,

are discussed. A recent propesal and the most extensive treatment



to date, which rejects the eplistemic model for a self-ascriptive
model and purports to preserve the paradox in a palatable 'trans-
lated' form, is exemined in Chapter II. Finally, im Chapter IiI;
salfudeceptinn is distinguished from other phenomena to which it is
closely related but with whigh it is freguently confused, and a.
non-paradoxical description of self-deception employing a revised
epistemic model is presented which not only avoids the problems in
the epistemic model as commonly interpreted but also attempts to
explain the truth behind the mataphmf that the saléndaceiver is

blind to the cbvious.



CHAPTER I

THE EPISTEMIC MODEL

To In the paper which is perhaps most responsible for the

recent interest in the problem of self-deception, Raphael Demos
proposes an account of self-deception that incorporates a Tull-blood-
ed explication of the episté&ic model. mﬁile.rEGGQSizing tﬁat ﬁselfn
deception® has more than one use, he attempis to analyze what appearé
to be the central meaning., In doing so he combines analyses of
deception and lying; since deception, while emphasizing the securing
of the desired result, need not include intention, and lying; while
emphasizing intention, need not include the secﬁring of the desired
result. (Thus tﬁ have deceived you, I need not have lied; and to
have lied to you, I need not have deceived.) So, working wifh the
elements of both deception and lying, the analysis of inierpersonal
deception pertinent to selFudeception becomes: "'B lies to (decesives)
C' means: B intends to induce z mistaken belief in C, B succeeds in
'carrying out this intention, and finally 8 knows (and belisves)

that what he tells C is false. All three: intentidn, results and
knowledge, are iﬁcludedc“z And, accardingly, “Self-deception exists,
I will say, when a peréun lies to himself, that is to say, persuades
himself to believe what he knows is not so. In short, self-deception
entails that B believes boih p and not-p at the same time. Thus
self-deception involves an imner conflict, perhaps the existence of

. . g 3
a contradiction,®



Uddly enocugh, Demos locates the paradox not in the element
of intention but in the self-deceiver's holding two incompatible
beliefs. Apparently self-deception, baldly stated in terms of
lying to oneself, is logically impossible becasuse

Believing and dishbelieving are pro and con attitudes;
they are contraries and therefore it is logically’

. impossible for them to exist at the same time in the
same respect. When 8 lies to hims=lf he comes to
believe what he knows to be Talse; to accept this as
the description of a2 fact is to adwmit a viplation of
the law of contradicticn. It would seem, then, that
sglf-deception - lying to oneself — is logically
impossible in the way it has been formulated. Per-

haps, then, the description given is mrongoh
However, as he ramarks, two ohvious nannpéradaxical redescriptions
fail to significantly cope with the evidence. If the contrary
beliefs occurred at different and successive tim;s or the agreeable
belief occcupied the conscious mind while the disagreeable one were.
repressed into the unconscious,; then, Demos contends, these sug-
gested redescriptions would simply fall midelnf the mark. For
examﬁle, "The mother who has convinced herself that her prudiga} s0n
is a fine boy is haunted by a ‘nagging'daubt‘o Here both the ba;ief
and the doubt are simultaneous and both seem to be in the consciocus
mind.- Or také the man who deceives hihsslf gbout his attractiveness.
to the ladies. Backad into a corner by his friends and confronted
by past failures which he cannot deny, he confesses the truth, adde
ing, "I knew all along I am no QUQd"a"S Sp, on Demos' view, self-

deception must be characterized by an inner conflict which consists



in contrary heliefs held simultaneously in the consciousness of the
PETrSOn.
Since, according to Demos, a person cannot consclously hold

contrary beliefs at the same time in the same respect and yet in

self~deception both beliefs myst be in the consciousness of the

person,’ the problem becomes one of making intelligible the descrip-

tion of the self-deceiver as one consciously holding contrary beliefs

in different respecis.

He proposes a solution to this problem in arguing that con-
trary beliefs can exist as conscious beliefs held in different
respects by attributing each belief tﬁ a different level of aware-
ness: "one is simple awsreness, the other awareness tagather with
atténding or noticing o . o I may be aware of samething without, at
the same time, noticing or focusing my attention on it. This comes
about because I méy be distracted by something else, or bhecause 1
may deliberately ignore it, or because 1 may not wish ﬁa think abcﬁt
it. The not-noticing need not be something tﬁat just happens.ta . -
meo"6 So, applying this to selfodecaptimn, when S believes p while
in the state of knowing and believirnig not~p he is conscious nf both
beliefs but aware of them on different levels.  Although this might’
provide a solution to the prmblem'syated above, ‘it does not come to
grips with all the prohlems in the analysis Demos presents; There
still remains the problem of handling the intentional feature. But
before the adequacy of the proposed solution is examined, there is
a miscmhception to be cleared away.

His claim that i1t is logically impossible for contrary



beliefs ito exist in the same person at the same time in the same
respect (for whatever the last rider may mean) is palpably incor-
recte It is logically impossible for someone to know p and to know
g (where g is incompatible with p) at the same time because knowing
that it is raining entails that it is raining., If it is raining

and A knows that fact then it is logicelly impussibie for him ﬁo
know that,; say, the skies are clear (or, for that matter, that it is
not raining). But whereas the truth of p is a necessary condition
of knowing that p, no such condition exists for believing. It is
not logically impossible for someone to believe p and believe g at
the same time, although to say that it is logically possible to

hold contrary beliefs simultaneously is not to say that it is also
nan-paradoxical. So, if holding incompatible beliefs simultanecusly
is paradoxical,; the paradox is not a.lngical one. Perhaps the
oddity of ascribing incompatible beliefs to someone af the same

time derives not from logical considerations but from the failure
tnvundarstand how someone could (raticonally) think or act as if p

is true and think or act as if g is trus. Uue presume ratimnal
animals béhave and wiéh to beghave ratinnally§ and rationality implies'
consistency in thoughts and behaviour.

So, contrary to Demos, there is no logical difficulty in
attributing incompstible beliefs to one person at one time. Indeed,
there are saver;l possible explanations of how somgone might cone
Scipusly hold incompatible belisfs at the same time, provided he is
not aware of their incompatibility. Some examples are: (1) A be-

lieves that Trudeau is married and that the Prime Minister of Canada
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is a bachelor because A is not aware that Trudeau is the Canadian
Prime Minister. (2) when the helief that Trudeau had married was
‘activated in A (uhile he believed that Trudeau, the Prime Minister,
is é bachalnr)‘he failed to appreciate the relevance of the new
belief to the old, and thus failed to make the reguired ad&ustmento
(3) If p and g are unobviously incompatible (e.g., p = Next yeér
each numbered day of the week in February mill correspand to each
numbefed day of the week in March, and g = Any year whose last two
digits are equally divisible by four is a leap vyear; and suppose
the last two digits of the year in guestion are equally divisibie
by four) then it is possible for someone io be conscious of both
and not recognize their incompatibilitye.

However, Demos may not be trouhled by this because his chief
concern segems to be explaining how it is ﬁossible for somesne to be
conscious of his incompatible beliefs and at the same time conscious
of their incompatibility. Nnrmally only the mentally defgcﬁive or
irrational person behaves in this fashion. But the self-deceiver
is neither meﬁtally defective ﬁor irratinnalo To resolve this
problem, Demos suggesis that the self-deceiver is sware of both
‘beliefs, but aware of each on a different level so that they do

not clash. But, as we shall see, this solution has problems af

its own,

Any solution to the problem as set by Dsmos must satisfy
the crucial reguirement that 5, in deceiving himself, intends to

induce in himself an erronepus belief while he knows the truth,.
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The solution Demos proposes implies that the paradox disappears when
the deceiver is described as being sware of the contrary beliefs on
two different levels. S is aware of his true belief on the level

of simple awareness (and presumably swere alsc of the incompatibility
of the true and false beliefs) and aware of his false belief on this
level togesther with his attending or nnticing it. Howsver, the
argument gets its force from an equivocation on the mdrd "aware®.

Now it is not entirely clear what is meant by a level of
awarensss because it is not entirely clear what the term "awareness”
means.

To say that R is now aware that he is wearing blue trousers
is to say either that A is now examining his trousers or attending
to the fact that he is wearing blue trousers, or that while he is
not at the moment paying attention to the colour of his trousers he
is not ignorant of that fact. The use of "aware" and its cognates
in the latter instance allows for substitution with either "know"
or "believa"‘uiﬁhnut loss of import. For example, when A blithely
announces his inteﬁticn to wear an orange shirt, B responds with
'"You can't wear an orange shirt with blue trousers, the.colmurs
will clash®!, A's rejoinder, 'I am aware of that but it is the anly:
shirt that is clean', implies that although he was not at the time
considering the fact that he was wearing blue trousers and the fact
that the colours orange and blue clash, he knew bath and if a
suitably coloured shirt were clean he would wear it. A different
use.nf “aware’, according to Demos, is this latter 'simple auware-

ness! plus attending or noticing. A is aware on this level if, say,



12

when announcing his intention, he manifests displeasurs at the
thought of the gaudy result.

'A is aware that p' is, then, embiguous. It can mean
either (a) A knows that p but is not now attending te p, or (b) A
is noticing that or attending to p. If (&) is what Demos labels
simple awareness then his position is that (b) consists of (a)
"together with attending or noticing®. But this is Hardly the case.
The use of "aware" in (bB) does not entail that A either knows or
haliaves that p; it entails only that A is entertaining p. I am
presently aware of, i.e., attending to; the prapusitiah thét fhere
existed a king named Arthur mhq led the Knights of the Round Table,
but I neither believe nor dishelieve it. 1 merely entertain the
stsit_:ility° fnd to have the propositional attitude "entertain”
o p is not tantamount to having either of the proposltional
attitudes "know" or "believe' to p; to entertain p is not to commit
oneself to an acceptance of p. Thus (b) neither consists of naf
entails (a), and sa thé two senses of "aware®™ sre distinct and
separate? And hence there is no sense to be made of the contention
that the self-deceiver is conscious (in case‘"consciaus" here has
a univocal meaning) of both beliefs but on diffegrent levels. But
in any case, even if (b) would eniail (&), we do not seem to have
successfully avoided what Demos intends to avoid, namely, ascribing
incompatible beliefs in the same respect or on the same level of
awareness., S's being aware of a belief on level (b) entails that
he is also.amare of it on level (a). .But if he is aware of the

incompatible belief on level (a) as well, then he holds both beliefs
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on the same level of awareness and in ﬁhe same respect, which Demns
claims to be logically imposeible,

While it is true that "I may be aware of something without
at the same time noticing or focusing my.attentidn on it®; it does |
not follow from the fact that Yaware" is used in both senses (a) and
(b) and that A can be asware of p in sense (a) and aware of not-p in
sense (h), that.“aware" means the same in both instances. Indeed'
the distinction betuwseen senses (a) and (b) precludes just such an
inference. Demos cannot have it both ways. He cannot have the two
levels of swareness to be so distinct and so similar that the self-
deceiver can be said to be unambiguously suware of both beliefs bgf
in different respects. #nd, as I shall argue shortly, his failure
to establish a univocal sense of awsreness for the different levels
of zwereness undermines his atiempt to establish intentionality.

The point Demos tries to make about levels of awareness is
illustrated by his contention that one's headache may continue to
exist even if one does not notice it, because, say, one is engrossed
in a movie. '"While watching the story on the screen I don't Yfeel®
my headache; but as soon as the play is over, i feel a headache
ONce MOTe » « » the headdche continued existingw but I did not
notice ite“v Demos wants a case in which someone has a psain but
does not feel it in order to produce an analogue ito being consclous
of a belief but not noticing it; But pains are so unlike beliefs
that the analogy must fail. The differences between pains and
beliefs that rule out the analogy are familiar enough and pursued

elseuharea as to warrant my not repeating them here.
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What cases of self-deception does Demos' analysis purpdrt to
describe non-pdradoxicelly?  Demos explicitly restricts the.scgpe
of his analysis to thaose instances where intention, results and
knowledge obtain. He distinguishes the use of the expression '__
is décaiuing ;aﬁelf‘ which is analogous to the application of 'A
is deceiving B' from other uses in which scmething other than
degeption is impiiedo A person who holds (or seems to hold) an
erronecus belief as a result of wishing that something he has little
or nalduntfal over wBre sQ, is more aptlg described as engaging in
wishful thinking. In such cases the person usually yields to an-
emotion cr impulse which diminishes responsibility for holding the
erronecus belief. And because "We must also be able te say of a
person; he knew what he was doing, and he could have done otherwise",
the use of Yself-deception® and its éccampanying gscription of
responsibility should normally be withheld in just those cases.
belusions of grandeur while drunk, hypnotized or sick are strictly
different from self-deception in that "the person having'the de-
lusions experiences no conflict; there is no caﬁntervailing belief."
Self-deception is also distinct From pretanding to oneself although
the differences are more tenuous. Usually pretending to oneself
very nearly approaches (total) belief and thus self-deception. For
example, “thoss with a dramatic temperament, the enthusiast and the
like, presesrve some sense of reality; in some 'corner of the mind!
they know that it is all an a&t,"

Thus, taking the lins suggestesd in “"pretending to uheself",

self-deception is found in a "mother who has convinced herself that
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her prodigal son is & fine boy is haunted by a 'magging doubt'® and
2 "man who deceives himself about his attractiveness to tha~ladies
Lfand_when;7 Backed into a2 corner by his friends and confronted by
past failures which he cannot deny, he confesses the truth, adding
'I knew all along that I am no good'°“1a But are thesé genuine
ﬁasas of self-deception, let alone onss covered by Demos' analysis?
I think not. |

There is little information to go on, but let us see uheﬁher
‘what there is measures up to the conditions Demos sets. To be in
self-deception the woman would have té (1) know that ﬁar son is
prodigal, (2) bslieve he is a fine boy as result of her intention to
do so, and (3) "notice! only the latter belief. It is guestionable
whether her nagging doubt amounts to knowledge: both ‘the doubt and
the belief that her son is a fine boy may be the conseguence of
conflicting pieces of evidence, such that although she has good
reason to believe hs is a fine bhoy there may be (mounting) evidence
that he is not. But for the sake of srgument, let us assume that
the nagging dnﬁbt is a product of her knowledge that the boy is
prodigal. Now, presumably, a nagging doubt is one that Frequéntlg
comes to one's attention. But iF‘this is so, by attending %o the
true belief, she then fails to meet condition (3).

The ‘ladies' man' example undergoes a'similar fate. .Tn he
sglf-deceived, he must (1) know that he is Qnsuccessful with uumah,
(2) believe contrary to this knowledge as a result of his intention
to do so, and (3) attend to only the latter belief. Supﬁdsefthat'

his repudiation of his recent behaviour by his admission that he
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knew all alang-fulfills condition (1). Suppose too that he was
oblivioys of his true belief until prodded by his friends. This

. should satisfy condition (3). Nonetheless there still is a prob-
lem. If he did at no time atiend or ‘riotice' his true belief, then
to say that he intendsd to believe wistakenly is without suppert.
How could he have intended to believe mistakenly if he did not .
recognize thé grror he wanted to commit?

-ﬁ% course, these cases might étill be instances of self-
decedtion, even though Demos' analysis does not fit. But there is |
no good reason to think they are. hat the woman says publicly
about her son is egually a manifestation of her love, an emphasis
of his good traits, or & matter of wishful thinking rather than_a
product hf self-geception. And it is implausible to suggesf that
a woman who wishes her prodigal son behaved better, or who believes
that in spite of it all hebis basically good and makes every effort
to show her congern and love, is self-deceived. Siﬁilarlg, thé
'ladies! man' does not seem to differ significantly from a man who,
through furgat?uiness or thes failure ts attend to certain facts,
comes to hold a mistakan‘belief'abmut himself. Here we have a case
of someone simply holding inconsistent beliefs, not someone in
self-degeption. |

My criticism is not only that Demos has not produced a
convingcing exaﬁple of sélf—deceptimn gonforming to his analysis;
but primarily that no plausible case Df‘selfmdeceptian whatsoever
will it his analysis, because the cﬁnditian of intentionality

cannot possibly be satisfied unless the person 'notices! his false
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baliefo If the person intends to believe falsesly, then his recog-
nition of the falsehood he wishes to belisve must be simultanzous
Qith the repugnitimn of the truth of the matier. How else is he
able to decide what is false? 8o if the condition imputing inten-
tion is to be made sense of, 5 must 'motice' his true belief and
‘notice’ that the belief he intends to hold is false. That reguires
that S is aware of both beliefs in sense (b)), whgch ﬁnntradicts
Demas! ﬁuntentiun tﬁat S is aware of the true belief in sense (a)
and the false belief in sense (b)., Of course, some of Demos!
remarks suggest that part of tha selfadeceivar's intention is to
remove the true belief from his attenticn. This may come about

by deliberately ignoring it mr.nmt wishing to think about itm11

But for either to obtain, 5 must attend tu.mhat‘is to be ignored

in order to ignore it. And if to put oneself into a state of self-
deception requires that one not attend to the true belief, then to
deliberately ignare it is to defeat one's purposes.

Apcording to Demqs,'either the self-deceiver is simply nat
noticing a belief or deliberately ignoring it. If the former, than
self»deception does not seem to differ from someone holding an
incorrect belief bacausevhe has forgotten what he knows, or from
someone holding inconsistent beliefs and for any of a number of
reasans not recognizing their incompatibility. If the latter, then
self-deception on Demos! analysis is impossible. Bui perhaps the

‘assumption that an analysis of intafpersnnal deceptiun will throw

light on self-deception is wrong.
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2. Tuo subsequent attempts at giving a nuﬁmparaduxical account
of self-deception avoid the seemingly insurmountazhle difficulties
posed by its alleged correspondence to- interpersonal deception.
Frederick Siegler argues sgainst the correspondence snd formulates
a motivational explanation of self-deception. Terence Penelhum,
denying that self-deception involves motives, bases his analysis on
the assumption that the self«dquivér believas in the fTace of strong
evidence to the contrary, with the aim of producing an intelligible
rendering of the suppmséd paradnxe

Siepgler rejects the possibility of the criteria for inter-
persgnal deception providing an analysis of self-deception. He-
claims the criteria for self-deception which parallel the criteris
for interpersonal deception, i.e., (1) S knows p,12 (2) S believes
not-p, (3) S believes not-p as a result éf 8's intentionzal procedure
to believe not-p; cannot be fulfilled becsuse there is a logical
oddity in saying of someone that he believes what he knows io be
false:

For, as these words are normally understood, "A be-
lieves (knows) what he knows (believes) %o be false®
does not make sense. Sincs it was a Teature of inter-
personal decéptian that the deceiver know that what
the deceived believes is false and this cannot make
sense where the deceiver and the deceived sre the

13
SEMme person.

Indesd-there is a prima facie oddness in saying of someone that he
belieﬁes what he knows to be false, or someone sincerely asserting

17 believe what I know to be false'. (The lztter would be odder
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still if subsequenit to the déciaratiun no ettempf was made to make
the necessary adjustment.) But this is not a legical oddity. If A
believes p and knows notep and knowledge entails belief, then A
believes p and believeg not-p. Here we have somegone holdiﬁg inéon»
sistent beliefs which, as maAhaue‘seen,‘is not logically impossible.
However, if it is allowed that believing not-p entails disbaliéving
p, then it seems that there is a contradiction. But again it must
be recognized that incompatible beliefs, unlike incompatible ascrip-
tions of knowledge, do not exclude one another. All that is re-
guired is to show that it is possible for somecne to be in a certain
pbelief-state in set of circumstances and in a contrary belief-state
in a different set of bircumataﬁcas over the same pafind of time. And
that does not appea: too difficult. We should not confuse the claim
of aécribing z belief to someone and denying that he has that belief
with the claim that he holds contrary bheliefs: only the former is
éelf—cnntrédicﬁoryo1k |

while I think that that part of Siegler's criticism of the
analysis & la Demos is slightly askeuw, Siegler dmeé attack the
central problematic feature,; namely, that the self-deceiver is
taken in by his own intention to believe falsely.

If S is to be correctly desmribed-gs having intended to
bring himself to beliesve what he knéms to be false, it would have
to be established that:

(1) S knows p,
(2) S intends to believe g, which requires that,
(2) 5 recognizes both that he knows that p and
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that p is incompatible with g, and,
(b) 5 has resson to bring it about that be believes
gy i.8., there is a logical connection between

the phject of S's action and the answer to the
15

question ‘why did § do it?',
(3) 5 bszlisves g. '
Could there ever be an instance of selfudemeétian‘mhich mgulﬁ meet
all the above conditions? I think not,

A typical case which the analysis in guestion should satis-
factorily describe is something like the Fnliawing°16 5 discovers
from a relisble source (his doctor) that he will die from an incur-
able disease within ten days. The features of the case up to this
point are that the evidanpa for the prognosis are conclusive, S
verbally accepts the prognosis, and S's behavioﬁrlahums that he
accepts the prognosis. After Tour days havavelapsed; BS's hehaviuur 
alters significantly despite no change in the medical proonosis;
the evidence is still conglusive. 5 verbally rejects %hé‘prugnasis
and his behaviour shows that he rejects it. So it looks ss-if 5
Believes what he knows to be false. Are there sufficient grounds
tnvestablish that 5 intended to believe erronecusly?

Cn the first few days; & behaQes as if he were going to die,
i.e.; making funeral arrangements, ufiting his last will and tesfaa
ment, etg. 0On subseguent days, 5 shows signs of siress and great
anxiety. We find him muttering to himself, 'I want to live, I musi
live ¢« « o' He begins to read stories about mirsculous cures,’
unexplained recoveries Trom terminagl diseases. On the Tifth day,

.he tells us that he will be cured, cancels the funeral preparations,
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and destroys his last will and testament,.
Does 5's behaviour estasblish an intention to hold a false.
belief?

Here we can conclude that / 5 7 did believe that he
was going to die, and that now he believes that he
~is not going to die. He initiated a procedure which
we could say resulted in the change of his belief,

But so far we would be justified in concluding only
that /7S 7 had convinced himself that he is going to
live. This is hbecause there is no indication that
175_7 intended to induce in himself what he believed
to be a false belief. His procedure may have included
poor or silly, or otherwise unfounded considerations,

but it was not a procedure by which Zf847 intended

to produce a belief which he believed to be falseg17

This seems correct. But more is needed to see exactly why we are
Qnable to say of 5 that he intendsd fto believe erroneously.

An objection might be urged along the following lines. 'S's
mutterings expressing his desire to live and his searching out
literature on miraculous cures are undoubtedly intentional. And
since the false belief is acquired as a result of these activities, .
then, surely, 5§ can be spoken of as having intantimnélly induced a
false belief in himself.; There are two replies to this objection:
The firét is that although 1t can be zdmitted that S cameg to hold &
false belief as, a result of cerﬁain intended actions, it does not
follow that he intended to believe what was false. Perhaps the
belief was a fortuitous consequence of his activity even though it
was not intended as such. Furtherﬁgre, cases in which someone does

deliberately set cut to hold @ false belief by putting himself into
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such a situation that he is led to hold the false belief and either
dfdp or ‘forget' the trues one fail to gualify, because if the former
then he does not hold twn‘beliefs and if the lattar, since tha
belisf 'forgotten' is normglly a source of discomfort, then the

person's activity bears a striking resemblance to wishful thinking

and repressing an unpleasant thmught°18 The second reply is that

if 5 did intend to hold a false belief, then-he must have had reason
to do so. What reason, then, does S have which leads him to accept:
the stories and believe that he too will be miraculously cured?

His reason for believing the stories is his own
honest, non-observational explanation of why he
believes them. He may confess that he believes the
stories becsuse they seem so plausible. But he gould
nct say that be believes the stories because (plaus-
ible or implausible) he wished to believe them and
that he accepted them as proof that he will live. It
may be that the reason (which explains) why he
believed foolish or implausiﬁle stories and why he
accepted silly stories as preof that he failed to see
Just how gilly or implausible the stories are. But
this is not his reason for believing and accepting the
stories or for believing and accepting silly and
implausible stories. For his reason for believing and
accepting the stories is that he finds them implau-.

.siblen19

But even if the explanation Siegler gives is right, it does not
rule out the possibility of §'s intending to believe that he will
be cured. To say that S5 had a reason for believing suggests that
his coming to believe was intentional. Houwever this need not be

the case.
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S tells us that he believes that he will be cured because he
finds the stories plausibls. Suppose that S is alsoc in a position
to acknpwledge that some such siories are fabrications, and that
many others have been scientifically explainad, and that it is
réasdnable to assume in‘cases where an explanation is not available
that there is a natural éxplanatian nonetheless, and most importantly
that no one with his disease has been known to be cured. Thus, it
seems that althuugﬁ 5 has no grmunaswfar believing that he will
be cured he believes ﬁunethelessa_ This shows, I think; that the
"berause" in 'S believes p because e' may signal only a causal
relation between p and 2 and not a rational connection. The case
of 5 believing that he will be cured because he fTinds the siories
plausible can be construed as a tase of someone holding & belief -
which lacks support, yet which the person was led td believe. Not
every belief is held on the basis of rational éuppsrt; some beliefs
we have as a result of certain things which cause us to have thamozm
So it is somewhat misleading to say, as Siegler does, about S that
since he believes p because g, & is his reason for believing p —
as if e prmvided rational support for p. Indeed what appears to be
true is that S believes p as a resuit of being in a certain mental
stats which permitted e to activate a belief that p in him. And to
deny that S has or had a resson (i.e., one which provides rational
support) strengthens the caée against the eclaim that 5 intended to
believe hz could be cured.

The fact that intentionality hes not been established in

this particular case is sympiomatic of the fact that the statement
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'S intends (intended) to believs falsely! involves incoherencies
cancerning the nature of belief which do not szem readily, if at
all, resolvablz (see Intraﬁuctian)a But if‘it can be made coherent
with respect to self-deception, then the onus is T the proponents
of such a thesis to show what they have thus far failed to show.
Nonetheless, in light of the difficulties, any endeavour toc make
the notion of intendi&g to believe falsely coherent does not

appear promising.

Now if Siegler's, together with my own, srguments against
the 'strong' model (Siegler's terminolgy) of salfwdecépticn are
correct, then what is the ralson d'8tre behind the use of the term
"self-deception"? If self-deception is not logicslly skin to
interpersénal<decaptinn, is there nevertheless a point in employing
reflexive deception ascriptions? Siegler contends that the anslagy

is somewhat weaker. To say someone is deceiving himself

enuhr e TeE]

somebody had deceived him into having false hopes.
But he does know better (meaning pught to know) and
nobody has deceived him and so he should reasonably
give up such hopes. UWhen he talks that way he is
simply not taking into account what he knows (meaning
"gught to know") about such matters. He should know
better,> |

Te be sure, this general characterization of reflexive deception

aécriptians is at least part of what we do mean when we accuse

someone of being self-deceived. Unfortunately, Slegler's specific

proposals as to a formulation of that wmeaning is less than
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Siegler eliminates ong troublesome feature from the ‘'strong'
(= ngos') model,; namely, that 5 intends to believe what he knows
to be false, and redescribes another, namely, that 5 holds incom-
patible beliefsg For_tha_latter, the beliefs may occur at diff
ferent times, or in one type of situation h is acknowledged while
in gnother type of situation it is denied. For the former, 5 does
not intend to believe what is false, rather "we could say that he
actdally believes that not-p as & result of a desire that not-p
and @ fear that p."2% 5 is in self-deception if and only if:

(1) he knows (or believes) that p.

(2) he believes that notep as a result of desire and
fear.

(3) he believes that not=p though he has good reasaon
to believe that p. ,

(&) he misconstrues or distoris at the level of

gvidence and inferanCEOZB
As set cut, it appears to be a clearer model than that proposed by
bémos énd ong which seemé tb admit reédily of acﬁual aﬁplicaﬁidn, .
But are the phenomena covered by this anglysis the kind cf.phanw
omena we are prepared to call central cases of self-deception?
Siegler is careful in itrying to distinguish his version of what it
is'tm deceive oneself from utﬁer'relatad ﬁhenomena, €000y mistakan
baiief, juﬁping’tm a cénclusian, and so on. But has he succeeded
in finding instanaes-gg»self»deceptinn conforming to his analysis
which are signicantly different‘ffuﬁ them?

According to Siegler, self-deception requires a belief that
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not-p which is caused by both & desire that not-p and a fear that
p through a misjudging of the evidence. Presumably, the case of the
man who has a few days to live, with minor alteratiocns, can be wade’
to fit this snalysis. The man accepis the doctor's prognosis that
he has but ten days to live. Later he comes across stories relating
unexplained curés of terminzl diseases which lead hiﬁ to believe
that he will live. His belief that he will live is caused largely
by his desire to live and his fear of death. Through the desire -
and fear he distorts the content and magnitude of the stories.
wheh relating thém ne tells us that men exactly like him th had
had the same disease were cured miraculcuwsly, and since he is no
different from those already cured he too will live.

On the face of it, this ssems to be a case of self-deception
singe it "dif%ers from a stupid or naive mistake in that none va
these features imcgnditisns 1 -4 abqu;7 need apply . o o from
jumping to-a conclusion caused by a dééire in that featufe'3 rieed
not aphly and the cause need not involve a fear that p « « « Trom
wishful thinking in that there need be no fear that not-p in the
causél explanation . . . from serious psychological disorders in
that cfévings and abhorrences rather than desires and fears cause a
distortion at .the level of perception rather than at the level of eve
idence a«mss:l-'1ra’r‘ei:'araz:t—3.p"Zbr Nevertheless, Siegler's analysis will prove
unsatisfactory gf self-deception is a jumping to a conclusion
gcupled.mith an‘awersimn to the opposite conclusion, or if self-
deception is wishing that something were trus compounded with a

repression of the thought that it is not true, or, possibly, if it
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is not distinct from mild psychologicel disorders. Eertainly,
instances of wishful thinking, jumping to a conclusion, etc. ars
fregquently cailed'ééifndelusury; we do say'thaﬁ someone is in self-
depeption when we could just as well say that he is engaged in
wishful thinking or jumﬁing to a conclusion. If Sieglef is right,
i.e.; that selfadaneptiuﬁ'is but oneg of these or a cmmbination'mf
these, then it appears that there is nothing which is uniquély
called a deceiving of oneself. 0On SiEQler's“analySis these diverse
applications of the term are not only loose applications but also
manifestations of the term's completely surrogate nature. Accepting
this way of looking at self-deception suggests that there is nothing
to which "self-deception" uniguely applies. It is merely a cone-
venient term serving to group together some related phenomena. But,
surely, if thig is true, "self-deception® does not appear o have a
significant function. And the notion itsélf ceases to be of
special interest.

| The move to such a position can be checked by noting an
impmftént facﬁer in éelf«deceptiun to which Siegler giuas.scant
attention. UWhile it is probably true that “The person in sglf-
deception gither speaks or acts on the belief that p, but the staté .
of self-deception is temporary and liable to be shatiered by an |
Qﬁéxpected event;.eog°g én aacﬁsatiun of self-deception or a clear

25 by this'Siegler seems to

revelation of the falsity of p, etc.,”
be suqggesting (and his analysis does not rule it out) that the self-
deceiver can be brought out of his self-deception by the mare

mentimniof the errcr or» by = pointing out something which chale
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lenges the mistaken belief.  Rather something to the contrary seems
"to be the case. UWhat distinguishes self-deception from pther‘
»clasely related nmtinné is that the self-deceiver is hiind to the
Ubﬁinuso When the contrary evidence of which the self-deceiver is
Fully aware clipqhes_tha_matter; ha‘ramains unmoved. SUrely this
resistance to the signifiménme of the facts is what, if anytihing,
distinguishes genuine cases of self-deception from cases whare the
term is'lmmsely applied. ‘There is something we cannpt undersiand
about the self—daceivgr, 'hpm can He-haliave Eﬂgﬁ!5 Ue are impatient
and intolerant because we know he is equipped to assess the situa-
tion as we do, but for same reason he does not. Perhaps this is all
that the (alleged) paradox amounts te. In any case, Siegler's
non=paradoxical snalysis, though probably helpful in indicating the
close relatiahahip between self-dsception and ather mental phen-

umené,‘?ailé to cépture this distinctive feature.

3 Terence Penelhum, acting upon a suggestion by John Canfield
and Don Bﬁstafson, develops an analysis which attempts to explicate
the paradox in self-deception while avoiding the difficulties“iﬁ-‘
herent in an analyéis logically akin to interpersonal decepticn.
Ganfieid and. Gustafason érgua that selfadecepfianrcan best be under-
stond as belief in the face of strong evidence to the contrarye.
Theg take as their starting pﬁint thé treatment of "self-~command®.
An analysis of self-command in terms parallel to that of interper-

sonal command produces a paradox. If, however, self-gommand is seen
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not ags a species of interpersonal camménd but as a 'making oneself
act in the face of certain obstasles' the oddity disappears. OSim-
ilarly, when self-decsption is understood not as a species of inter=-
_pérsmnal decepiion but'as belief in the face of strong evidence to
the contrary, the prima facie oddity disappearSOZB

While this seems to be true,; it is not the whole story.
Belief in the face of strong evidence to the contrary is @ necessary
condition of self-deception, without it hself—déception mauldlbe

27 Lut it is not a

indistinguishable from intellactﬂal‘;ﬁdecisian;“
sufficient condition. "The self-decelver must also know the évim
dence; or else we have not self-deception but ignozance," and, "if
he knows the evidencge yet does not accept what it points o, this
might be becasuse he does not see what it points to, and them we

“have stupidity or naivetg; so the self-deceiver must not only know

28 50 the neces-

the strong evidence, but see what. it points to.®
sary and sufficient conditions of self-deception are:

(1) .belief in the face af stfung evidence to the
o contrary, )
(2) the subject's knowledge of the evidence,

(3) the subject's recognition of the import of the

. 29
evidence,

But coﬁditions (2) and (3) seem tantammunt to the self-
deceiver's holding an opposing belief .t.cJ,'(’l)o Conseguently, the.
paradox (as Penelhum sges it) of ascribing simultaneous inmnmpatibie
beliefs to the person has merely been restated and not maﬁe more
intelligible. To understand the paradox, we must, according to

Penelhum, understand that the self-decelver is in a 'conflict-
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state' (a term borrowed from Osmos) and that in "This way we can
'settle for consistent description of inconsistent behaviour. Some=
one in this state does partially satisfy the criteria for belief ~

and also those for ﬁisbeliefe“BD

That is,; in recognizing where the
contrary evidence points he in effect accepts the conclusion impliéﬂ
‘and in sincerely déclaring a beliefjﬁhiﬁh contradicts thét éccéﬂtn
ance he partly satisfies the criterias for disbelief,.'SQ théra ig
reason to say that”the self-decelver beiieves,what,he asserts and
reason to say that he does mot believe what he.assertsaB1

Penalhum's~analysis permits the fnllqwing to be described
as self-deception. Consider the case of a wman S (a philosopher
perhaps) who sincerely contends that Wittgenstein died in 1955, He
. acknowledges that everyone who knew Wittgenstein in the early 50's
agrees that he died in 1951, that biographies list his
death as having occur:ed_in'195ﬂ? that no ong‘is reported to have
seen him in the years between 1951 and ﬁ955, and sd on. Despite
the overwhelming evidence to the contrary, which 5 recognizes and
accepts mifhdut guestion, S5 maintains that Wittgenstein died in
"BSSo Indeed he not only sees where the evidence points but he
- does not challenge the evidence in any way, nor does he offer
evidence on behalf of his own contention.

Surelg_ this man cannot be let off with an innccuous accusa=
tion of self-deception. Surely this man is behaving irrationally.
He admits and acceptis the evidence for p and yet at the same time
denies it. If that is all there is to the cage, then there should

be an explanation of his cutrapgecus behaviour. Does he not really
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understand what he asserts and what the evidence means? Has the
~evidence slipped his mind? Is he unduly obstinate? Does he refuse
to admit his efrqneous claim? Is he simply irrationral? If any
answer to these questions is in the affirmative, then the man ecould
not properly be said to be self-deceived; if all are negative, then
‘the paradox has not been avoided —— it could not be more blataﬁﬁe
Moreover, even if the case taken is not as clear cut as the pre-
ceding, say, one in which the evidence is nut.averuhalmiﬁg, the
difficulties still arise. While admitting'that-there are good

" reasons for believing that p and there are no good reasnné for
denying p, to claim not-p without reservation and with no attempt
to assess or adjust the clgim or the degree of conviction with which
the claim is made is not to beqmerely obstinate but to traverse - the
bounds of rationality. Certainly, obstinacy requires at least some
backing for what is claimed,. Ixratimnality, on the ather_hand,
vrequires nong.

Where Penelhum seems to hava.gmne wrong is that he includes,
as one of the conditions, the feature that the self-deceiver must
know the evidence and see where it points. But this is not in line
with what is ordinarily said about the person in self-deception.
The self-deceiver is one who is somehow blind to the cbvious, for
somg reason he Tails to see what we sea,.nf indeed what he could
see if he were not self-delqdedb If it were thg case that the
self-deceiver accepts contrary evidence and the implications thereof
without uffering'nr having acecess to suppmr%ing evidence, then it

seems that the self-deceiver differs not at 211 from the irrationazl
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person. However, the self-daceiver is not criticized for denying
what he sees, ratber he is criticized for Talling to see scmething
he ought to see, something he could seg if he were.not in se;F»
deception. UWhatever the self-deceiver is, he is not irrational.

- Despite the way Penelhum has handled the original suggestion
by Banfieid and Gustafson, that self-deception involves belief in
the face of strong evidence to the contrary, it is, I think, if not
completely correct, at least on the right track. The mistake
Penelhum has made is toc reintroduce a second oppuéing.belief, or
what might amount to an oppasing‘baliefo‘ Both Siegler and Penelhum
curfactly eliminate the supposed intentional aspect in self-decep-
tion, namely, that the self-deceiver intends to believe falsely.
But they retaln the feature that self-deception, ;ike interpersonal
deception, consists primarily of two conitrary beliefs. And the
reason Tor the fallure of both analyses seems to rest on the Faqt
that if two incompatible beliefs are attributéd to the'selfadeﬁeiver
at the same time or at differemt times, then descriptions other
thén self-deception are more apprmpr;ateo Some altefnative descrip-
tions are that S unwittingly holds incompatible beliefs, he has |
forgotten that such-and-such, he is engaged in wishful thinking, he
has repressed an unpleasant thought, etc. Perbaps restricting
self-deception tavone'éignifimant mistaken belief will have more
beneficial results. | ]

But before embarking on a discussion of a possible improve-

ment upon the previously éitad attempts to formulaté a satisfactory

account of self-deception, a novel approach, which tries to circume



vent the problems in the epistemic model but which alsc attempts
to come to grips with intentionality by intfaducing a new vooabe

ulary, deserves some attention.
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CHAPTER TI

THE SELF-ASCRIPTIVE MODEL

The failure of those working with what has been called the
epistemic model in producing a satisfactiory analysis of self-de-
ception has impelled at least one writer to abandon that approach
eltogether. In the mést extansiﬁe and impressive ireatment of the
topic to date, Herbert Fingarette introduces a new model which, he
maintains, offers a more comprehensive means of coming to grips
with the essential paradox in self-deception and cipsely related
psychological and moral issues imbedded in talk of the self-
deaaivero1 »

Fingarette argues that the reason for the failure of ths
variopus analyses based on the epistemic model is that the model
iteglf is z cul-de-sac. Parsdoxes arise because the sutomatic
comparison of self-deception to interpersonal deception and the
usual descripition of the self-deceiver as perceiving mistakenly
sugéest that the Easic glement is belief. But there ssems to be no
way of reconciling the attribution of conflicting beliefs to the
self-deceliver with the egsential intantioﬁal nature of self-decep-
tion., Consequently, those attempts to make self-deception intel-
ligible which employ knowledge and belief have, in one way or
another, avoided the intentionsl aspect, and in its place have
concentrated on the less crucial problem of atLrlbutlng contrary

beliefs. And, he says, any dnaly31s which ignores the irtention-

3k
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ality of self-deception must obvigusly wiss a large part of the
activity of self-decepiion.

His method of attack is to challenge the epistemic model's
implicit, uncriticized assumption that'selFQdecaption consists
primarily in a person's belief(s). His approach is to set aside,
by demoting in importance; the role of knowledge and belief while
attempting & non-paradoxical ascount of the intentional feature
implied.in describing the seledeceiva£ as one who brings it about
that he believes what he knows to be false.

As the starting point, Fingarette proposes é dramatic shift
of emphasis in our characterization of consciousness. However, this
shift does not mean the elimination of tfe 'cognition-perception?
fémily of terms, for which there is a natural tendency to séy the

self-deceiver is "one who doesn't perceive his own fakery, who can't

sge through the smokescreen he himself puts up, thh0_7 sincerely
believes the stories he tells while 'deep iﬂsidebhim'~ﬁg knows |
it is not true, / who_7 makes it appear to himself that suméthing is
S0, éfbr whu;7 is unaware of his a@n.dEGEptimno"z Rather it is his
‘aim to divorce Yconscious" and i1ts variant forms from this family
and to sth "hy reinterpretztion that they would be petter treated
e o o 85 members of the 'wvolitioneaction'’ family°“3 The reinter-
pretation offers a radical alternative to the traditional way of -
referring to consciousness as passive. If the prominent passive
imagery is superseded by an active one, the resulting conception of
consciousness when applied to the aneslysis of salfmdBCEption SErves

to make coherent its puzzling nature.
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The easy substitution of "see" for Yknow", Ybe aware of" and
"he conscipus of" has led us to conceive conscicusness as "the
essentiaglly passive registration and reflection to the '‘mind' of
what the world presents tn‘our eyaso”h Against this view, Fingarette
preposes a more fertile conception of consciousness as snmething‘ue |
do rather than something theat happens to us:

The model I propose is one in which we are doers,
active rather than passive. To be speeific, the model
I sugpgest is that of a skill . . o The specific skill
I particularly have in mind as 2 model for becoming
explicitly conscious of something is the skill of
saying what we are doing or experiencing. I propose,
then, that we do not characterize conscipusness as a
kind of mental mirror, but as the exgrcise of the
(learned) skill of "spelling-out' some feature of the

world as we are engagsd in itcb

The key element in self-deception which replaces belief becomes,
then, 'spelling-gut' or 'becoming explicitly conscious of ' one's
engagement in the world. An individual's engagement in the world
refers to

what someone does or what he undergoes as a human
subject; it is how an individual finds and/or takes

the world, including himself. It is 2 matter of the
activities he engages in, the projects he takes on,

the way the world presents itself to him to be seen,
heard, felt, enjoyed, feafed, or ptherwise ‘experienced’
by him. It is logically necessary that it should be
typical of our description of an individual's engage~
ment in the world that the description be casti in

terms of such categories as aims, reasons, motives,
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attitudes, end feelings, of understanding and ‘per-

ception'! of fhe world and'himself'a6
Thus, Finparette contends, the things about which a person can be
self-deceived expand to include aims, reasons, motives, etc. as
well as beliefs. But aims, reasuns;‘matiuesg etc., all involve
beliefs, And, presumably, s=lf-deception concerning any one of
thesg also involves Jjust those bheliefs. So if his élaih is right,.
enother argument is reouired to establish it.

Part of what 1t means to be in selfwdeéeptian is that the
self-deceiver fails to spell-out a part of his engsgement. Spelling-
put is the "exercise of a specific skill for a specizl reason . o <
Exercise of the skill reguires sizing up the situzation in order to
assess whether there is adeguate reason for spelling-out the enpage-
ment. And the corollary of this is that in exercising the skill we
are also assessing the situation %o see whether there is reasocn not
to spell-out the engagemento"7 There will be instances, then, when
there is an overriding reason not to spell-put one's engagement.

So the definition of sslf-deception is:

In general, the person in self-deception is a person
of whom it is a patent characteristic that even when
normally appropriate he persistently avoids spelling-

put some feature of his engagement in the wmrld.a

But spalling—éut is itself a way of being engaged in the world; we
can spell-out or refrain from spelling-out the fact that we are
spelling-out or not spelling«outa. S0, for the avoidance of the
first-order spelling-~out to be successiul, the second-order spelling~

out must also be avoided, since spelling-out that one is not



38

spelling-out requires that the engagement is spelled-out. Hence

the self-deceiver's not spelling-out "is the adherencs to a policy
(tacitly) admptedo“g And "the adoption of the policy of not spelling-
out an engagement is a 'self-covering! pmlicyc"10 The policy is

such that the self-deceiver does not even spell-out the engagement

to himself; Fwhen the issue is raised, he does not, cannot, express
the matter explicitly st all. He is in this respect in no betiter
position than anyone else. He tells us nothing but what he tells
himselﬁ“']1 |

Having adumbrated the basic workings of self-deception, the
next step is to explain mhy'ammamna‘uﬁuld avolid spelling-out an.
engagemsnt mhén it is appropriate to do so. We have, up to this
point, the external signs of self-deception; what we need now is an
undersianding of the self-deceiver's refusal to spell-cut an engagg-
ment.

Throughout life, each individual identifies himself as a
person in particular engagements. This spelling-cut of an engagse-
ment constitutes one's personal identity. When an individual
performs such a spelling-out, he is spoken of as having avowed ths
engagement as his. Since avowsl is the defining of one's personal
identity, there is a peculiar power associated with it:

in speaking of avowal and acknowledgement we are
concerned with an acceptance by the person which is
constitutive, which is de jure in its force, which

establishes gomething as his for hime12

And the ability to avow is what promotes the emergence of the person
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from the individual; it is a necessary condition of being a person:

If thers were no such things as a psrson's agknowle-
edging some identity as his and certain engagszments
as his, and disavowing other identities and engage-
manﬁs, there would be neither persons nor personal
idantityc1?

As one matures, as the person emerges from the individual "there is
a tendency for increasing correlation between what is avowsd by the
person and the actual engagements of the individual@“m Itiis here-
that self-deception becomes possible., When tengion arises nefMBEn
the engagement su@emne is in and the identity he avows, there 1sg the
potential for self-deception. We have, then, an aznswer to the
guestion, why the self-deceiver adopts a policy of not spelling-

cut an engagement:

an individual will be provoked into a kind of engage- é
mant which, in part or in whole, the person cannot

avow as his engagement, for to avow it would apparently !

lead 1o such intensely disruptive,; distressing con- i
sequences as to be unmanageably destructive to the

persone. The crux of the matier here is the unaccept-

ahility of the engagement to the person. The indi-

vidual may be powerfully inclined towards a particular ;
engagement, yet this particular engagement way be |
utterly incompatible with that currently achieved

synthesis of engagements which is the person;15
Having freed ourselves from the epistemological paradox, we are
also free from the moréi paradox. 1t is no longer a consequence
of imputing self-deception that the self-deceiver is asccused of

lying to himself; he is not both guilty decsiver and innocent
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deceived. He is a victim,‘in much the same way a ne&rotic is the
victim of his neurssis.

Fingarstte discusses at length Sartre,; Kierkegaard and
Freud on the topics of self-deception, consciousness, personal
identity and psychoanalytic theary. 1In eagh he sezs a corroboration
of his own position, which in turn, he.clsims, elucidates what tends
to be unclear in them. However interesting the relationship is
amgng them, his discussion of that relatidnship is; I believe,
tangential to his main proposals. So I shall restrict the scope
of my attention to the anmlysis as so far preséntedc

We now should have an outline of the model Fingarette pro-_
poses together with some related points concerning consciousness
and avowal, i.e., avowed personal identity. Further deialls will
be brought ocut as the adequacy of the model is examined.

The self-ascriptive model is undoubtedly an original
approach to the problem of self-deception. But whether it succeeds
at what it sets out to describe I am‘leés certain of . Some opbscur-
ity surrounds the crucial notion of sﬁallingaout, because, I think9
Fingarette is not too careful in his explication of it. Never-
theless, I shall zttempt to make it‘léss troubling by ignoring some
seemingly inconsistent remarks which serve to mske it a more obscure
notion than it need be. However, even if it scan be made paliunidw
the model does not preserve thz element of intentionality, nor does
the analysis seem to be one which we would be prepared to call

unreservedly an analysis of self-deception.
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To begin with, Fingarette claims to offer a radically new
mmdél of conscicusness against the traditiocnal ‘passive«&isual'
model. This new ‘active~skill' model, he says, will prove more
fertile for philosophical analysis of mental phenomena. But apart
from self-deception, one is lef't guessing what other benefits it
might have, if any,

Fingarette is not incorrect in saying there is an ’ac?ive'
e;ement in consciousness, that conscious beings afexnnt simﬁiy
bombarded with sensory stimuli; because they have some contyrol over
what they percieve in selecting and attending to features Ufitheir
environment, But whether this proposed model will éatisfastarily
characterize our nmﬁiuﬁ of cmnscinusnesé is aﬁathef matier.

Une difficulty with Fingarette's version which might prevent
it from doing so is manifested in the confusing term “explicit
conscicusness". As described by Fingarettie, the notion of explicit
consciocusness is somewhat wmuddled., Initiazlly it looks as if it is
a'spacific term focusing on one aspect of consclousness, but other
remarks lead one to believe that Fingarette intends this special
term to be not only directly applicable to the analysis af self-
deception, but that it also coincide with the ordinary meaning of
the word "consclous®, And in attempting to make "explicit
cnnspiausness“ both have a specific function and not deviate from
the ordinary uses of "conscious", Fingarette Tails to accomplish
either. | |

We are told first of all that becoming explicitly conscious

of something is the exercising of fhe'leérnad skill of saying .
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what we are doing or experiencing. The kind of skill referred to
is akin to a linguistic skill. As a description of what one is
actually doing when becoming explicitly cmnscious, Fingarette
intoduces the term "“spellinge-out", which is, he says, ito be used
synonymously with "becoming explicitly conscious af®: "for an
individual to become explicitly cmnsciuusnof something is for him
to spell-out an sngagsment of hisq"16 "Spelling-cut? suggests that
explicit consciousness bears a close relaticnship to linguistic
activity. But (and this is where understanding of explicit con-
sciousness begins to break down) although "the phrase 'spelling-out!
may refer ¢ o o to the actual end elaborate saying out loud, or
‘writing down, of that which one is bscoming conscious of . . . one
of ten spells-out something, withmut‘any gvident utterance, even to
oneself, or with only allusive or cryptic qnesa"17 Spelling-cut,
then, is a linguistic activity yet it need not be. I may spell-
out an engagemant by saying it out loud (to somecne else); saying
it unvoiced to myself, Fqlly or partially formulated, or by doing
something else that is never specified. But how is it possible

to attribute an angagement to oneselfl unless pne dges something
resembling in one form or another a linguistic expression? An
answer to that guestion is reguired in order to make ®spelling-out”
& workable notion., Moreaover, unless Fingarette supplies a way of
determining how spelling-out is pnasiﬁle without any form of
linguistic expression obtaining, there appears to be no discernible
difference between not spelling-out and spelling-ocut "without any

evident utterance even to oneself¥. . Indeed, what could count as
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a criterion? Behaviour, perhaps. But if behaviour alone is suf-
ficient to establish spelling-out, it is not too clear why the
term was introduced in the first place.

Fingarette is deliberately vague about what the notion
ampunts to. Although "the phrase 'spelling-out'! is intended to
suggest an activity which has a close relation and analopgy to
linguistic activiiy « o - What the exact connection is betwsen
spelling-out and perfectly siraightforward examples of linguistic
activity, I do not knawm"18 But that confession will hardly do to
persuade gne that the difficulfies involved with spelling-put can
be met. So, I shall attempt @ reading of "spelling-out" which is
consistent Qixh somg of Fingarette's remarks and, I think, with the
specific uss for which the term is intended, namely, in an analysis
of self-deception,.

It would seem to be a more coherent and useful read&ng of
“becoming explicitly conscious of* and "spelling-out®, in keeping
with their intended application to self-deception, if linguistic
expression, voiced or unvoiced, is regarded as both a necessary
and sufficient condition, After all, if spailing—uut is &
learned skill, it seems to be guite naturally tied to the ability
to formulate linguistic expressions.

If spelling-out is not resiricted solely to linguistic
expreséian thaée is the following difficulty top overcome. In @
discussion of a distinction between 'strong! (= to be actually
engaged in spelling-out) and 'weak' (= to be readily able to spell-

cut) senses of “conscious", Fingaretie says both that "To spell-
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out o o o is to be explicitly awsre of; it is to pay conscious

. S . .
attention tm"1 and- that to be conscious in the 'strong! sense is
"essentially o o o the exercise of our skill in making explicit, in

linguistic or closely related Forme“zm

But, for example, children
and some adults who lack linguistic competence pay conscious
attention to many things which they are totally uhabla to describe,.
It this is right, then we must drop sither the equating of spelling-
out with paying conscious attention to or that linguistic expres-
gion is a necessary condition of spelling-out. If the latter,
then the usefulnezs af the term seems to have been lost, for it
appearé that the omly method of datermining Qhether.smmeane is
spelling-out would be to determine first whether he is paying
conscious attention to something. If the former, then spelling-
out fails to adequately account for a large and significant part
of what it is to be conscious (of oneself).

The reason, I think, for Fingarette's edquating spelling-
put with paying conscious attention to, which conflicts with the
relation between spelling-out and linguistic expfessian, is his
yielding to the temptation of trying to make his 'active'! model of
consciousness cover more ground than it is capable of handlinge.
But rather than reject Fingsrette's proposal at the start, I shall
glean what I belisve to be essential to spelling-out in its appli-
cation to the problem of self-deception. Contrary to Fingarette's
objective,; I do not believe his model of self»decaption depends

upon the 'active' model of consciousness. The latier seems to be

unnecessary ExCess baggage.
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Normally, there are reasons for spelling-out as there are
reasons for speaking. "5Skill in speesch calls for assessing just
whan to speak, when not to speak, how to speak, what to say. 5kill

R ] . 21
in spelling-out reguires analegous assessments,”

ile know thare
are occasions when to refrain from speaking is preferrable to say-
ing anything at all. Similarly, sometimes it may be beneficial to
one's own well-being or peace of mind not to spell-out a Feature
of one's enéagemento When one persistently avolds spelling-out
some feature of his engagement, especislly when it is appropriate
to do so, he is, according to Fingaretie, in self-deception.

Naw I think we san understand what smr£ mf/ﬁhehmmenon
Fingaretté has his finger on.withmut appeéling to the {aétiQe'
model of consciousness. He says in the paragraph where the defin-
ition of self-deception occurs that "The self-deceiver is ‘unable?
to admit the truth o himselfo”zz And in a subsequent chapter he
describes the self-deceiver further as "Dne‘who is in some way
- enggged in the world but who disavows the engagement, who will not
acknowledge it even to himself as hiso"g3 The operative words
here are Padmit® and Yacknowledge®, not "conscious" and Yconsclous-
ness®, |

It is not uncommon in our everyday mental activity to fTorce
an unpleasant thought from our attention. IT some unpleasant
thought about our past, present or future fregquently comes to mind,
it is normal to devise a method of getting rid of it. Wwhile such
activity is not itself self-deception, it can’easily develop into

self-deception. When the person is sg successful in repressing the
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of fending thought that he avoids it altogether, when it is no
longer in his immediate repertoire of thoughts, and when it is
important that he does acknowledge or admit it, then he is,; accord-
ing to Fingarette, self-deceived.

How spelling-out enters the picture is this: If thoughts
relevant to self-decepiion are assumed to be intimately connected
with language, then any thought of this kind thagt enters onefs
mind will take the fofm of a voicégd or unvoiced linguistic expres«i
sinn° 5o, to think about one's engagement in the world is to
describe it in words, i.e.; to spell-out the engagement. The pol-
icy the self-deceiver adopts of not spelling-out an éngagament.
refers to the method éf avoiding the unpleasanf thaought; means are
devised by which the theought never or very seldom has the oppor-
tunity to occur. This account is admittedly vague and not very
helpful in fully axplaining what surt ﬁf activity repression an
unpleazant thought is. But the phenomenon is so complex and
demanding of a discussion resching beyond the scope of the issue
at hand that if{ will not be dealt with at greater length here.
Nevertheless, since it seems to be familiar encugh, there should
be no great difficulty in understanding what kiﬁd of thing is
being talked abuut¢2h

I have two main objections to Fingarette's analysis, or at
least my interpretation of it: (1) apart from certain unclarities
in the account itself, there is no good reason to conclude that
repressing an un@leasant thought is, as Fingarette argues; inien-

tional, and (2) that there is good reason for ruling it out as an
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analysis aof selfodecaptimn DET SE.

Fingaretie claims to have preserved the paradex in selfé
deception through a quite different way of describing it. He says
that "If our subject persuades himself to helieﬁe contrary %o the

evidence in order to evade; somehouw, an unpleasant truth « « o«

then and only then is he clearly a sélf~deceiver,"zs fthe deep.
paradox of self-deception lies . e « in the element af . o .
intentional ignﬁranca,"z6 "the essence lfiq;7 that the self-
deceiver purposefully brings it about that he is selfwdeceived."27
Notice the shift from expressing the’parédaxical element as inten-
fimnal to purposeful. This shift, I .think, indicates the failure
of Fingarette's model to come o grips with the supposed inten-
tional aspect of self-deception. For although the two concepts
gverlap, not all purposive behaviour is intentional. Hﬁmevér,
that distinction will need some fleshing oute.

Intelligent. behaviour, although nnt always intentional, is
subject to teleological description. For instance, I wish to make
& habit of a routine set of movements so that I can perform it
Ywithout thinking' to allow concentrating my attention on some-
thing elss., In this case, the habitis acquired as a result of
my decision. On the other hand, I may unconsciously acoguire a
habit simply by having performed the same set of movements any
number of times until it becomes 'second nature'. Normally, habits
are formed to Tree ourselves from attendihg to commonplace, ofte
repeated actions. There is a paint.fa the action which becomes

habitual, becsuse it is usually one which is routinely necessary,

1



L5

And there is a point to acguiring the habit because the -
agtomatically»performad action saves time by freeing our attention
for other matteré@' Habits, then, even those acouired unwittingly, -
are amenable to teleological description, and thus are purposive

bits of behaviocur.

fow an example illustrating that not all purposive behaviour

is intentional is the following, It happens occasionally that a
'set of movements is performed through force of habit when the
object of the habit is neither appropriste nor desired. I resolve
to smoke no more cigarettes until the next dav@“ In a short while
I become immersed in thought sbout, say, &n Gpcoming event. Moments
later, much to my chagrin, I discever myself smoking a cigarette
which I have Jjust lit unswares. The action was therefore uninten-
tional. But since the action is an instance of a habit which is
itself purposive, I was engaged in 2 purposive activitye So, even
if Fingarette is suceessTul in showing that his analysis of self-
deception implies purposiveness, additinnal'argument is needed to
shpw that it also implies intenitionality.

To return to self-deception. The self-deceiver avoids

spelling-out some fTeature of his angégement in the world. The avold-

ance amounts to a tacltly adopted policy. That is, the self-deceiver,

in assessing the situation, finds an overriding feasun not to spell-
put a particula; feature of his engagement, and this commits him to
the poligy of not spelling-ocut. In general, the reason for not
spa]lwng ~out stems from the self-deceiver's lack of "cmurage and a

way of seeing how to apoproach his dllemma without probable disasfer
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ned But the self-deceiver takes cognizance of neither

to himself.
the assessment nor the policy: Y"For to spell-out the assessment
and the policy adopted would, of course, require spelling-out the
engagement at issue, the very engagement the self-deceiver Sas

committsd himself not to spellmoutw"zg

The policy =sdopted, then,; is
Ygelf-covering'; it is not made explicit. And thus the activity
legding to self-deception is not one of which the self-deceiver is
aware, for if he were zware of the policy about to be adopted it
would "require spelling-out the engagement at issue, etc.” But if
this is sao, fhén the self-deceiver ceuld not bé carreatly.described
a@s deciding or intending to put himself into a state mhara'he-is
unable to recognize somegthing about himself. A cnnditinn of inten-
ding or degiding is that the person so engaged is aware of the
intention or deecisicn; or if unconsgious intention cr decision is
possible, then the person could, inm principle, be aware of it, But
the policy the self-dsceiver adopts precludes just such an QWATENESS.
So ﬁha,state of being self-deceived is something that happens to the
self-deceiver, not something he intends to mrbsets out to be ine
This conclusion gontradicts Fingarstte's prmnmunsgment that the
self-deceiver has intentionally adopted the policy, but he Uffars,
little or no argument to establish that. Indeed from the way he
describes self-deception, guite the gpposite is imﬁliEHQZD

There 1é g further difficulty with the self-covering nature
of the éolicye Presumably, the palicy steers the selfsdeceiver
away from and sroundsituations in which he would be forced to spell-

-—

out the displeasing engagemsnt. The policy requires that the self-
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deceiver be unaware of a feature of his engagament; but if that is
so, then he must also be unawaré of (the nature of) the situations
which would force him to qpellzit out, for to recognize the mature
cf the situation would be to spell-put the engagement. Now if he
dmés not recognize the situations to be avolded, how does he
manage to avoid them? " Perhaps the recognition is subliminsl. But
how this might occur remains'a mystery. | .
There is more that is curious. It seems that Fingaratta's'
model is meant (in part) to explain how the selfmdecaiver constructs
a 'prmtectiwe shield' against what might bring the unwelcome thought
to his attention., But consider this. To test any Gaﬁdidaté sglfe
deceiver, we spell-ogut the offenFing gngagement to him. If he
understands the iwmport of our re%arks ( and there is no reasson to
think he will not), then he must attend to what we have sald. But

if he does that, then he has vionlated the slleged policy. If it is

a poligy, it must be a very weak one indeed.

Although having failed to accomplish one of his aims,
Fingarette has not by virtue of this failed to accomplish the aim of
isolating a phenomencon which is clearly and uniguely salfadaceptibne
‘Tha accomplishment of this aim requires the absence of wore suitable
descriptions., But he ogbligingly supplies some api alternatives:

the self-deceiver appears befors us as the neurotic,
as the victim of the compulsive force of the uncone-

31
scious, as a sufferer from mental illness.”

L] © L4

the inability to spell-out, because of its importance
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for sophisticated planning and assessment of complex

.engagements, leads to & profound further loss of

c’
self«cmntrala3“

LJ © ©

the / self-deceiver / is to be pitied for the mental
"breakdownt, There emerges the ‘mediecalt view of

self-deception as helplessness due to ‘mental path-

ulogy’QBB

This interpretation of self-deception as a sickness forces us to
view the salfwdeﬁaiver non-judomentally. Ue neitﬁer praise nor
blame him, for he is somzone to be pitied. Fingarette.dées not
intend these descriptions to be figurative, because he encourages
us‘ﬁo look at the sélfadeceiver as one in need of psychotherapy. In
fact, sseing self-deception as the problem of self-acceptance, he
considers, it seems, all forms of neurcses as analyzed in Freudian
terminology to be cases of or border on self-deception. He acknowl-
edges stfnng parallels between his account of self-deception and
Ycharacter discrders, psychesss, and other kinds of pathology rooted
in severe ego and SupsTego dafimianciesa“Bk Thus, the self-deceiver
as patient must be carefully liberated from his deception to the
point where he accepts tﬁe personal identity ha‘has, while avoiding
the trauma  associated with that emergence.

If the self-deceiver is indeed a neurotic or psychotic, it
appears that Fingarette's origiral way of describing self-deception
as an ‘inshility' to admit the truth to Dneself35 moves from the
figurative to the literal. The person in selfwdsméption would be
not simply ‘unable' to_admit the truth, he would actually be

unable due to rather serious psychological disorders. But this
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violatas the distinction made between the person who Tails to see,
is blind to the obvious, who can correct his mistake buf far some
reagon does nof, aﬁg gﬁe-parsnn whose incurrect.judéﬁénts and
delusion stem from mental imbalance. Surely, the person 'afflicted!’
by self-deception does not reguire therapeutic treatment. - He does
not suffer from a mental ﬁisurdér; his judgments are systamatidally
normal except that he does not recognize what we recognize and
what he is capable of recognizing. The aalfwdeceiver qﬁa SelfQ
deceiver is capable of recognizing his srror; the psychotic gua. .
psyechotic is ingapsble of recognizing his. This rather ciear
distingtion beiween self-deception and mental disorders is point-
lessly blurred if self-deception is considered a sickness and
amenable to pSyahoénalytic jinterpretation.

Of course, accepting the self-ascriptive model does not
commit one to Fingareite's view of the self-deceiver as one suffer-
ing from sgrious,psychélugical disorders. But even on the baldly
stated version of Fingarette'!s analysis, it does not appear to
locete straightforward cases of selfwdécepfiano

In wishful thinking, pleasant thoughts are summonsd up and
dwuelt upon. The kind of phenomenon Fingarette's analysis covers is,
I think, camplamentary to this éctivityo Often they go hand-ine-
hand. Those uncomfortable facts about ourselves ﬂr‘inevitable
distasteful experiemces, when excluded frem our attention make
way for pleasant and comfortable ones., While this relation batween
repressing an unplaasant'thought and wighful thinking is not iiself

a conclusive reason for denying the former status ss a central case



of self-deception, it does suggest that Filngarette has not found
a distinct kind of mental phenomenan fanderimg self-deception a
uni&ﬂa ﬁental state. But, of course, more support is needed for
this glaim -~ and that brings the discussion to the positive

account to be presented in the foliowing chapter.



CHAPTER 11X

THE EFISTEMIC MODEL REVISED

We have not progressed much further than the original assump-
tion that self-deception consists, in part, of a mistaken belief
and a cepacity to recognize that mistake. Additional features
prwpuéed in various forms have, for one reasocn or another, failed
to satisfactorily capture the essence of salfadeaaptimn; Prominent
among them are: (a) that the astivity of self-deception is inten-
tional, and () that the self-desceiver holds conflicting beliefs.
Taking both (a) and (b) to be characteristic of self-desception is a
result of seeing self-~deception as analogous ito inierpersonal
.deception, It is thought that if self-deception is a deception ihen
the analysis of interpersonal deception will shed light on intra-
personal deception. But this does not appear to be the case.

Bny analysis of self-deception incorporating (&) will inevi-
tably fail. No state of affalrs could fulfill the conditicn that
. the self-deceiver intends to believe erroneously, nat because of
any special difficulty in determining the existencs bf intentions
and beliefs, but because the proposition itself involves irreparable
muddles concerning the nature of belief. It could be someone's
’ wish that p were true, but it could not logically be his intention
.tm believe that p is true while recognizing that p is false. Since
beliefs are representations of reality, ua.can no more have beliefs

which we take to be incorrect representations than want or intend

54
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to have such heliefs. 5o if this feature, as some would maintaln,
were of the essence of self-deception; it would not and could not
exlst. Indeed, those analyses; notably Demos' and Fingarette's,
that attempt to resolve the incoherency, have, necessarily perhaps,
paid attention to problems slightly off the issue., Demos seems to
loge sight of (a) and instead concentrates on (b). Fingarette, in
trying to 'translate' (a) into a more coherent aliernative to the
formulation found in the epistemic model, seems to think that in
establiching purposiveness he alsp establishes intenticnality. He
succeeds only in the former, but then all or most intelligent
hehavigur can be desecribed teleoclogically.

The problem with (b) is somewhat different. Uhile sinul-
taneously ascribing two incompatible beliefs to semeons is odd, if
not% peradoxical, it is nét the type of oddity found in (a). There
is & prima facie oddity associated with someone holding inconsistent
beliefs, but it seems to be an oddity arising from the fact that
lonical consistency is a condition of rationality, and not that the
holding of two incompatible beliefs is logieally impossible. Cone
sequently, the paradox or oddity in (b), unlike that in (a), is
resolvable; providing an explanation of how the person came to held
incompatible beliefs is available.

Although (b) is easily assimilated as a feature, its inclu-
sion, I believe, undermines what the analysis ig intended to describe.
Cnce the self-degeiver is sald to hold inconsistent beliefs, there
is a difficulty in keeping selfedeception distinct from other re-

lated mental phenomeria. It no longer appears to be selfl-deception
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that is under investigation but something verging on, and more aptly
describsd as, holding inconsistent beliefs, engaging in mishful‘
thinking, etc.
(b§ issues from the assumpiion that self-deception is a
conflict state., It is typical of the analyses sd far discussed,
namely, those be Demcs, Siegler, Penelhum and Fingarette, that the
self-deceiver is pictured as ¥raught with mental conflict. Or if
it is not a conflict tie feels, it is one we Teel in accounting for
his beliefs. But since the mental duplicity feature dogs not lead
to straightforward ceses of seli-deception; perhaps it too, along
with (&), should be eliminated. o |
Dropping both (é) and (b) as elements of self-deception
serves to remove selfe-deception that much more from interpersonal
deception. And, as we have seen, the aspect of self-deception which
distinguishes it from other closely related phenomena, is the selfe
degeiver's blindness to the truth or, as I shail interpret that ‘ ;
metaphor, his resilience to recalecitrant evidence. Now the enalysis
suggested by Canfield and Gustafson's contention that self»daceptimn '
is essentially belief in the face of strcng evidence to the contrary
avoids the pitfalls of both (&) and (b), and provides the basis |
upon which an explanation of the self-deceiver's resilience to
recalcitrant 7. evidence can be constructed. Beginning with and
developing o« that suggestion will, I believe, produce the central
eléments of (via central cases of) self-decsption.
It is the job of concepituasl analysis to ismiate those

elements illustrating a central case. But in analyzing self-decepe
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tion there is a special difficuluy brought about by its loose

application to diverse but closely related mental phenomena, Thﬁsg
it is incumbent upon any proposed analysis to not only praaenﬁ the
central elements but also to explain by virtue of that analysis why
so many different mental phenomena are readily, but not altogether

accuraitely, labelled instances of self-deception.

Another signifigant reason for the analyses so far discussed
of not héving adequatély éxpliééﬁad the canecept is'their almost
total neglect of actusl casss (or at least failing to treat the ones
they do on more than a superficial level). GSelf-deception is such
a slippery concept that failing to daél with fully worked out exe
amples will permit theorizing to become detasched from tha-practical
use for which it is intended and, s we have seen in the previous
analyses, io fall short of the goal. Close comparison between the
analysis and Fairly detailed examples should help prevent a loss of
touch with the subject matter.

My strategy will be the reverse of the préviuus Dnaés- Rather
than working out a set of elements and then searching fér a case
it fits, I shall present what I take fto be two non-paradoxical
cases whose salient features will exemplify the esszntisl elements
of self-deception. And if the set of elemegnie elicited by this
method is correct, then it will show how self-deception bears a
similarity to other mental phenomena with which it is often loosely

equated,
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Consider the following.

R maﬁ is in love with a woman who is also in love with him.
At this time he not only beliesves but knows that she loves him. He
is in possession of a great deal of evidence (much of which is only
accessible to lovers) attesting to her sincerity and affection. So
powerful and important is the relationship in his eyes that he
stuctures his entire life around it. Her permnalitygbmantéy desires,
welfare, etc. dominate his every declision for the present and the
future, This love affects his life so completely that every plan
made takes his :Blatianship with the woman inﬁa gopounte It is his
chief and virtualliy sole concerne.

Later, howsver, she suddenly and inexplicably falls out of
love with him. Fickle,; yet not insensitive to his feelings, she
pastpones telling the truth in order to spare him from what wDQld
most likely be 2 severe psychologicsl blow. Unwilling to upsetd himv
she tries as subtly as possible to convey her change of heart and
break sway. She ungharacteristically cancels a date, complaining of
a headache. 'She claims to have forgotien his birthday. GShe becomes
generélly less affectionate. 5She accepts clandestine détes with
other men, hoping he will someghom hear of them.

Meanuhile he is not oblivious of hefanomalous behaviour.
Though admittéﬁly strange, 1t can be explained away. After all,
people do have hesdaches occasionally, and they are prone to forget
some otheruise well remembered events. It happens that sometimes
one meets a member of the copposite sex in a public place. UWhy

should she he any different? As for her seeming coldness, sometimes

.......
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the person of whom we are most fond is the person we lesst want to
see. Just possibly she is in a state of malsise. Nothing to mmrfy
oneself ahout;‘she will be Eack to her old self in a few dayé;

Stage 1 At this point the man is fully self-deceived. He
is in self-deception not because he sees where the evidence points
and rejects it, but because the ﬁaaéibility of her having fTallen out
of love with him never enters his mind. Uhilé someone judging
normally would treat the evidence as an ominous sign, he does not
even begin to guestion her constancy. A friend, of both perhaps,
who is in a pogd position to witness her bahéviaur towards the man
notices a distinct change in her affection for him and is perplexed
by the man's apparent unauwareness; hz says to'himself, '1I can see.it,
why can't he?'. It can be said that slthough her behaviour does not
entail a loss of affection, it means ﬁhat‘there can be no guestion
that she has faller out of love with him. But it simply nsver
occurs to the man that she might wisﬁ to sever their relationship.
In fact, that possibility is so remcte and unthinkable that he
dismisses her ungharacteristic behauioﬁr blithely, almost offhand-
edly. Her behaviour mesans nothing more than what it is, i.e., as
he interpreﬁs it. And since he has overwhelming evidence confirm-
ing her love, there is no room for the countervasiling hypothesis
to establish itself.

Stagz 2 He is untroubled until mugh stronger avidence comes
to his atteﬁtinno When he hears that she was seen not once but
several times at a local entertainment spot accompanied by angther

man, he becomgs plagued by a distressing thought. Maybe, though
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unlikely, she loves him neo longer. While he.still tries o muster
convincing explanations, they begin to lose their once unassailahle 4
édequacye It becomes mors and more difficult to devise gléusiblé
explanations as further evidence comes to the fore. Doubt begins

to creep in. He tries to maintain his unbending %aith in her

fidelity, but ﬁis projected reasons Tor her behaviour becomes less

and less persuasive. He tells himself (and possibly athers) that

she is still in love with him, and may publicly shun all thought of

her having fallen out of love as pure nansense. Yet whatever he

does, he cannoct avolid that Frighteniﬁg prospect. The mental torment

and uncertainty continues until she breaks har'silenca and announces

that their relationship has ended; or until he comes across con-

clusive evidence for her loss of love, Thén, and only then, he

chastises himgelf for having been such a fool in not having recog-

nized it sarlier, i.e., in Stags 1.

But self-deception need not always involve direct reference
to personal reletionships or the self-deceiver's character. An
indicaﬁion af this.is the Fbllauing Casee A‘physicist‘hélds a
scientific statement P to be true beczuse it accounts for a great
deal of data which otherwise could not be easily handled, and there
is no reason to think it is not correct. Operating on this
assumption, he formulates new, comprehensive theorles embodying P
and inaugurates major research projects to investigate their impli-
cations., Nevertheless; it is discovered later that certain con-
sequences entailed by P fail to obtain, and tﬁaﬁ P will have to

be regjected and replaced by the more complex statement Q.
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Stage 1 While his golleagues are excited by the recent
findings challenging P, they are gmazed that a fellow physicist
could remain unperturbed. He suspecis that the expefimantg shmwiﬁg
negative results wsre somehow badly conceived and ekecutédg_and g0
he continues his researcn unruffled. The counterevidence is by no
means conclusive, but the physicist does not even begin to appre-
ciate that P is endangsred. |

Stage 2 But as wore end more experiments are performed and
more decisive evidence falsifying some statements following from P
is accumuylated, as it becomes less and less reasonable to hold on
to P, the physicist belatedly begins to have slight doubts sbout P
and so begins to emerge from self-deception.

This exampla differs from the previous one primarily in that
the belief in guestion does not bear on one's personsl 1life directly,
and the belief is not gt one time true but false all slono.

In Stage 4, both men are in self-deception; in Stage 2, they
are not strictly in self-degeption but are, in faci, emerging from
ite There is no herd and fast distinctiaﬁ between the Stages; thay
merge gradually info one another, But as the person moves from
Stage 1 into Stage 2, descriptions octher than self-deception become
mare apprupria;te° Thus S5tage 4 will give the elementslof self~
deception, while Stage 2 will provide the links between sglf-decep-
tinn and other ;elatad mentzl phenomena alrezady menticned.

As gleaned from the preceding examples, the elements of

self-deception are:
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(1) S knows p or is justified in believing p, that is,
eithaer,
(a) p is true, and, ,
(B) 5§ is in possession of sufficient evidence

for p, oo,

() S has good reasson for holding p, amd there is
‘ no good reason for denying p,

(2) 5§ has something at stake in p; the belief is an
important one, o ,

- (3) At a later time, p turns out or is shown to be

false, |

(L) S is presented with recalcitrant evidence which he
‘interpreta in accord with his mistaken belief;
the possibility of error in the form of an
altzrnative hypothesis is not considered,

(5) 5 is capable of realizing and would realize his
error, or at least suspect that something is amiss,

if he were in a different epistemic frames of mindo

But why does the self-deceiver not judge the way he should;
what prevents him from seeing his error? We need a filling ocut of
condition (5), which, as we shall see, will require an elaboration
of condition (2) as well.

There are two candidate explanations for S's imperviousness
to recalaitrant evidence - but only the second proves satisfactory.

1. When 5 knows that p, any state of affairs inconsistent
with p is impossible; or if 5 has a justified belief that p, thén
not-p is highly‘imprubablec Any piecelof éaemingly conflicting
evidence must therefore be in some way misconceived. For if p is
true, nothing whatever could show that it is Talse. GSo, as a

possible account of the self-deceiver's state of mind: there is no
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point in wasting time with evidence which conflicts with p, since p
is true. G&'s mistake, then, is carrying over this assurance to the
time when it has no basis,

But this explanation does not prove entirely satisfactory,
because it makes no digtinction befween someons who holds 6n ta a
belief irrationally and someone self~decaived®‘ The irrational
believer, while acknowledging the evidence that undermines his
belief, refuses to draw the appropriate inference. He may fesl
threatened and, possibly, vulnerable, but nothing could success=
fully'challanga his belief because he cannot be wrong. The self-
deceiver, on the other hand, doss not Tesl challenged because be
fails to apprecigte the gignificsnce of the evidesnge. He is, up to
a8 point, impervious to contrary evidence, inasmuﬁh as he treats it
with equanimity. It is, I submit, the nature of the resistance %o
recaloitrant evidence which differentiates self-deception from
irrational bslief and in which the essencs of self-deception is to
be found.

2. The element wnich must be employed in the gxplanation is
the imporiance the belief carries for the self-deceiver. Indeed,
if the belief in guestion were & trivial ong, there would be ng.
discernible difference batusen obtusensss, irrationality and self-
deception. But what determines g belief's level of importance?

To halp'distinguiah important from unimportant beliefs, the
notions of core, intermediate and peripheral beliefs will be intro-
duced. Core begliefs are, roughly, those beliefs upon which a great

deal hangs, 1.2., upon which many other beliefs depend. Peripheral

- B |t
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beliefs are those beliefs upon which little or nothing at all
depends. Intermediate beliefs, as the name implies, are those
beliafs.upmn which more than a little but less than a great deal
dependso1 And as we shall see, self-deception typically immlvas~
a firmly emtrenched intermediate belief.

Every belief @ person holds will fall intoc gne of these
three rmughiy diﬁtinct categories of belief. And, so, as level of
importance is a matter of degree; we might expect that there be no
rigid lire separating core from intermediate from peripheral
baliefs.

If one's system of beliefs could be mapped snto a circle,
those beliefs having greatest importance would occupy the central
region, those havimg least importance uogld line the’perimeter, and
- those with varying desgrees of importance filling in the intermediate
area betwsen the centre and the perimate;o A halief’s position on
that cirecle (i.8., its importance) is determined by the numbgr and
magnitude of other heliefs dependent wpon it. An example which
Jornathan S8ennett uses to illustrate levels of sentence dispensa-=
bility is helpful:

Accepted sentences of the form (i) 'The temperature
of such-and-such a star is sumh«and«suchl'depends for
those who accept them, on sentences of the form (i1)
'Temperature correlates with light-emission in such-
and-sugh ways', and these depend on sentences of the
form (iii) 'Temperature correlastes with mercury-
calumn readings in such-and-such ways', and thess in
their turn depend on sentences along the lines of

(iv) ‘'Tempersture hzs to do with the obtaining of
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such-and=sush sensations.' Rejection of (ii) jeoparde
ises (i) end all that depends on it; rejection of (iii)
jeopardises (i) and (ii); rejection of (iv) jeopard-

iges all the other threeoz
(iv), then, is a belief ococupying a place very near the centre; (i),
an the other hand, occupies a place removed from the centre.

Whereas the rejéction of a core belief remifies onto many of
one's beliefs, involving major readjustments and usually neces=
sitating the adopition of an entirely new system of baliefsgz rejege
timﬁ of a periphérél belief involves a ravisinh within a sys%am.mf
beliefs which is sharply limited and largely inconseguential. For
example, my belief that A is in the room next door which is based
on having heard & door slam a moment ago is immediately abandoned.
after having investigated and not found him_fherao Puﬁsibiy sgveral
ether beliefs held in conjunction with that belief concerning A
and the room will be rejected at the samg time. But the revision
is restricted to a very small range éf beliefs,

Cora baliefs include hoth moral, metaphysical and religicus
beliefs as well as ihose beliefs involving less general énd less
abstract terms,'ﬁut which are nonsihgless és deeply entrenched in
one's system of beliefa. Examwples of the former are: ‘The con-
sequences of sn action are always a relevant consideration when
assessing an aé?imn's moral worth?, ‘Every event has a cause! and
"There is a God'. Examples of the latiter are: 'My name is suche
and-such', 'I have never bsen to-tha nmoon' and 'I heve lived longer

than five minutes®. Possibly less opbvious core beliefs than the
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firet thregy thé‘lattar three arg suyggested by Wittgenstein's
discussion of knowledge and Gértaintyeh While he does not make. the
distinction betwsen core and peripneral beliefs per se, what I have
to say asbout the distinction seems tc be in line with his treatment
of those propositions which are and are not subject to doubt. Thara
are propositions amegnable to doubt, he says, beegause there are
propositions immung to doubt. Those prapositions‘narmally_immuna to
doubt, or which it ﬁmrmally makes no sense to dmubﬁ {(2e0e, 'My

namg 1l such-and-guch®), provide the bases for all language~games,
indeed for all thought. They are immune to doubt because they make
doubt pessible. As groundless assumptiqnsp they provide grounds

by which all other judgments are mada;'they determine what gfuumdé f
are, how reasoning is to go on, And without something presumed to he
gertain, there is only insanity., I it would‘make sense to doubt

my name is LoL. when I am neither drugged, nor hynotized; nor
psychﬁtim, etC., then it would make sense to doubt that I know the
meganing of the words used to express that doubt, and mzke senses to
doubt sveryone of my core baiiefse But if that were the case, it.
vould ng longer be possible to make gense of anything., Everything.
would collapse; the world would be rendered irrevocably income

prehensiblamS

At first glance, the Wittgensteinlan explication and my
previous explication of the notion of a core belief may appear to
differ oﬁ the nature of revision., The (uinean-type model, I
initially proposed, holds that no belief is immune to revision;

while Wiitgenstein ssems to be saying the opposite, that the only
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aiternative to denying some core beliefs is total zhsurdity, which
is no alternative at all. But perhaps they are not inconsistents.
Uthér comments by Wittgenstein indicate that while it is lugicaliy
possihle that I do not know that my nama‘is Loloe, I canngt be wrong
about this — we take it for granted that people know their own
namegs with the graatgst certainty. Although the previcus explica-
tion égreas that it‘ié lagimaliy.@aasibie'fmr any belief to. . Lu.
be réjeuted,'it says next 1o nmtﬁing ahout the.ypractisal aspects

of rejection, asbout which, I think, wiitganstein says a great deal.
His remarks show tha? some beliefs are indispensable to us as human'
beings engaged in certain activities (@.Q., Spé@karshaf ablanguaga),
and that there are limits to @hat will serve as core beliefs for us
&5 creatures of a certain kind living in a world of a gertain kind.
So, w2 micght add to what has already been said shout the nature aof
core baliefs, that they function in upholding what else one belieyaag

that they are indispensable for the preservation of ong's present

sygstem of peliefs, that fhera are some core heliefs essential to
any working belief system, and that core beliefs are not subject to
doubt within a sysiem.
However, the claim that core beliefs are totally indis-
pensable sesms to cover only the type of core belief that Wittgen-
stein mentions. Moral, metaphysical and religious core beliefs, 1
“think, not only are not logically immung to rgvisimn but they and
their contraries can be either acﬁaﬁted or rejected without absurd- . -
ity. Certainly, the world is not rendered absurd when a theist |

becomes an atheist (or vice versa). And it is arguable that the
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samg applies to moral beliefs, though I am less sure whether it also
applies to metaphysical beliefs. In any case, this points aut, I
think, a distinction between the core beliefs cited by Wittgenstein
and moral, metaphysical and religious core beliefs, which is, in
effect, that these two kinds of core heliefs aré mutually independ-
Bntn6 -

Now to apply the above to the problem of selfedeception. The
belief to which the self-deceiver misgﬁidedlv adﬁereg lies near his
core beliefs. The belief is predominant; it affects significantly
a pgreat many of his beliefs concerning himself, others and the
warld. As such, it cmntréls a large part of the system of beliefs
adopted. It provides, as it were, the foundstion upon mhicﬁ less
central beliefs are built. 50, as ccré beliefs arg immune to dﬁubt,.
the self-daceiver's intermediate belief,; by lyimg rnear his core
" beliefs, is to a degree immune to doubte.

To understand the self-deceiver's imperviousness to recal-
gitrant evidence, it is helpful to first understand Hmw a theist,
say,; handles objections which can be considered analogous to
recalcitrant euidencgo7 The believar in a benevolent Bod; when
confronted with the horrific instances of evil in the world
spparently chaellenging his belief, will, unable to satisfactorily
reconcile them, invariasbly sccept the akistence of evil as the’will
of God, as a myétery, etc. Similarly, the self-decsiver's belisf
is npt disturbed by some recalcitrant evidence., He is not disturbed
bhecause just as there is no room gpen for doubt in the theist's

system of beliefs to upset his faith, so there is no immediate room
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open in the self-dasceiver's system of belisefs to allow entertaining
the possibility that he is mistaken,

The peripheral beliefs are such that the possibility of a
revision is always 2 lively option. The gystem allows for alter-
native beliefs to replace those peripheral beliefs found incorrect
while the system itself remains intact, becsuse the rgjeciion of a .
peripheral belief does not directly endanger ‘any core belief. Hou-
ever, alternatives to any core belief are not cptions within the
system itself, for the revision of any one of the core heliefs
necessitates the establishment of a new, distinct syatamql Con=
sidering the number and magnitude of beliafs’cqmmected to any core
-bélief, this should nat be surprisinge. Thua; & system of beliefs
has a built-in resistance to that which challenges i%, that is,
it protects its core beliefs. Intermediate beliefs share the
features of both core and peripheral beliefs, but to a lessegr
degree. Rejaction of a belief which lies between the caors and
the periphery is possible within the system; but due ta this
position, éevisian is less easy than that found with peripheral
béliafso Aﬁd though the rajection of an intermediate belief does
not require the adoption of a new system, it doés involve major
adjustments. 5o, as with core beliefs but mot to the same degres,
there is a2 resistance to the change of any intermediate belief ——
the degree of resistance being directly propurticnate to its
proximity to the cores

An intermediate belief will be rejected or a system of

beliefs replaced, when the belief or system of beliefs becomss so
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beleaguered that the omly recourse is tc rejesct it in favour of
anocther. ‘Thisg I.think, explains whay the selfmdaqaiver (and tha.
theist) is resilient to regalciirant evidence but only up to a
point. In Stage 1, the contrary evidence, no% overwhelming, does
nat attack the belief, does not render the belief and those beliefs
dependent wpon it so inaccurate as to warrant alterstion. In Stage
2, as the nmnfrary gvidence ingreases, as the person begins to
emerga'From Stage 1, the process of rejecting the grronsous intere-
mediste belief and all that depends.upon it is indicated by the
perplexity and mental turmsil experiénced by the self-deceiver.

But what is the nature of the emergence from self-deception?
If thes self-decelver is at one time resilient to recalcitrant
evidence, why isn't he always?’

Each belief near the centre of a belief system Qill be the
anchoring or intermediary link in at least one chain, but most likely
very many‘chains.9 reaching the periphery. And just as removal of
one of the links close to the centre will sever one or maﬁy chains,
so tag, if the links of the several chains leading up to one link,
from the periphery to the cenire, are removed, then that link ceases
to hold anything togetharvand therefore ceases to perform a function;
it begcomzs otiose. (OFf. Wittgenstein's remark: Ya wheel that can be
turnad thmugh'nothing glse moves with 14, is not part of the
mechanism.”) If a belief is rejected, then those beliefs dependent
upon it must also be rejected. And if every belief dependent upan
a belief is rejected, then that belisef must also be rejected — a

belief upon which nothing depends ceases to be a correct representa=
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tion of the world.

The gglf-deceiver's emergence from his deeception is mharaée
terized by thg gradual elimination and replacement of peripheral
and noteso-peripheral beliefs culminating in the elimination and
replacemgnt of the intermediate belief., At first,; in Stage 1,
gvery belief is retasined, no relevant peripheral belief is ﬁavisad,
the recalcitrant evidence ig trested in a way consistent with thev

.baliefs which follow from {the core belief. But, in Stage 2, as the
person is confronted with mmunting evidence attacking certain of the
relevant peripherel beliefs, he graduslly rgjects ithem one by one
until he must rgjemt tﬁe grronepus intermediate belief. Uhen this
has heen am:umpl:’mhzzn:i_p the perscrn has cmmplefalQ émerged'Frmé
self-deception.

There is a temptation to say that the self-deceiver is
incapable of recognizing his mistake whils self-deceived. But it is
also true that the self-deceiver is capable of recognizing hié
error. This apparent contradiciion can be explained zway with the
help of an analogy. A long-distance runner; who has consistently
run the mile in less than & minutes, Finds that after a short time
away from the track he fails on the Tirst attempt to reach his
standard. Yet, despite his fallure now, we Know that with proper
conditioning he will sgon return to forme UWe might say, then, that
although he héa'tha pduer to run the mile under & minutes, his
physical condition at this moment will not allow him to doisqe
S0, we might say that the salfédaseiver, slthough he has the intel-

lectual equipment necessary to reslize his error, ' has a system of
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beliefs which does not allow him to immediately recognize it.

So, assuming all the above is right, if there is a paradox
in self-deception, it doess not reside in intentionality or in con-
flicting beliefs. Rather the self-deceiver's state is puzzling
because what for us appears to be, as a periphersl belief, amshable
tc uncomplicated revision, is for the salf«deceiver.a'deeply en-
trenched intermediate belief, immune from doubt as long as the rest
of his beliefs depsgndent upon it can be maintained reasconably and
consistently. The ﬁenaency to characterize self-degeption a@s para-
doxical arises from the fact that we have difficulty understanding
why, when both the self-deceiver and curselves have access ﬁo the
same information, the sslf-deceiver does not even begln to suspect
his error. Much the same perpléxiﬁy is experienced by theists and
atheists alike, who, in treating the same data in diametrically

opposed ways, are beswildered by each other's conclusions.

This way of picturing self=deception eschews talk of it in
terms of intentionality and internal conflict, but it substantiates
at least one of the many metaphmfs caonnected with self-deception,
naméiy, that the self-deceiver is blind to the truth which he could
sge if only he would look. He does not see what we see in the
relevant pieméa of informetion. It is as if he were temporarily
blinded by his belief, becsuse although hé is capable of appreciat-
ing the full significance of the evidence he does not re@ngnize‘that
what he believes is in jeopardye.

This analysis should also keep self-deception distinct from
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and show its connegtion with glosely assoclated mental phenomenae

hile selfmdea@btimn does consist in an erroneous beélief,
it is distinct from a simple mistaken belief. Holding a false
belief may be the result of an error in judgmemt, stupidity, naivets,
ete. In such cases there need not be a resistsnce to correchblon;
whereas in self-deception, the selfmdecaiver has & ‘protective
shield! against esasy adjustment to his belief. Nor need the balie?'
in guestion be an important one; whereas the self-deceiver has smmée
thing at stake in what he believes; i.e., a lot depends upon it.

Of course, there are instances of persons holding on to
ingorrect beliefs and resisting the admission of error through sheer
phstinagy. But the kind of resistance here is é product of,; say, &
refusal to admit fallibility, or a desire to save Tace. The self-
deceiver, however, has no (ulterior) motive Tor preserving his
belief., It would not be correct to say that the seglf-deceiver; as
I have described him, wants to believe sucheand-such, 1 argued
earlier that the notion.of wanting or intending to belisve is
incoherent,

Evident from the previous ahélysas cgnsidaxad in Chapters
I and II, there is a definite tendency to speak of the self- |
deceiver as believing what he knows to be false. But as we have
seen, holding inconsistent beliefs is not a feature of a central case
of self-deception. Oescribing the self-deceiver in this fashion
sesms to arise Trom gharacterizing him. as one who could or should

know better. We feel he must know the truth because he has access -
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to the same information we have. But it gets more force from Stags
2, in which the person emerging from self-decepiion, is sesmingly
caught between two opposing beliefs. Thus, in referring to the
process of rejecting the mistaken balief and acguiring the correct
belief, it is suggestive (but inacnurafe) to say that he believes
what he knows to be Falseoﬁ And to repeat; it does not describs
self-deception as such, singe it refers to Siage 2 inbmﬁich the
person is not in self-deception but emerging from it.

.Stage 2 is culminated by the self-deceiver's having sucesé»
fully completed the readjuétment to his system of beliefs. But he
may ngt reach that point directly (or ever). Stage'z gan be pro-
longed by engaging in an activity which avoids the turmoil and
uncomfortable admission of error,

If, in the words of Fingaretie, hs adeE§ é palicg of not
spellingmmut, not thinking about the turn of events, then he has
succeeded in repressing an unpleasant thought; Rlthough the term
“self-deception® is applied often to phencmena of this sort, it is
somewhat removed from the centragl features of the goncept. It and
its complementary, wishful thinking, are frequently taken %o be
instances of selfwdaCeptimng but I think their differences warrant
a clear distincition bstween them.

We have a fapility for positing and dwelling on plessant
thoughts and a corresponding facility for 'forgetiting’ or obliter-
ating unpleasant thoughts. When such pleasant thoughts are enter-
tained one is uaually not unaware of what is known to be trus; in o

“fact 3t is someitimes just hecause thought of the truth is so uncom-
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fortable that more plea;ant thoughts ocoupy one's mind. The degree
to which the activity of wishful thinking.cmmmands bne‘s aﬁtemtimn
ranges Fru@ ﬁha unimportant to the serious, from hafmless gaydreams
ing to a loss of touch with reality. The exteht to which wishful
thinking has a grip on one's life is indisated, I think, by the
degres to which the corresponding unpleasant thoughts are repressed.
And it seems the degree to which a thought is,raprassed is directly
propertionate to the difficulty of bringing it to the person's
attention and the degree of distress he exp@riencas whan he faces ite.
Roughly, the elements of wishful thinking accompanied by
repression of an unplgasant thought would be something like: (1)
S believes (ur'knowa) p, (2) the thought of p is a cause of dis-
comfort, (3) conseguently p is !'forgotten' or repressed, and (&)
a pleasant thoughtg takes its place. The person who has repressed
a thought may need help to come to grips with it, which would
consist of efforts to overcome his mental defensas. But although
self-deception is also characterized by resistance, the nature of : |
the resistance is obviously very different. |
Dther mental phenomzna bearing close resemblance to wishful
thinking are also léballed self-delusory. Believing in someone
or something despite adverse conditions suggests that. the loyalty,
love or respect for that person or thing supersedes awarengss of its
deficiencies — there is fTaith that the person gr thing will eventu»'
ally turn gut all right. What differentiates believing=-in from self-
dageption is that in the Tormer the person recognizes the full

sipnificance of the unwelcome facts.



It is sometimes said that we deceive curselves into liking
what we truly dislike., For instance, if a condition for belonging
to 2 certain organization is appreciating somsthing a peréqn does
not presently gare for, he may try to cultivale an interest. Though
never guite succeeding with his project, he tells himself and others
that he likes such-and-such in order to fesl he belongs, in the
hope that such declarations will help him 1o realize his aim, But
while feeling more cumfartabla with the thought that he likes suche-

and=-such and‘that he belongs, he is not unaware that his re&i
affections belie his bshaviour,

It is a mark of all thz sbove mental phencmena connected
with wishful thinking, that they are amenable to psychologicel
interpretation and explanatiocn, imvolving the attribution of desires

and aversions. And this description in terms of motives is what

primarily distinguishes them from self-deception,
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NOTES

Introduction

1 The self-deceiver is also sald to be incapasble of recoge
nizing hig mistake, but this is to distinguished from his ultimate
intellectual ability to discriminate correctly. This point will be
taken up again in Chapter IIT.

Chapter I
1 Some of the papers discussed here have also been dealt

with in the second chapter of H. Fingarette's Self-Deception, althudgh
our treatments and conclusions differ subsiantially.

2 R, Demgs, "Lying to Oneself," p. 5688. The combined analysis
does indeed include resulis and intention, but I do not think knowe
ledge need be. Surely all thatis sufficient is that 8 believes that
what he tells O is felse and that it is in fact false.

3 Ibid.

b Inide, p. 591

5 Ibid.

& Ibid., p. 593,

7 Ibid.

8 F. Siegler, "Demas on Lying to Oneself," pp. 472-473.
9 Demés, op. cit., p. 591,

19 Iblda

11 Ibid., p. 593,

12 The inclusion of this condition echoes Demos' analysis,
but ss mentioned earlier I think it is too strong.

13 F. Siegler, "Self-Deception,” p. 32.

14 Cf. J. Canfield and P. MchNally, "Paradoxes of Self-
Deception;® pp. 1h2=144,

15 Condition (&) has already heen argued for, and I consider
(b) to be an uncantrnuersial feature of an inten‘nian°



16 This is a slightly altersd version of an example Elegler
discusses,.

17 Siegler; op. cit., p. &0,

18 More will be said asbout their relationship to sslf-
deception in Chepters II and IlI.

19 Siegler, pp. cit.

20 Another example which illustrates what I have in mind here
is the fear some people have of flying in commercial alrplanes,
Although they may recognize that planes are safer than cars and
perhaps sven admit that such behavicur is unreasanable, the fear is
so strong that 1t prevents them from travelling by air. They cannot
help it despite themselves, We know that the causss of the fear
are the sitoriss and picturss of airplene disasters. They cause the
fear but they do not at the same time provide s basis fTor that fear.

24 Siegler, "Self-Deception," p. 34 and "Demos on Lg*nﬁ to
Oneself," p. L75.

. 22 F. Siegler, "An Analysis of Self-Deception,® p. 161.
23 Ibid.
2t Ibid., p. 162,
.25 Ibid., p. 160
26 J. Lenfield and D. Gustafsmn; "Self-Deception," pp. 33=35,
27 Te. Penslhum, "Pleasure and Falsity," pe. aay

28 Ibi

o

©

29 1

o
=t
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30 1

[y
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31 Fingaretie notes that the model as set gut is
inconsistent with Penelhum's remarks that the self-dsceiver neithesp
fulfills the criteria for beliefl nor disbelief. Uhile this appears
to be a result of carelessness on Penelhum's part, there is no
possibility of misunders tanding the direction of the argument
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Chapter 11

1 H. Fingarette, Self-Deception.
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29 Ibid., po 48.

30 Indeed, lack of intention is in keeping with his descrip-
tion of the self-deceiver as victim rather than ss instigator. See-
hig Chapter VII. '

31 Fingaretie, gp. Cit., p. 140,

32 Ibid., p. ib1.

33 Ibid,.

3b Ibid., po 1bbo

35 Ibid., po 47,

Chapter 111

41 My understanding of core and periphersl beliefs ocwss &
grealt deal to Witigenstein's On Lertainty and the second section of
J. Benngtt's PAnalytic-Synthetic,” which is itself an inteérpretation

and criticism of Quine's attack on the analytic-synthetic distinc-
tion, .

2 J. Bennett,; "Analytic-Synthetic,® pp. 167-=168,

3 But &s we shall see below, not every core belief can be
rejected without absurdity, allowing for a new belief system to
be adopted.

L L, Wittgenstein, On Certainty, passim,

5 To do justice to Wittgenstein's. psnetrating discussinh,
the reader is strongly recommended to refer to the aforementioned
boak,

6 Evidently these claims need further investigation. Unfore-
tunately, I am not at the moment able to do so. But even if they
are wrong, I do not think my model of self-deception thereby suffers.

7 This cowparispgn is not meant to suggest that the theist
is & self-dacsiver. If the thelst's belief is gt the core of his
belief sysiem, i.e., @ groundless assumption, then it is incorrect
to speak of evidence for and agesinst it. And since recalecitrant
evidence is a crucial feature of self-deception, it follows that
the theist is not a self-deceiver. (CFf. note 8 below)  Of course,
if someone's belief in a Supreme Being were held as en intermediate
belief and thus less indispensable ito his belief system, it seems
that self-deception might be possible in a case like this.
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8 In addition, it may be possible for someone to hold
gsimultaneous inconsistent beliefs which are part of inconsistent
belief systems. For example, those philosophers Ge. E. Moore accuses
of denying in a philosophical context what they know with certainty
in an everyday context suggests that they hold both oprdinary and
philosophical belief systems. And since both can, I think, be
kept separate without impinging on one another, ard ezch amounis ta
an adoption of either realism or idealism, for which gua philo=
‘sophical theory there is no evidence for or against, it would be
improper to speak of self-deception. Perhaps what Moore is getting
at in his 'defense of common sense' is that the common sense belief
system avoids the muddles inherent in other belief systems, and by
virtue of this it is to be. preferred. Bubt if the alternative
belief system is perfecitly conzistent, then the only means I can see
of choosing between them is this: Part of what it is to be rational
is that when faced with two ocpposing hypotheses, one more complex
than the other, both of which adeguately account for the same data,
the simpler is taken to be the true or correct cne (Docoam's Razor —
isn't it also a core belief?).
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