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Expression and the transparency of belief
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(penultimate draft)

Abstract.  Questions like ‘Do you believe that p?’ can be meant deliberatively (i.e. the question whether to believe that p) or self-ascriptively (i.e. the question whether the addressee already believes that p).  Therefore, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ can be a proper answer either to a deliberative or to a self-ascriptive question.  In the latter case, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ is a self-ascription of belief, but in the former case it is not.  Instead, it is an episode of the belief formed by deliberation.  In failing to make these distinctions, contemporary discussions of the transparency of belief mistakenly assume that a proper answer to questions like ‘Do you believe that p?’ is always a self-ascription of belief.  Adhering to the distinctions results in a better account of the transparency of belief.
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1. Introduction
Some contemporary philosophers subscribe to a transparency account of the self-ascription of belief, amongst them Gallois (1996), Moran (2001), Fernández (2003, 2013), Byrne (2005, 2011) and Boyle (2009, 2011).  Here, they will be referred to as transparency theorists.[endnoteRef:1]   [1: 
 Edgley (1969) and Evans (1982) are acknowledged as early advocates of the account.
] 

The starting point for them all is the transparency of belief.  This refers to the fact that, although ‘Do you believe that p?’[endnoteRef:2] and ‘Is p the case?’ are two different questions, they are closely connected through their answers.  For, when the latter question is answered upon the basis of the addressees’ epistemic grounds or reasons, the former question is automatically answered too, without the need for additional grounds or reasons.[endnoteRef:3]  Now, transparency theorists have not provided a uniform account of the transparency of belief.  Some have stated that the connection between the answers is a constitutive upshot of the process of rational deliberation as to whether p (Moran, Boyle).  Others have favoured a story where warranted self-ascription of belief requires addressees to ‘bypass’ their first-order beliefs and reach the grounds of those beliefs (Fernández).  Finally, others have defended the existence of an inferential connection between the answers to both questions, in accordance with the doxastic schema ‘p; so I believe that p’ (Gallois, Byrne).  In view of their family resemblance, these proposals will be referred to collectively as the method of transparency.   [2:  ‘Do you believe that p?’ if the question is addressed to someone else, and ‘Do I believe that p?’ in self-address.  This must be read as given hereafter.
]  [3:  Strictly speaking, ‘Do you believe that p?’ and ‘Is p the case?’ are not questions, but rather question-schemas.  For ease of exposition, this complexity will be waived in the remainder of the paper.  Similarly for ‘I believe that p’ or ‘p’, which will be referred to as answers to questions.
] 

The method of transparency is considered by its advocates to be a procedure for the self-ascription of belief (and for obtaining self-knowledge, as the method delivers knowledgeable self-ascriptions).[endnoteRef:4]  Critics have been quick to point out its flaws.  Thus, it has been alleged that the method of transparency does not work for the self-ascription of stored beliefs, which are retrieved through memory; or for recalcitrant beliefs, which are impervious to the believer’s own epistemic grounds or reasons (Gertler, 2011; Cassam, 2014).  Nonetheless, it has been agreed by transparency theorists and their critics alike that the self-ascription of newly formed beliefs does conform to the method of transparency.  Here, newly formed beliefs are to be contrasted with already held beliefs.  Therefore, a consensus is emerging, according to which the self-ascription of newly formed beliefs conforms to the method of transparency, even if the self-ascription of already held beliefs does not.  Instead, the latter is thought by some to be a matter of self-inspection, conceived as either self-observation (Gertler) or self-interpretation (Cassam).[endnoteRef:5]   [4:  The method of transparency could be applied to the self-ascription of intentions and desires, but here the focus will be on doxastic attitudes (i.e. belief, disbelief and suspension).
]  [5:  Boyle (2015) has argued that the self-ascription of recalcitrant attitudes conforms to the method of transparency, without ruling out that the self-ascription of some beliefs can be a matter of observation and inference.
] 

The emerging picture is one where there are several routes to the self-ascription of belief, including amongst them the method of transparency and the method of self-inspection, however exactly they are understood.  The aim of this paper is to take issue with the construal of the transparency of belief underlying this debate.  In particular, the following assumption will be targeted: that a proper answer to the question ‘Do you believe that p?’ must always be a self-ascription of some attitude, be it belief, disbelief, or suspension.  To be sure, utterances of ‘I believe that p’, ‘I do not believe that p’ or ‘I do not know’ (for each of the attitudes above) can be proper answers to the question ‘Do you believe that p?’, but this is not to say that a proper answer is always a self-ascription of an attitude.  It is so when the utterance is the outcome of a process of self-inspection, but it is not so when the utterance is the conclusion of a process of deliberation.  The reason is that a process of doxastic deliberation concludes, not with a claim or judgement about oneself (read, one’s attitudes), but rather with the formation of an attitude.  Thus, when an utterance of (say) ‘I believe that p’ is the proper answer to the deliberative question ‘Do you believe that p?’, such an utterance must be conceived otherwise than as a self-ascription of belief.  The suggestion to be defended below is that it is an episode of the belief formed by deliberation.  No doubt, it may seem that a question like ‘Do you believe that p?’ must always be answered by self-ascribing an attitude, and therefore that an utterance of (say) ‘I believe that p’ always plays a self-ascriptive role.  Accordingly, the objective of the paper is to correct this mistaken impression.
The plan is as follows.  To begin with, section 2 frames the discussion in the context of a distinction between deliberative and non-deliberative questions of the form ‘Do you believe that p?’  As the view that non-deliberative questions are answered through the self-ascription of an attitude is not in dispute here, the discussion turns quickly to the nature of deliberative questions.  To show that a proper answer to a deliberative question is not a self-ascription of an attitude, a contrast is introduced between the self-ascription and the expression of an attitude.  Thus, in section 3 the relevant notion of expression is introduced and explored in some detail.  Subsequently, section 4 argues for the claim that when an utterance of (say) ‘I believe that p’ is the conclusion of a process of doxastic deliberation, it is an expression of belief, in the relevant sense of expression; or equivalently, that it is an episode of the belief formed by deliberation. From then on, section 5 explains how the distinction between the self-ascriptive and expressive roles or uses of utterances like ‘I believe that p’, together with the distinction between non-deliberative and deliberative questions, helps us to obtain fresh clarity about the transparency of belief.  Finally, section 6 deals with some likely objections and summarizes the results.

2. Deliberative vs. self-ascriptive questions
It has been noted elsewhere (see Hampshire, 1969; Moran, 2001; and Lawlor, 2009) that deliberative questions must be set apart from similar-sounding non-deliberative questions.  Here is an example, taken from Fernández (2013: 51).  A defendant confronts his lawyer and bluntly asks, ‘Do you believe that I am innocent?’  Fernández writes, ‘if the lawyer has not reflected on her attitudes towards her client before, then what she will do to address the question is to focus on those considerations that would support or challenge the belief that her client is innocent.’  Indeed, this is one possible way to take the question and answer it – namely, as a deliberative question.  But it is not the only way.  For, the question might have been about the lawyer’s existing attitude towards her client’s innocence, rather than the attitude produced by the lawyer’s new process of deliberation.  
This is a general feature of questions of the form ‘Do you believe that p?’ (or ‘Do I believe that p?’ in self-address).  For, they can be an invitation to consider whether to believe that p is the case, or for short whether p is the case; hence an invitation to engage in a process of doxastic deliberation.  But they can also be a question about the addressee’s existing attitude towards p (i.e. belief, disbelief or suspension).  In the former case, the addressee is asked to consider whether to believe that p, whereas in the latter case the question is whether the addressee already believes that p. To mark this difference, the former question could be said to be about p, insofar as it is about the considerations for and against p, whereas the latter question could be said to be about the addressee, meaning the addressee’s already held attitudes.  
A consequence of this is that addressees must work out how the questions are meant before setting about answering them.  Now, when the questions are about the actual attitudes held by the addressees, how should they set about answering them?  Clearly, not by deliberation.  Deliberation would provide the addressees with considerations for or against a certain attitude (be it belief, disbelief or suspension), and would lead them to form one such attitude, but the point of the questions (we are assuming) is to find out what attitudes are already held by the addressees.  And deliberation does not deliver the attitudes already held by the addressees. At most, it leads them to form the same attitude again, but in the relevant respect this is a new attitude, not the attitude already held at the time when the original question was posed. 
But if not by deliberation, how should addressees set about answering questions like ‘Do you believe that p?’ when the latter are about their already held attitudes?  The following is a plausible suggestion: through a process of self-inspection.  As used here, self-inspection is an umbrella concept that covers any process whereby one ascertains the attitudes one already holds.  For the purposes of this paper, it does not matter exactly what the process of self-inspection involves.  So, there is no need to adjudicate whether it is a process of self-observation alone (akin to outer sensory perception, but directed inwards), or whether it is a process of self-interpretation, understood as involving self-observation plus inference; or indeed whether it involves an altogether different process.  
What is important, though, is that a process of self-inspection concludes with a claim or judgement made by the self-inspecting agents, to the effect that they hold a certain attitude.   In this respect, the process of self-inspection concludes when the agents ascribe a particular attitude to themselves.  Thus, a proper answer to a non-deliberative question like ‘Do you believe that p?’, such as ‘I believe that p’, ‘I do not believe that p’ or ‘I do not know (either way)’, is a self-ascription of an attitude by the addressee (belief, disbelief and suspension, respectively).  For this reason, non-deliberative questions will be referred to as self-ascriptive questions.
Now, as noted, questions like ‘Do you believe that p?’, and their first-person variants, can also be meant deliberatively; i.e. as questions about the attitudes to be formed by the addressees based on their epistemic grounds or reasons.  To answer them, addressees must take into account whatever considerations they can muster for and against endorsing a certain attitude, and actually endorse one such attitude or another; for instance, belief as opposed to disbelief or suspension.  Here, for addressees to endorse one such attitude is for them to form an attitude based on the considerations they are responsive to; even if, as mentioned, it is the same attitude they already hold, endorsed all over again.  
This is fairly uncontroversial, as is the fact that utterances of ‘I believe that p’, ‘I do not believe that p’ or ‘I do not know (either way)’ count as proper answers to a deliberative question like ‘Do you believe that p?’  What needs to be clarified, though, is the nature of the relation between such utterances and the attitudes formed through the process of deliberation.  In particular, are such utterances self-ascriptions of the attitudes formed by deliberation?  On the one hand, given their similarity to the utterances that are the proper answer to non-deliberative questions, it is tempting to think of them as self-ascriptions.  On the other hand, the similarity among the utterances might be purely superficial, like that between deliberative and non-deliberative questions themselves; so, similarity may be a deceptive standard to follow.  But if such utterances are not self-ascriptions, what is their role in deliberation?
The proposal to explore here is that the utterances that are proper answers to deliberative questions are expressions of the attitudes formed by deliberation.  In particular, that as answers to deliberative questions of the form ‘Do you believe that p?’, utterances of ‘I believe that p’, ‘I do not believe that p’ or ‘I do not know (either way)’ are expressions of belief, disbelief or suspension (respectively), i.e. attitudes formed through the process of doxastic deliberation.  As in this proposal the notion of expression is carrying out pivotal work, the following section explains it in some detail.  

3. A non-relational conception of expression
All sorts of bodily and behavioural features, both linguistic and non-linguistic, are said to be expressive of psychological traits.  How should the phrase ‘being expressive of’ be understood?  Primarily, as an intentional idiom.  To echo Brentano’s words, in expression something is expressed.  Thus, smiles (in a typical context) express joy, and tears (again in a typical context) express sadness.  Here, joy and sadness are the (typical) expressive content of smiles and tears, respectively.  The former are what the latter are (typically) about; hence, their intentional content.[endnoteRef:6] [6:  Strictly speaking, only sincere smiles (in a typical context) express joy, and only sincere tears (again in a typical context) express sadness.  In general, only sincere bodily and behavioural features, linguistic or not, express psychological traits.  This qualification must be read as operative in the rest of the paper.
] 

In addition to this, ‘being expressive of’ is often understood as a relation between two items – namely, some bodily or behavioural feature, on the one hand, and some psychological trait, on the other.  This can be considered as the spelling out of the intentional idiom above.  In the typical examples under consideration, smiles are said to express joy, insofar as they are associated with joy, conceived as a further item; and similarly for tears and sadness.  In this respect, typical smiles are said to be about joy (or typical tears about sadness) because the former are typically associated with the latter, conceived as further items.  The association can be thought of as causal, but this is not compulsory, for both items can become associated by being the separate, but recurrent, effects of a common cause.  The view that bodily and behavioural features are associated with psychological traits, in one way or another, will be referred to here as the relational conception of expression.
A relational conception of expression is not the only way to capture the intentionality of expressive bodily and behavioural features.  Alternatively, expressive content can be thought of as a non-relational property of some bodily and behavioural features.  According to this, typical smiles are the sort of bodily feature that non-relationally expresses joy; and similarly for typical tears and sadness.  What this means is that expressive content enters into the determination of the bodily and behavioural features themselves.  In the examples under consideration, typical smiles and tears are the sort of bodily features they are because of their expressive content.  To be sure, not all bodily and behavioural features express psychological traits; for instance, teary allergic reactions do not.  But some do, and when they do, the expressed content is a non-relational property of the bodily and behavioural features.  This view will be referred to here as the non-relational conception of expression.
The fact that expressive bodily and behavioural features can be indistinguishable from non-expressive bodily and behavioural features appears to militate against the view that expressive content is a non-relational property of some bodily and behavioural features.  For, if some bodily and behavioural features lack expressive content, and such features are indistinguishable from others that possess it, then expressive content cannot be a non-relational property of such features in the latter case.  This reasoning assumes that indistinguishability is a clue to the common nature of expressive and non-expressive bodily and behavioural features, but in fact it is only a clue to the (epistemic) limitations of certain individuals to note some differences.  Here, indistinguishability results from the inability to note the wealth of detail available in bodily and behavioural features.  So, indistinguishability, when it happens, is not an obstacle to the non-relational conception of the expressive content of (some) bodily and behavioural features.
Relational and non-relational conceptions of expression bring with them different views of the mind.  According to a relational conception, psychological traits, on the one hand, and bodily and behavioural features, on the other, are two different sets of items, associated in one way or another.  Here, psychological traits are thought of as a set of events happening alongside the corresponding bodily and behavioural features (when the latter are genuinely expressive).  A non-relational conception abandons this duality of items, promoting instead what might be called an adverbial, or formal, view of the mind.  Adverbial, because insofar as some bodily and behavioural features are non-relationally expressive, the psychological traits expressed are not extra items.  Rather, they are the manner of being of some bodily and behavioural features.  Formal, because insofar as this is the only manner of being of some bodily and behavioural features, it enters into the determination of some bodily and behavioural features as the features they are.
Despite the formal connection between mind and bodily-cum-behavioural features, the metaphysics of mind behind a non-relational conception of expression does not entail a commitment to any form of physicalist or behaviourist reductionism.  The latter is usually understood as aspiring either to eliminate mental items or to show that they are something else (i.e. purely physical or behavioural events).  But on a non-relational conception of expression, psychological traits are not eliminated, or shown to be purely physical or behavioural events.  Rather, a non-relational conception of expression is best understood as revealing the existence of another kind of event – namely, expressive events, such as smiles or tears (in their typical contexts).
So far in this section, the emphasis has been on emotions, but other mental states and processes also fall within the purview of a non-relational conception of expression; for instance, intentions, desires and (closer to the focus of this paper) beliefs.  Emotions (at least the so-called basic emotions) are said to have signature facial expressions.  Intentions, desires and beliefs are not, but this is not an obstacle to providing a non-relationally expressive treatment of them.  For intentions, desires and beliefs can be expressed in behaviour, both linguistic and non-linguistic.  Thus, in an appropriate context, reaching for an umbrella can express the belief that it is raining outside, together with the desire, or intention, not to get wet.  Similarly for such linguistic acts as ‘It is raining outside’, an assertion that expresses the belief that it is raining outside.  So, analogously to facial features and non-linguistic behaviour, linguistic acts also have expressive content.  Furthermore, in line with the view introduced above, the expressive content of such linguistic acts need not be thought of as a relation to a mental state (i.e. the belief itself), conceived as a further item.  Rather, the expressive content of linguistic acts can be thought of as a non-relational property of the acts.  For linguistic acts are the sort of behaviour they are in virtue of their expressive content.  Furthermore, the fact that insincere utterances of the same sentences are indistinguishable from others that are genuinely expressive, is not an obstacle here.  For insincere utterances lack the expressive content they appear to have, and indistinguishability only indicates that the audience is unable to note the differences between both utterances.
This also works for utterances of ‘I believe that p’, which can similarly express a specific belief, i.e. the belief that p.  So, the expressive content of an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ can be a non-relational property of the utterance.  Building on the analogy with bodily gestures and facial features, which have their expressive content non-relationally, utterances of ‘I believe that p’ could be said to be some sort of (linguistic) gesture, as far as the non-relational character of their expressive content is concerned.  
Returning to the adverbial, or formal, view of the mind mentioned earlier, a non-relational conception of the expressive content of such linguistic acts as ‘I believe that p’ means that the belief expressed should not be thought of as a further item.  Instead, it should be thought of as the manner of being of the linguistic act, i.e. as what makes it the linguistic act it is.  But the manner of being of the linguistic act is that it expresses the belief that p; so the linguistic act should be thought of as an episode of the belief that p.  This does not mean that there could not have been other episodes of that belief.  For one thing, there might have been other such linguistic episodes on non-actual (i.e. future) occasions; for another, there might have been different actual episodes, both linguistic and non-linguistic, of the same belief.  So, according to a non-relational conception of the expressive content of linguistic acts such as ‘I believe that p’, the latter is an episode of belief (amongst other such or similar episodes).
Having explained what it is for an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ to be a non-relational expression of belief, it is argued next that this is precisely the role the utterance plays when it is the conclusion of a process of doxastic deliberation.

4. Doxastic deliberation as non-relational expression
As seen at the end of section 2, it is tempting to treat all utterances of ‘I believe that p’, ‘I do not believe that p’ and ‘I do not know (either way)’ as self-ascriptions of belief, disbelief and suspension, respectively.  There is no denying that this is the case sometimes, for instance when such utterances are the proper answer to non-deliberative questions, as argued for in section 2.  But the view that ‘I believe that p’ and the like are always self-ascriptions of an attitude entails that they are always claims or judgements about oneself.  However, as will be argued in this section, this fails to acknowledge the role of such utterances in doxastic deliberation.  
In paradigmatic cases of doxastic deliberation, agents collect and weigh reasons or attend to certain grounds, and as a result form a particular belief.  (Disbelief and suspension are also possible outcomes, as mentioned earlier, but for simplicity the focus will be on the formation of belief.)  Then, deliberating agents will typically say such things as ‘p’, ‘p is the case’ or ‘I believe that p’, in a particular (let us call it assertoric or confident) tone of voice.  It is plausible to think that the utterances express the agents’ beliefs.  But, how should we think of this?  Some familiar options are available: on the one hand, a relational conception of expression, according to which the utterances express the agent’s belief, conceived as a further item; on the other hand, a non-relational conception of expression, according to which the belief is a property of the utterances that formally characterizes their manner of being as the particular acts they are.  How should we choose between these options?
In support of the non-relational option, consider the following argument from ongoing deliberation.  Take an agent who, deliberating as to whether p is the case, utters the following open-ended string of sentences: ‘p is the case … No, not p, q is the case … Wait a minute, r is the case …’ This is a clear instance of ongoing deliberation as to whether p, in which the agent’s mind is not yet settled as to what to believe.  Consider now an agent (perhaps the same agent at a different time) who, in a similar deliberative context as to whether p, utters the following open-ended string of sentences: ‘I believe that p … No, not p, I believe that q … Wait a minute, I believe that r …’ How should we describe what is going on here?  Is this also an instance of ongoing deliberation as to whether p; or is it rather a case in which the agent has not settled on a judgement about the belief he or she holds?  What the latter option means is that the agent’s mind is settled as to whether p, and it is only the judging of what his or her mind is like that is still unsettled.  However, in the deliberative context under consideration, it is more natural to view the open-ended string of sentences ‘I believe that p … No, not p, I believe that q … Wait a minute, I believe that r …’ as what having an unsettled mind as to whether p consists in, by analogy with the open-ended string of sentences: ‘p is the case … No, not p, q is the case … Wait a minute, r is the case …’[endnoteRef:7] [7:  It is compatible with this to claim that in non-deliberative or self-ascriptive contexts, the natural view to take is that the open-ended string of sentences ‘I believe that p … Not p, I believe that q …’ indicates that the subject is unable (still) to settle on a judgement about his or her mind.
] 

Now, if the more natural view to take is that in deliberative contexts as to whether p both strings of sentences are different episodes of ongoing deliberation, then uttering ‘p is the case’ or ‘I believe that p’ simpliciter as the conclusion of the process of doxastic deliberation, must play a similar, though opposing role.  Similar, because the utterances must also be an episode of the agent’s mind.  Opposing, because the utterances must be an episode of having a settled mind or forming a belief by deliberation, rather than an episode of ongoing deliberation.  This fits nicely with, and therefore promotes, a non-relational conception of expression, as characterized above.
As an added argument to the same conclusion, consider the following.  On the assumption that beliefs are individuated by their content, together with a propositional view of the content of belief, it is quite natural to take an utterance of ‘p’ as an actual episode of the agent’s belief – namely, his or her believing that p at the time.  This follows from the fact that assertions are expressions of belief, together with a non-relational conception of expression.  In that case, the suggestion being made now is that the same applies to an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ that can replace an utterance of ‘p’ as the conclusion of a deliberative process.  What the suggestion amounts to is that, insofar as such utterances of ‘p’ and ‘I believe that p’ non-relationally express the belief that is the conclusion of the deliberative process, the belief is a non-relational property of the utterances, i.e. one that formally characterizes their manner of being as the particular linguistic acts they are.  Furthermore, if the belief is a non-relational property of the utterances in that sense, then the utterances themselves are episodes of the belief that is the conclusion of the deliberative process.  
In line with the aim of this section, this shows that utterances of ‘I believe that p’ are not always claims or judgements about oneself, i.e. about one’s already held beliefs.  (Similarly for ‘I do not believe that p’ or ‘I do not know either way’ and the attitudes of disbelief and suspension, respectively.)  Rather, an analysis of the role of such utterances in doxastic deliberation shows that they are episodes of the belief formed by deliberation, analogous to the way in which uttering ‘p’ to conclude a process of doxastic deliberation is an episode of the formed belief.  
This conclusion can be resisted for a number of reasons.  One of them is that, even assuming that an utterance of ‘p’ or ‘p is the case’ is an episode of belief, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ cannot be an episode of belief in the same way, for the latter strikes a tentative chord missing from the former.  Indeed, tentativeness can be an aspect of an utterance of ‘I believe that p’, but no dissimilarity between utterances of ‘I believe that p’ and utterances of ‘p’ and ‘p is the case’ follows, for ‘p’ and ‘p is the case’ can also be uttered in a tentative tone of voice.  Overall, all three sentences can be uttered in either a tentative or an assertoric tone of voice.  
Another source of resistance is the thought that such utterances are not the actual settling of a mind, or the forming of a belief, but rather the expression of a settled mind or a formed belief.  Here, the protest relies on a relational conception of expression, according to which belief and expressive utterances are two different items, connected in some way.  But as seen above, this is not the only way to conceive expression, including the expressive utterances under consideration.  For, the expressive content of the utterances need not be thought of as a further item to which they are related, and can be conceived instead as a non-relational property of the utterances.  
Presumably, what lies behind the protest, partly at least, is the thought that a deliberating agent can form a belief that p without expressing it through an utterance of ‘p’, ‘p is the case’ or ‘I believe that p’.  For, why could deliberating agents not form a belief, and keep it to themselves (perhaps as part of a secretive scheme)?  There is no harm in conceding that deliberating agents can form a belief that p, despite failing to utter ‘p’, ‘p is the case’ or ‘I believe that p’ at the time.  However, this will not help the cause of the protest above.  To begin with, consider that beliefs are temporally extended patterns, comprising both episodes of actual expression taking place at particular times, and periods without expression in between.  So, although a process of doxastic deliberation might lead to an utterance of ‘p’ and so on, it need not do so.  For the process leads to the acquisition of a temporally extended pattern, which may not be expressed at the time.  Therefore, there can be belief, without actual utterances of ‘p’, ‘p is the case’ and ‘I believe that p’ at the time.  In addition, it is significant to note that failing to utter one of those sentences is compatible with the agents’ unwittingly letting out their belief in something else they do or say.  Others may (and yet they may not) notice such tell-tale expressive features.  What is important is that the belief such agents form by deliberation will not be fully unexpressed.  Taken together, both points help to uphold the view of doxastic deliberation presented in this section, and keep the earlier protest at bay.  
To sum up, it can now be affirmed that utterances of ‘I believe that p’, ‘I do not believe that p’ and ‘I do not know either way’ are not always self-ascriptions of an attitude, because they are not always claims or judgements about oneself.  Rather, their role in doxastic deliberation shows them to be actual episodes of the attitude formed through the process of deliberation.  In turn, this helps us obtain fresh clarity about the transparency of belief.  Let us see how.

5. The transparency of belief explained
As already noted, questions of the form ‘Do you believe that p?’ can be meant as the question whether to believe that p (is the case); and they can be meant as a question about the addressee’s existing attitudes towards p.  In the former case, the question is answered in the same way as the question ‘Is p the case?’  So we may say that it is a deliberative question, or that the question is meant deliberatively.  In the latter case, he question is answered in an altogether different way, by some kind of self-inspection of the addressee’s own mind; so we may say that it is a self-ascriptive question, or that the question is meant self-ascriptively.  
Similarly, as a proper answer to the question ‘Do you believe that p?’, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ can be either a deliberative or a self-ascriptive answer.  As an answer to a deliberative question, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ is an episode of the belief formed by deliberation.  This follows from the premisses: i) that doxastic deliberation ends with the formation of an attitude (say, belief), ii) that ‘I believe that p’ is an expression of such a belief, and iii) that the expressive content of ‘I believe that p’ is a non-relational property of the utterance that formally characterizes it as the linguistic act it is.  Crucially then, as an answer to a deliberative question, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ is not a self-ascription of belief.  But as an answer to the self-ascriptive question ‘Do you believe that p?’, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ is a claim or judgement made by the speaker about his or her own current attitudes – namely, that he or she holds the belief that p.  Therefore, it is a self-ascription of belief.  (Similarly for utterances of ‘I do not believe that p’ and ‘I do not know either way’ and attitudes of disbelief and suspension, respectively.)
The same could be said of an utterance of ‘p’ (also ‘p is the case’ and other variants) as a proper answer to the question ‘Do you believe that p?’  For, if the question is meant deliberatively, it can be properly answered with an utterance of ‘p’ (and similar variants), which is then an episode of the belief formed by deliberation.  Alternatively, if the question ‘Do you believe that p?’ is meant self-ascriptively, i.e. as a question about the addressee’s current attitude, it can be properly answered with an utterance of ‘p’ (and other variants), understood then as a claim or judgement made by the speaker about him or herself, whereby the belief that p is self-ascribed.  (Similarly for ‘p is not the case’ and the attitude of disbelief.)
What this neat distinction between deliberative and self-ascriptive questions and answers means is that, contrary to what is assumed in contemporary discussions of the transparency of belief, the method of transparency is not a procedure for the self-ascription of an attitude (whether belief, disbelief or suspension).  Transparency theorists insist that questions of the form ‘Do you believe that p?’ are transparent to questions of the form ‘Is p the case?’, and the method of transparency is their name for the procedure to self-ascribe beliefs in the case of transparent questions.  Critics retort that only some questions of the form ‘Do you believe that p?’ are transparent to questions of the form ‘Is p the case?’, and therefore that not all self-ascriptions of belief conform to the method of transparency.  Talk of transparent questions is in good order, for what it means is that questions of the form ‘Do you believe that p?’ are sometimes deliberative questions, or that sometimes they are meant deliberatively.  But transparency theorists and their critics alike assume that transparent, or deliberative, questions are answered with the self-ascription of an attitude.  And this is what the distinction between deliberative and self-ascriptive questions and answers disallows.  Transparent, or deliberative, questions are answered with the formation of an attitude; and only self-ascriptive questions are answered with the self-ascription of an attitude.  Therefore, a faulty construal of the transparency of belief underlies the whole debate between transparency theorists and their critics.
So, what is a sound construal of the transparency of belief?  As mentioned in section 1, what needs elucidating is why two different questions such as ‘Do you believe that p?’ (or the first-person variant) and ‘Is p the case?’ are nonetheless connected, insofar as an answer to the latter question on the basis of the addressees’ epistemic grounds or reasons provides an automatic answer to the former, without the need for additional grounds or reasons.  The distinction between deliberative and self-ascriptive questions and answers can be of help now.  On the one hand, ‘Do you believe that p?’ and ‘Is p the case?’ are different questions, in that the former can be meant either as the (deliberative) question whether to believe that p, or as a (self-ascriptive) question about the addressees’ existing attitudes towards p.  When the question is meant self-ascriptively, it bears no relation to the question ‘Is p the case?’, insofar as answering the latter by deliberation does not provide an automatic answer to the former.  On the other hand, when the question ‘Do you believe that p?’ is meant deliberatively, it is answered by answering the question ‘Is p the case?’  This is so because, like the deliberative question ‘Do you believe that p?’, ‘Is p the case?’ is an invitation for the addressees to deliberate whether p (is the case) and therefore form an attitude.  In that respect, both questions could be said to play the same role, or have the same use, which is why (unsurprisingly) answering the latter question upon the basis of the addressees’ epistemic grounds or reasons provides an automatic answer to the former question.[endnoteRef:8]  Therefore, the transparency of belief is accounted for. [8:  Gallois (1996: 6-7) writes that ‘from a first-person perspective, (2) [Is Darwin hotter than Melbourne?] and (3) [Do I believe that Darwin is hotter than Melbourne?] are indistinguishable questions.  From that perspective answering one is tantamount to answering the other.’  This is helpful.  Gallois goes on to suggest that this is so because ‘having evidence that bears on the answer to (2) indirectly enables [the addressee] to answer (3).’ Indirectly, because the move goes through the doxastic schema ‘p; so I believe that p’.  The alternative suggestion of this paper is that both questions play the same role of inviting the addressee to engage in a process of deliberation to form an attitude.  
] 

Note that the questions ‘Do you believe that p?’ and ‘Is p the case?’ do not always play the same role, or have the same use.  This is what happens when one asks someone ‘Do you believe that p?’ while simultaneously wondering (deliberatively), ‘Is p the case?’  It is also what happens when one asks oneself both the self-ascriptive question ‘Do I believe that p?’ and the deliberative question ‘Is p the case?’, perhaps in an exercise of self-assessment, i.e. the assessment of the truth of one’s existing attitudes towards p.  However, the existence of such non-transparent uses of questions like ‘Do you believe that p?’ (or the corresponding first-person variant) does not undermine the proposed understanding of the transparency of belief.  For, such cases simply fall outside the phenomenon under discussion.  

6. Some objections answered
Let us take stock.  The understanding of the phenomenon of the transparency of belief proposed in the previous section was the upshot of an argument from the nature of doxastic deliberation that could be reconstructed as follows:  
1. Doxastic deliberation concludes with the formation of an attitude, not the self-ascription of an attitude. 
2. Utterances of ‘I believe that p’ (and ‘I do not believe that p’ or ‘I do not know either way’) are the proper conclusions of a process of doxastic deliberation.  
3. Therefore, utterances of ‘I believe that p’ and so on are (an episode of) an attitude formed by deliberation, not the self-ascription of an attitude.  
Premiss 2 seems unproblematic.  Premiss 1 was claimed earlier to be the natural view to take, given the analogy with cases of ongoing deliberation.  Nonetheless, the soundness of the argument could be questioned by attacking premiss 1 from a different direction.  Thus, it might be objected that doxastic deliberation does not conclude with the formation of a belief, or a similar attitude.  For, the conclusion of a process of doxastic deliberation must have something of an episodic nature, whereas beliefs and other doxastic attitudes are standing mental states.  But this objection is not fatal.  For, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ could be understood to be a judgement reached by deliberation (which has something of an episodic nature), while taking such judgements to be episodes of the standing attitude of belief.  This is made plausible by the fact that, insofar as such an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ (like an utterance of ‘p’ or ‘p is the case’) is about p, it is an episode of judging that p, based on doxastic considerations.  So, the view of doxastic deliberation defended earlier in the paper is not undermined: doxastic deliberation leads to the formation of an episode of belief – i.e. a judgement.  
Apart from this, the conclusion of the argument could be challenged, for taking too narrow a view of the role of utterances of ‘I believe that p’ (and also ‘I do not believe that p’ or ‘I do not know either way’) in doxastic deliberation.  Thus, it could be said that, as a proper answer to a deliberative question, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ can also be a self-ascription of an attitude, say belief.  (Likewise for the other proper answers and the corresponding attitudes.)  However, this is implausible, if it is meant to supplement the idea that such an utterance is an episode of the attitude formed by deliberation.  For, in that case, an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ would have two simultaneous roles or uses: as an episode of the belief formed by deliberation, and as a claim about the speaker.  But it is doubtful that such utterances could play both roles simultaneously, given the non-relational conception of expression underlying the idea that such utterances are an episode of the attitude formed by deliberation.  For a non-relational conception of the expressive content of such linguistic utterances leaves no room for the idea that at the same time they are claims or judgements made by the speakers about their attitudes.
But, perhaps the objection can be fine-tuned.  For rather than insist on simultaneous roles, it could be said that deliberation ends with the formation of an attitude, which is then self-ascribed on that (deliberative) basis.  So, deliberation would be a two-part process, the first part ending with the formation of an attitude, and the second part consisting in the (automatic or quasi-automatic) self-ascription of the newly formed attitude.  In the terms used earlier, what this means is that a deliberative question like ‘Do you believe that p?’ would be partly a self-ascriptive question, and similarly for a deliberative answer like ‘I believe that p’.  But, reflection on the nature of doxastic deliberation per se does not endorse such an outlook.  As noted in section 4, the natural view to take is that utterances of ‘I believe that p’, issued at the end of the deliberative process as to whether p, are episodes of the belief formed by deliberation.
The suggestion of a two-part process appears to be vindicated by an alleged difference between the utterances ‘p’ and ‘I believe that p’.  For, it could be proposed that the former signals the end of the deliberation process, whereas the latter is the self-ascription of the belief formed by deliberation.  The self-ascription is automatic or quasi-automatic, because deliberation requires a certain conceptual sophistication on the part of the deliberating agent, and being able to prefix the content of one’s newly formed beliefs with ‘I believe’ is an aspect of that conceptual sophistication.  However, as noted earlier, utterances of ‘p’ and of ‘I believe that p’ are interchangeable as proper answers to a deliberative question; so there is nothing here to support a two-part process.
The suggestion of a two-part process appears to be vindicated also by the consideration that the belief formed by deliberation must be known by the deliberating agent, which in turn supports the idea that the utterance ‘I believe that p’ must be playing a self-ascriptive role.  But allowing that the belief formed by deliberation must be known by the agent does not entail that an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ must be a self-ascription.  For, the sense in which the agent must know the belief formed by deliberation is that the agent must be conscious of it, or equivalently that the formed belief must be a self-conscious belief.  But this condition is met if the uttering of ‘I believe that p’ non-relationally expresses the self-conscious belief formed by deliberation; i.e. if it is an episode of such a belief.  Given that it is commonly accepted that ‘I believe that p’ typically expresses a self-conscious belief, and given that a non-relational conception of expression is available, appealing to the connection between deliberation and self-consciousness does nothing to support a two-part process in doxastic deliberation.
Therefore, the conclusion of this paper stands.  To sum up, it is the thesis that second-person questions like ‘Do you believe that p?’ and first-person questions like ‘Do I believe that p?’ play two different roles, or have two different uses.  One gives rise to the phenomenon known as the transparency of belief – namely, when the questions are an invitation for the addressees to engage in a process of doxastic deliberation by answering the question ‘Is p the case?’  The result of this process is the formation of a new attitude (i.e. belief, disbelief or suspension), rather than the self-ascription of such an attitude.  In turn, such a deliberative role or use must be distinguished from a different, self-ascriptive role or use of the same second- and first-person questions. 
The objective of the paper has been to correct the mistaken impression that questions like ‘Do you believe that p?’ or ‘Do I believe that p?’ always play the same role, or have the same use, and therefore that a proper answer to them always leads to the self-ascription of an attitude.  To that effect, it has been argued that an utterance of ‘I believe that p’ (analogously for ‘I do not believe that p’ or ‘I do not know either way’) is not always a self-ascription of a belief by the speaker (analogously for disbelief and suspension).  Rather, such utterances are sometimes an expression of belief (and similar attitudes), in the non-relational sense according to which the expressive content of the utterances is a formal property that characterizes them as the linguistic acts they are.  In other words, such utterances are expressions of belief (and similar attitudes) in that they are episodes of belief (and similar attitudes).  Indeed, it has been claimed that this is what happens in cases of doxastic deliberation.
The results of the paper turn crucially on the plausibility of a non-relational conception of expression.  A full defence of such a conception of expression, in particular of the advantages it offers over the more widespread relational conception, cannot be undertaken here, although it has been carried out to a greater extent elsewhere (García Rodríguez, 2018).  But this paper is meant to stand on its own.  So, given that such a non-relational conception is not an obvious non-starter, the paper can be read as providing an application of that conception; moreover, one that helps preserve an intuitive view of the nature of doxastic deliberation.  Alternatively, beginning with the latter, the paper can also be read as supporting the non-relational conception of expression that underlies doxastic deliberation.
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