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      Preface

      
      
       A funny phenomenon occurs occasionally when I mention to someone that I research
         self-deception. After some express interest in the topic, they will then immediately
         ask, “What is it?” There is a striking juxtaposition between seemingly knowing enough
         about something to evaluate it as interesting and having to ask what it is. What could
         cause such varied reactions in a person in a matter of moments? 
      

      
         I think I have the answer since, at one point, I first heard about self-deception
         and had a similar response. At first blush, the conjunction of the words “self” and
         “deception” seem to make perfect sense. Everyone, after all, has some idea both of
         what a self is and of what it means to deceive. If we have an understanding of these
         two ingredients, we should be able to combine them to cook up a conception of self-deception.
         It could also be that the merging of these two words conjures up examples of behavior:
         a friend’s, a family member’s, a coworker’s, or even one’s own.
      

      
       But, at a second glance, a slew of questions occurs. Does self-deception mirror interpersonal
         deception? Doesn’t interpersonal deception usually involve hiding things from the
         deceived? How could self-deceivers do that to themselves? Maybe they can’t and this
         means that self-deception is something related to, but not identical with, what one
         normally thinks of when one thinks of interpersonal deception. But if this is so,
         then what is self-deception? What does it have in common with deceiving others? What
         is different? It is this avalanche of questions and potential answers that turns one’s
         interest into puzzlement. What seemed intriguing is now mystifying. Or, to those who
         are like me, it becomes both.
      

      
       Self-deception’s ability to appear to be both so familiar and so puzzling is what
         often drives conversation about it. Not only philosophers of mind and epistemologists,
         but also psychologists, religious thinkers, existentialists, biographers, and artists
         occasionally end up writing about this topic. And this is rightfully so, self-deception
         surely has widespread implications for who we are, how we relate to each other, and
         how we understand ourselves and others.
      

      
       The purpose of this book is mainly to help clear up some of the
 mystery about self-deception. Indeed, I will argue for and explicate a particular
         conception of self-deception: self-deceivers are those who intentionally use the strategies
         of normal interpersonal deception on themselves. Although the argument on the whole
         uses and responds to current analytic philosophers (i.e., the philosophers of mind
         and epistemologists mentioned above), it shouldn’t be surprising to see exceptions.
         Indeed, great cases of self-deception can be found in the media and I’ll take the
         opportunity to mention relevant cases from television shows when helpful. More importantly,
         the work of existentialists and psychologists will especially be relevant to motivating
         my view.
      

      
       The use of psychological and existential works is not, unlike my decision to analyze
         television-based cases of self-deception, solely derived from personal preference.
         The contemporary literature on self-deception, and one school of thought in particular,
         often borrows insights from certain psychological theories. These have to be discussed
         because much of the contemporary views of self-deception revolve around them. Any
         current discussion of self-deception must deal with these psychological views. If
         psychology says a lot about where we are now in the research on self-deception, then
         existentialism tells us about its past. I’ll say more about this in the introduction,
         but the contemporary analytic literature on self-deception—that is, what I am primarily
         responding to in this book—was built around a set of puzzles Jean-Paul Sartre raised
         for bad faith. Everything written about bad faith in the analytic tradition after
         1960 is, either directly or indirectly, a response to Sartre’s thinking.  Interestingly,
         Sartre used two puzzles to help him define bad faith. These puzzles didn’t show that
         bad faith was impossible or paradoxical, they helped explain what it is. Those writing
         on self-deception after Sartre correctly saw that the puzzles could apply to self-deception
         as well as bad faith, but made one important mistake: they took the puzzles to be
         paradoxes that need to be resolved or eliminated. They missed the fact that the puzzles,
         like they did for bad faith, could be what defines and explicates the nature of self-deception.
         I, for reasons to be laid out later, want to recommend using the puzzles instead of
         avoiding them. The notion of self-deception that results is an important one that
         has been overlooked by the current literature.
      

      
       If self-deception is defined by these puzzles, then it turns out that the seemingly
         contradictory reaction to its study is perfectly appropriate. It will respect the
         idea that a person can literally deceive him- or herself, which hopefully is interesting
         and/or familiar to some. Additionally, if we use the puzzles in the way I recommend,
         then there is a way in which self-deception is essentially puzzling. It won’t be paradoxical
         or impossible or opaque, but there is something about deceiving oneself that is best
         understood through two puzzles. By the end of this book, then, self-deception won’t
         be as mysterious as it once seemed, but the fact that it is defined by a set of puzzles
         will make it so that it retains some of its original mystique. 
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      I. What Is Self-Deception?

      
      There is a litany of examples we might be drawn to hold as instances of self-deception.
         Remember that family member who made the obviously poor decision? What about your
         coworker who keeps making the same mistake repeatedly? Or even that past decision
         of yours that still haunts you to this day? It could be tempting to say that any of
         these types of cases are self-deception. Self-deception might be able to explain why
         someone would make an undeniably bad choice, repeat the same error, or decide to do
         something terrible. 
      

      
      What exactly does it mean, though, to say that someone is self-
deceiving? In other words, how could we tell whether the cases above really were instances
         of self-deception? These questions caught the attention of many philosophers starting
         in the 1960s, and as a result there have been numerous attempts to define and explain
         self-deception. But there has been little progress on this enterprise. The conversation
         about self-
deception has been, and still is, focused on the debate over its definition. This
         leaves little to no room for progress. If we are stuck at the rudimentary question
         of what self-deception is, we cannot move forward with research on the topic. 
      

      
      In this book, I too will present a view of self-deception, but I will do so in a way
         that avoids, or at least addresses, the reasons why the literature has been stuck
         trying to define self-deception. My project has two components: one forward-looking
         and the other historical. For the historical component, I will look back and see why
         there is so much disagreement about what self-deception is. I argue that there is
         one main reason why the contemporary literature is littered with a great number of
         opposing views: there is confusion over how we should go about defining self-deception.
         Looking forward and moving away from the historical, if this confusion is eliminated,
         then we are left with a clear idea of what self-deception is and how it works. 
      

      
      Before we get to what others thought self-deception was and what I think it is—that
         is, before we get to the disagreement—we can focus on something that almost everyone
         writing on the topic would agree with: self-deception is one of many ways we might
         interact with our own beliefs and how we view the world. It falls on a spectrum of
         ways we might maintain, accept, or reject beliefs. For instance, let’s say I desperately
         want the Indianapolis Colts to win the Super Bowl, but unfortunately there is really
         good evidence that suggests they will not. I, in normal circumstances, would not come
         to believe that the Colts will become the champs. This is so despite the fact that
         I would be very happy believing that they will win it all. No one would think this
         is self-deceptive; after all, I avoided the belief that is likely to be false. However,
         we could also imagine that perhaps I did come to believe that the Colts will win.
         Perhaps this was because I miscalculated their chances. I completely forgot, let’s
         say, that a team needs a good defense to win it all and that the Colts do not have
         a good defense. This wouldn’t be a case of self-deception either; this is a simple
         mistake based on a faulty memory. Though neither is an instance of self-deception,
         most would agree that self-deception is related to cases like these in that self-deception
         also deals with beliefs, evidence, truth, falsity, motivation, and so on. 
      

      
      Though this point is clear, adding to it in a way that isn’t contentious is more difficult.
         What exactly is self-deception? Or, what could change about the two cases above to
         make them self-deceptive? For instance, in order to distinguish self-deception from
         making an honest mistake, do I need literally to trick myself about the Colts’ chances
         of winning? If so, then how? If not, then what am I doing instead? Is it necessary
         for me to appreciate the good evidence that they won’t win? If so, then how exactly
         do I need to do so? If not, then is the evidence relevant at all? What if I were a
         fan of the rival Houston Texans and therefore would want to believe that the Colts
         wouldn’t win? Could I deceive myself into thinking that they will? 
      

      
      Different philosophers will answer these questions in different ways, but whatever
         the answer, it shows that self-deception is one of many ways that we might interact
         with our beliefs. Self-deception falls somewhere on the spectrum between coming to
         a true belief based on good reasons and making an unintentional mistake. To study
         self-deception, then, is to study the ways that we deal with our beliefs and view
         the world. What follows are implications for human rationality and our minds’ capabilities
         to know themselves. This is so even if self-deception is a rare and radical act. 
      

      
      So, what is self-deception? What is this thing that tells us so much about ourselves?
         I will make the case for a very particular definition of self-deception: it occurs
         when a person intentionally tries to deceive him- or herself into believing something
         he or she has reason to think is false or unlikely to be true. On this conception,
         self-deception is just like interpersonal deception except for the number of people
         involved; in deception there are two or more, while in self-deception there is only
         one. The same tactics and strategies can be used in both. This book is an argument
         for and exploration of this understanding of self-deception.
      

      
      

      II. Why Define Self-Deception this Way?

      
      Why would I recommend this definition of self-deception? There are many answers to
         this question. Laying them out is the project of this book, but I will start to survey
         some of them in this section. The first reason is hardly a knockdown argument, but
         it should be mentioned at the outset: the idea that we can literally deceive ourselves
         has yet to be fully explored. We will discuss why this is so in a bit, but for now
         the important point is that this notion of self-deception has not received its due
         attention. 
      

      
      I am not, however, arguing that intentional self-deception is just one variety of
         self-deception; I ultimately hold that intentional self-deception is self-deception. That is, we are self-deceiving only if we are intentionally attempting
         to trick ourselves as we trick others. Of course, even if this view is novel and has
         not been fully discussed, it doesn’t follow that it is the proper and sole account
         of self-deception. To understand why I would hold it to be so, some points need to
         be made about the history of the topic of self-deception. 
      

      
      The story begins with Jean-Paul Sartre’s publication of Being and Nothingness in 1943 and Hazel Barnes’s subsequent English translations.[1]   In particular, we will start with the second chapter of the first part of the work,
         entitled “Bad Faith.” At the beginning of this chapter, Sartre holds that bad faith
         is a lie to oneself.[2]   But it is more than just any old lie; bad faith is a lie to oneself about one’s freedom. People are in bad faith when they come to a false view about their freedom. Classic
         cases involve someone denying his or her freedom. 
      

      
      How is Sartre’s existentialism relevant to a book on self-deception? In my first chapter,
         I will show that Sartre’s work on bad faith inspired the first analytic thinkers on
         self-deception. Of course, earlier philosophers,[3]   religious writers,[4]   psychologists,[5]   and authors of fiction[6]   were writing on self-deception before Sartre, but the current analytic discussion
         of self-deception—what I take myself to be responding to in this book—is a direct
         result of analytic interpretations of Sartre’s work starting in the 1960s. Although
         some at this time were interested in Sartre’s work in itself and as a whole, and others
         focused on a particular portion of his work, almost every one of them mimicked Sartre’s
         way of formulating bad faith when it came time to formulate self-deception. In particular,
         Sartre raised two puzzles for bad faith that seemed to propel and stimulate the early
         work on self-deception. 
      

      
      The two puzzles are usually elucidated by comparing self-deception to interpersonal
         deception. Commonly it is held that self-deception is puzzling in a way that interpersonal
         deception is not. If Walter White—a teacher and family man who is breaking bad—wants
         to deceive his wife, Skyler, into believing he is not a drug manufacturer, then he
         has a set of mental states she does not share: a belief that he is a drug manufacturer,
         the intention to deceive her, and awareness of a set of deceptive methods he will
         use to get her to the desired false belief. He will then do things like hide the drugs
         from her, lie about where he is when he is doing his illegal activities, divert her
         attention from where his money is coming from, and so on. All of this, if successful,
         will lead her to the belief that he is not a drug manufacturer. 
      

      
      It gets puzzling, though, once we think about Walt’s deceiving himself rather than
         Skyler. Let’s say he wants to believe he is a good person. Unfortunately for him,
         there is great and obvious evidence to the contrary: he supplies drugs to addicts,
         condones violence against rivals in the drug trade, and constantly lies to his wife
         and family. What could Walt do? He is in a tough spot since he knows that he is a
         bad guy for good reasons, but this knowledge is incompatible with his desired belief
         that he is a good guy. He could try to deceive himself, but this seems puzzling for
         two reasons.
      

      
      First, it doesn’t seem that this could work. Walt’s knowledge of his own moral character
         will undermine his deception and therefore he cannot come to believe he is a good
         person. After all, with respect to his interpersonal deception of his wife, if Skyler
         knew he was a drug manufacturer, it would be very difficult, and maybe even impossible,
         to trick her into believing otherwise. The same should hold for Walt’s self-
deception; it seems impossible to come to the false belief because his strategies
         of deception cannot work. He will always know what he is up to and, therefore, he
         will see through his own deception. It seems, therefore, that self-deception cannot
         result in a false belief. 
      

      
      This, however, is contradicted by the apparent fact that self-deception can result in the desired, false belief. Our everyday observations of family, friends,
         coworkers, and even ourselves could yield the thought that it is possible to come
         to a false belief through self-deception. If this is so, then the status of self-deception
         might seem uncertain. We now have reasons to think both that self-deception cannot
         result in the desired belief and also that it can. If we are going to argue for the
         latter, we need to give a reason why the former is not true. Since the former is a
         puzzle about the dynamics of deceiving oneself into believing something, this is commonly
         called the ‘Dynamic Puzzle’.[7]  
      

      
      The second puzzle is supposed to be equally perplexing. Let’s say somehow, and contra
         the Dynamic Puzzle, Walt’s deception succeeds and he comes to believe he is a good
         guy. However, we have already stipulated that he believes, for good reason, that he
         is the opposite. It therefore seems that he has to have, simultaneously and with full
         awareness, two beliefs: that he is a bad guy and that he is a good guy. This is similar
         to the case of Walt’s interpersonal deception; we would say, at exactly the same time,
         that Walt with full awareness believes he is a drug manufacturer and that Skyler with
         full awareness believes he is not. If Walt is playing both the deceiver and the deceived
         in his self-deception, it seems that Walt must, simultaneously and with full awareness,
         believe two contradictory things. This is often taken to be a paradoxical, and therefore
         impossible, mental state. Since it is a puzzle about a self-
deceiver’s resulting mental state and not the dynamics of getting to that state, this
         has been called the “Static Puzzle.”[8]  
      

      
      Sartre raised both of these puzzles for bad faith, and the early analytic philosophers
         jumped at the opportunity to resolve them for self-
deception. In my first chapter, I will work through not only Sartre’s formulations
         of the puzzles for bad faith, but also the ways they were received and resolved by
         those writing after Sartre. We will see that there are a host of solutions to these
         puzzles and that these types of solutions continue to the present day.
      

      
      Though many solutions are available, they all share a common feature: the rejection
         of basing self-deception on the particular notion of interpersonal deception used
         above. Yes, the argument goes, we might run into problems if we think of Walt’s doing
         to himself what he did to Skyler, but we do not need to think of Walt’s behavior in
         this way. Self-deception can be one thing and interpersonal deception another. It
         is commonly held that it might be the case that self-deception needs to be somehow
         related to interpersonal deception, but it cannot be identical on pain of making self-deception impossible. This is the lesson the puzzles of self-deception
         are supposed to teach us. 
      

      
      

      III. Some Points about Method

      
      We now have been led to our first major disagreement between my perspective and the
         perspectives of the rest of those writing on self-
deception. My preferred notion of intentional self-deception is taken to be paradoxical
         and impossible by most of those writing on the topic. In order to support my view
         fully, I need to show that intentional self-deception is something that can and does
         occur. I will return to this point in a moment, but for this section, a more pressing
         note needs to be made. Let’s say I will do as I promise and give an account of intentional
         self-
deception that is not impossible or paradoxical; it doesn’t follow that this is the
         right or sole account of self-deception. As I pointed out previously, there are many
         other views out there and mine would simply be one of many.
      

      
      To argue fully for my view as the proper account of self-deception, I have to make
         a point about philosophical method. I will warn the reader that this might at first
         seem to be somewhat off-topic, since it is hard to see why I need to move from arguing
         for a particular conception of self-deception to discussing the methods we should use to come to a conception of self-deception. But we will get there by
         the end of this section. 
      

      
      To begin, let’s take a look at four cases. As you read, ask yourself whether these
         are cases of self-deception or not.
      

      
      
         	
            
            Pam Beesly is in love with her office coworker Jim Halpert. She also, and unfortunately,
               has been engaged to someone else for years and does not like the idea of wasting those
               years with the wrong person. For this reason, she intentionally tries to trick herself
               into believing that she does not have feelings for Jim. Even though her affection
               for Jim is too powerful and she never comes to forget it, she is constantly attempting
               to do so.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Stringer Bell has been a criminal most of his life and hopes he is currently taking
               steps to start a legitimate business. This hope makes it very pleasant for him to
               think about the ways he is leaving his criminal history behind, and to ignore the
               fact that he is still engaged in his illegal activities. So, when he wonders whether
               he is leaving his past behind, he is unintentionally inclined to remember the ways
               he is succeeding in doing so over the ways he is failing. He eventually and mistakenly
               comes to believe he will leave his criminal life behind.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Hannah Horvath is not a good friend. She spends her time with her friends wanting
               to focus on her life and is deeply bothered when they are not as available for her
               as she desires. Despite being fully aware of these things, she will occasionally pretend
               to be a caring friend and act as though she is interested in their lives. Even though
               she would rather talk about herself, that she will pretend to be an attentive friend
               is enough for her to feel good about herself.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Carmela Soprano believes that her husband, Tony, is faithful to her. But she has this
               belief despite the fact that he often comes home late in a disheveled state with suspicious
               excuses. She appreciates this evidence at a subconscious level, but it never is raised
               to her conscious mind.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Regardless of your familiarity with self-deception, which cases did you think were
         instances of self-deception and which did you think were not? Whatever your responses
         were, you should feel comforted that there are people out there who agree with you.
         At least a few of the non-experts I have informally surveyed would think you got it
         exactly right. Furthermore, a least some of those working on self-deception would
         have to agree, given their published thoughts. I can be so confident that this is
         the case for your answers in particular, regardless of what they were, because I could
         say this for almost any possible culmination of responses. 
      

      
      That there is disagreement over what self-deception is will be a common theme throughout
         this work. The disagreement can be noticed if one reads only a few papers, attends
         a single conference talk, or has an informal conversation about the topic. For example,
         one person will be convinced that self-deception must be a willful and strategic act
         while another thinks it is something that just happens to a person. Or, someone resolutely
         holds that self-deception must be difficult and anxiety-ridden even though someone
         else thinks that it can be the easiest and most natural thing in the world. Disagreements
         of this sort are numerous and occur regardless of familiarity with the literature
         on the topic; those unfamiliar with the research offer strong stances, and the views
         in publication are so diverse that it seems there are as many views on self-deception
         as there are researchers of self-deception.
      

      
      Why is it that there are so many divergent opinions about what self-deception is and
         is not? In my second chapter, I will argue that the professional disagreement between
         those researching self-deception is due to the analytic reaction to Sartre in the
         1960s. Their principle focus was to resolve for self-deception Sartre’s puzzles of
         bad faith. There are, however, many ways to resolve these puzzles and this leads to
         the great variety of views. We will cover the diversity in more detail in chapter
         2, but we can briefly survey some particular views here. Let’s take another case in
         order to see the point clearly. 
      

      
      
         	
            
            5. Colonel Tigh, an executive officer on a military ship, clearly has a drinking problem:
               he will drink during the day and while on the job, occasionally get intoxicated to
               the point that he will blackout, and act out in ways that harm his personal and professional
               relationships. But he refuses to get help and denies having a problem when aid is
               offered. 
            

            
         

         
      

      
      What is Tigh up to? As noted above, if we hold that his self-deception is intentional,
         then it seems that Sartre’s two puzzles apply. They allegedly show us that he can’t
         be self-deceiving because self-deception is impossible. The Dynamic Puzzle shows us
         that Tigh cannot intentionally trick himself into thinking he is not an alcoholic
         because he would be aware that he actually has the disease and would also be aware
         of the strategies he would use to trick himself. Furthermore, the Static Puzzle demonstrates
         that, if he managed to come to the false belief that he isn’t an alcoholic, then he
         would believe, as the deceived, that he isn’t an alcoholic, and, as the deceiver,
         that he is. Whatever he is doing, then, it can’t be intentionally using the tactics
         of interpersonal deception on himself. 
      

      
      So, if it is self-deception, then self-deception must be something else besides my
         preferred intentional understanding. But what is self-
deception then? Maybe Tigh appreciates the evidence that he has a problem without
         conscious awareness, and subconsciously comes to the proper belief; he would then
         earnestly claim that he does not need help because the belief that he does has been
         suppressed outside of his consciousness. Or, perhaps because he prefers to think of
         himself as someone who is in control of his life and health, he is unintentionally
         biased to ignore evidence contrary to this belief; he would then not fully appreciate
         the evidence that he is an alcoholic and claim without reservation that he is not.
         It could also be that he is fully aware that he has a problem and is just pretending
         that he does not; he declines help and claims not to have a problem in order to keep
         up the pretense. These are all alternate views of self-deception given in the literature.
         But we can still ask, which is the best view of self-deception?
      

      
      If our only criterion is that the view avoids the puzzles, then each of the views
         is on equal footing. If Tigh is never fully aware of his problem, then he doesn’t
         have contradictory beliefs about his illness. Furthermore, there is nothing contradictory
         about coming to a false belief because one is not aware of the evidence. Finally,
         if he is just pretending, then he always believes that he is an alcoholic and never
         believes otherwise. These accounts all avoid the puzzles equally. 
      

      
      So, if we want to choose one of these accounts over the others, then we need some
         other criteria. But this is where things get messy. Each philosopher, of course, gives
         reasons for his or her preferred view. Perhaps the view explains what are taken to
         be representative cases. Maybe it accords well with intuitions about what it would
         mean for a person to deceive him- or herself. It could also respect the definition
         of “deception.” There are a host of positions on how we should define self-deception
         beyond simply avoiding the puzzles. 
      

      
      The problem of method arises at this point in two ways. The first problem is the most
         apparent and common; many philosophers don’t explicitly identify their preferred method
         of defining self-deception. But even for those who are more explicit about what they
         are up to, the second problem is that there isn’t much agreement about which methods
         we should be using to define self-deception. The result is a lot of talking past each
         other. One philosopher will apparently argue for a particular conception of self-deception
         using a lexical understanding of the word “deception,” and another will try to give
         a counterexample against the view. Do lexical considerations matter? What about examples?
         How do we know which examples to use? These are all questions that need to be answered
         if we are going to move forward on our research of self-
deception. 
      

      
      It turns out that what apparently was a dispute over the proper characterization of
         self-deception (over what Tigh was up to assuming that he was actually self-deceiving)
         was really a disagreement about the methods we should be using to come to that characterization.
         In order to give a satisfactory argument for a particular definition of self-deception,
         we need to look first at the method of defining it. My second chapter will do so in
         two parts. First, I will substantiate the point made above: there are many ways to
         resolve Sartre’s puzzles when applied to self-deception and there are also many criteria
         that we could use to single out a particular way as the best way to avoid the puzzles.
      

      
      However, the fact that there are many different criteria doesn’t necessarily lead
         to the conclusion that one isn’t better than the others. That is, we could imagine
         a researcher who, if this problem was raised to him or her, would respond that his
         or her particular method for defining self-deception is the proper way of doing so.
         This leads to my second point: none of the common ways to define self-deception would
         reduce the disagreement. Even if we explicitly use one of the usual methods, we are
         still left with a mess of contradicting views of self-deception. 
      

      
      My second chapter will contain the argument that the problem with the contemporary
         literature is that the rules of how we define self-
deception are unclear and, even if we make them explicit, they don’t give us a clear
         notion of what self-deception is. The usual method is simple—account for self-deception
         while avoiding the puzzles—but there is something deeply wrong with it. There are
         too many ways to resolve the puzzles, and the definition of self-deception will continue
         to be up in the air as long as we continue to use this method.
      

      
      IV. The Process (or Sartrean) View of Self-Deception

      
      So what should we do instead? I will argue in my third chapter that the way forward
         is by looking back to the roots of the topic. In particular, we were sent down the
         wrong path by those writing on Sartre in the 1960s. Contra what was assumed by those
         philosophers, Sartre wasn’t trying to avoid the puzzles for bad faith. Instead of
         resolving the puzzles, Sartre embraced them as something essential to explaining bad
         faith. He didn’t hold that the puzzles demonstrated that bad faith is paradoxical
         or impossible; they instead helped him define what bad faith is. Bad faith is the
         understanding of lying to oneself that gives rise to the puzzles. 
      

      
      We can hold, I will argue also in chapter 3, that this is also so for self-deception.
         The puzzles help us define self-deception. In other words, self-deception is just
         what causes the puzzles. This might seem like a curious position given that the puzzles
         above gave us reason to think that self-deception is paradoxical. But I will show
         that this is a mistaken assumption. This assumption started with those writing in
         the 1960s and continues to the present time. 
      

      
      Let’s start with the Static Puzzle. Though there are many ways we might hold contradictory
         beliefs, it is difficult—and maybe even impossible—to figure out a way a person could
         believe them at the same time with full awareness. Once consciously confronted with
         the prospect of believing that something is true and that it is false at the same
         time, we would be rationally forced to eliminate one. Believing, say, both that the
         ground is wet and that the ground is not wet at the same time with full awareness
         seems to be an impossible mental feat for us. 
      

      
      But there is nothing impossible about the conditional claim that, if the deception worked, then contradictory beliefs would result. This is what the Static Puzzle claims and it
         helps us see this curious fact about self-deception. The Dynamic Puzzle, though, shows
         us that the antecedent of that conditional is never satisfied. Indeed, self-deceivers’
         attempts to deceive themselves must fail because of their knowledge that they are
         attempting to do so. 
      

      
      I hold that self-deception, despite the fact that both puzzles apply to it, is not
         impossible. To see that this is so, let’s take another case. 
      

      
      
         	
            
            6. Teresa, a housewife of New Jersey, wants to believe she is a good sister to her
               brother Joe. Unfortunately for her, the evidence is stacked against her. She is constantly
               bad-mouthing Joe and his wife behind their backs, saying hurtful things to Joe, and
               turning their parents against him. Due to this evidence, she wholeheartedly—and despite
               her desire to see herself otherwise—believes that she is a bad sister. Her desire
               to think of herself as a good sister, though, starts a particular process; she will
               lie and say she is not talking badly about Joe, not focus on the times she said mean
               things about him, highlight the very few occasions she was a good sister, and so on.
               All of this is aimed at convincing herself that she is a good sister. Yet it cannot
               work because she knows, based on good evidence, that she is not. 
            

            
         

         
      

      
      This does not, however, mean that she is not self-deceiving. As long as she is lying
         to herself, hiding evidence from herself, and playing up weak evidence, she is indeed
         deceiving herself. 
      

      
      Now, let’s even say this goes on over a long period of time. Why would she, given
         that she is not coming to her desired belief, continue to self-deceive? The answer
         is easy: being a good sister is very important to her. She cannot stand the idea that
         she in some way has let down her family by being a bad sister. This will lead her
         to strive constantly to see herself as she desires. If this belief were less important
         to her, she might abandon it over time, but this is not an option for her given how
         crucial it is to her self-conception. 
      

      
      If I am right, then not only is Teresa a self-deceiver, but all self-
deceivers follow a pattern like hers. Since they want to believe something they know
         is false or unsupported, they try, literally, to deceive themselves. But this cannot
         work. Simply because using deceptive methods on oneself must fail, and the self-deceiver
         cannot come to the desired belief, it does not follow that the self-deceiver will
         not try, and even continue to try, to do so. 
      

      
      This is one way my view differs from most of the other views that will be discussed
         in future chapters. On my view, self-deception is just a particular process and, on
         most others, it is a process and a resulting mental state. Thinking of it as the latter, though, turns the puzzles
         into paradoxes. If self-deception involves a mental state, then how could we successfully
         get into that state? Or, if we can get into that state, then how is it not one that
         involves believing two contradictory things with full awareness at the same time?
      

      
      Instead, I hold that self-deception is only the process of trying to deceive oneself into believing something unwarranted or
         false. As long as the process is being taken up, the self-deceiver is self-deceiving.
         This is so even if, as was described by the Dynamic Puzzle, the process cannot succeed.
         The lack of success of the deception is no reason not to attempt it anyway. To be
         a self-deceiver is thus to engage in a sort of Sisyphean process.[9]   Furthermore, and with respect to the Static Puzzle, no contradictory mental state
         results because, like Sisyphus and his attempt to get his rock up the hill, the task
         of self-deception is never completed. Since self-deception is only a process on my
         view, I will call it the Process View of Self-Deception. Since it is based on Sartre’s view of bad faith, it is also appropriate to call
         it a Sartrean View of Self-Deception. 
      

      
      These kinds of processes, though they may at first seem odd, are familiar. A bad student
         who fails every test is still a student. He or she is a student, regardless of the
         results, as long as he or she is going to school, doing homework, paying attention
         in class, etc. Someone who burns everything he or she cooks is still cooking. A person
         who is hopelessly unqualified is still an applicant for a job as long as he or she
         submits the right paperwork and goes through the necessary administrative hoops. Indeed,
         a person who fails at the project of using the methods of interpersonal deception
         on him- or herself is still a self-deceiver. For example, Teresa is a self-deceiver
         as long as she is engaging in the process of deceiving herself that she is a good
         sister. Furthermore, she is self-
deceiving even if she does not actually come to believe she is a good sister.
      

      
      It might be interesting at this point to note that my Process View shares something
         interesting with views that are skeptical of the existence of self-deception; both
         hold that the puzzles apply to self-deception. The skeptical view contains the view
         that the puzzles are paradoxes and that, therefore, self-deception is impossible.
         I hold that the puzzles are not paradoxes, and therefore we can use them to define
         self-deception without holding that it is impossible. The puzzles are necessarily
         related to self-deception and yet it occurs anyway. 
      

      
      At this point in the book, I cannot offer more than some suggestions that, contrary
         to the skeptical position, this kind of self-deception occurs. This will be largely
         taken up in my fourth chapter. Until we get there, though, we can note a few potentially
         less persuasive considerations. First, that self-deception exists, however loosely
         we want to describe it, is a fairly evident fact. Or, at least, it is accepted by
         all but a few skeptics. Furthermore, even skeptics do not reject self-deception’s
         existence because cases that seem self-deceptive cannot be found; they are led to their view because of their interpretation
         of the puzzles. The puzzles, they argue, are reasons to think that cases that seem to be self-deception really are not. If, however, the notion of self-deception as
         described by the puzzles is possible as the Process View entails, then we are free
         to interpret those cases as actually being self-deceptive. 
      

      
      Also in that fourth chapter, I will argue that this process-based view of self-deception
         is worthy of study. Many other views of self-deception reduce it to something that
         resembles deceiving oneself as one would usually deceive another, but isn’t identical. This
         includes, but is not limited to, holding that self-deception is identical with things
         like Freudian denial, motivated believing due to biases and heuristics, pretense,
         and so on. Indeed, for those researchers, the question is: how can a person do something
         that looks as though he or she is intentionally and with full awareness trying to trick him- or herself
         into believing something false? 
      

      
      We might have some good theories of motivated believing, denial, or pretense. Those
         who have pushed self-deception to be identical with these things have ignored a crucial
         question: how might one literally use the usual methods of interpersonal deception
         on oneself? This question has not only been ignored, but it also assumes a picture
         of self-deception that is unique among other mental phenomena. What if self-deception
         is not reducible to these other things and, instead, is the distinctive thing described
         by the puzzles? It certainly could be the case that self-deception reduces to some
         other better-understood or -researched phenomenon, but what if it does not? What if
         it is a unique thing that can be differentiated from other things? I think that Herbert
         Fingarette’s observation originally published in 1969 is just as true now as it was
         then: “Philosophical attempts to elucidate the concept of self-deception have ended
         in paradox—or in loss from sight of the elusive phenomenon itself.”[10]   I want to discuss a notion of self-deception that is both non-paradoxical and unique.
      

      
      This gives us an opportunity to explore an interesting question about this distinctive
         phenomenon: how can a person intentionally and with full awareness try to trick him-
         or herself into believing something false? That is, what are the methods available
         to someone who tries literally to deceive him- or herself? Since those writing on
         self-deception commonly identify it with some other phenomenon that is not deception-based
         in order to avoid the puzzles, this question is underexplored. We will get to take
         this question head-on here and see that the answer is that there are as many ways
         to deceive oneself as there are ways to deceive another intentionally.
      

      
      V. How to Read this Book

      
      The argument for my preferred view of self-deception comes in a few different stages.
         In chapter 1, I show that the literature on self-deception grew out of a particular
         interpretation of Sartre’s work. Chapter 2 contains an argument that this interpretation
         led to and, indeed, must lead to significant problems. Fortunately, the interpretation of Sartre that originates
         the literature of self-deception is mistaken. In chapter 3, I show what Sartre was
         doing for bad faith and how that applies to self-
deception. I finish in chapter 4 by showing that this is a good view of self-deception,
         that it deserves further exploration, and start that exploration.
      

      
      The idea is to give not only a conception of self-deception, but also to be clear
         about my methods for coming to that conception. With this, I take myself to be doing
         more than the average work on self-deception. Although most people argue for their
         conception of self-deception, few take the time to explain why the premises of their
         arguments are good ones. For example, some will argue that their notion accords with
         representative examples of self-deception, but never mention why examples matter or
         how they know their examples are actually instances of self-deception. In other words,
         if I were not to analyze the historical and contemporary literature in order to discuss
         philosophical method, then my process-based view would simply be another view among
         many others. For my argument, though, the puzzles are crucial to defining self-deception
         (chapters 3 and 4) and we should use the puzzles because any other way of defining
         self-deception results in serious problems (chapters 1 and 2).
      

      
      This book is an entire argument for the Process (or Sartrean) View of Self-Deception
         with an emphasis on philosophical method, and therefore I would strongly recommend
         reading the book as a whole. However, different chapters could be used for other purposes.
         If you are interested in the history of the analytic discussion of self-deception,
         this is contained in chapter 1. My take on Sartrean bad faith and my responses to
         others writing on Sartre and self-deception are contained in chapters 1 and 3. An
         overview of the kinds of views of self-deception that are currently popular is given
         in chapter 2. This chapter is also where you can find most of my discussion of philosophical
         method. If you’d like an idea of what the Process View looks like and aren’t concerned
         about the background, read chapters 3 and 4.
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      Chapter 1

       The Origin of Thought on
 Self-Deception
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      

      I. Introduction

      
      The literature on self-deception is in gridlock. There is a great diversity of views
         and, given that the number of views has been steadily increasing since the 1960s,
         there is no sign that this will change any time soon. The pool of research on self-deception
         is wide instead of deep, and it grows wider as time goes on. This is a problem, as
         it is difficult for research on self-deception to progress if the possibilities of
         what self-deception could be continually multiply. Surely, there is a benefit to exploring
         the boundaries of what self-deception could be, but eventually—say, fifty years perhaps—the
         research must progress beyond this point.
      

      
      In order to progress, perhaps the first thing that should be done is figure out why
         it is that there is so much disagreement about the nature of self-deception. What
         is it about self-deception that allows for this? I will argue that the lack of agreement
         is not due to the notion of self-deception itself, but instead how we come to decide
         what our preferred notion of self-deception is. In other words, the diversity of definitions
         is due to a diversity of, and occasionally a lack of clarity about, the methods that
         were used to generate the definitions. Those writing on self-
deception generate so many different definitions because they are using many different
         ways to define the phenomenon.
      

      
      This might be surprising given that a lot of works, including this book, are centered
         on the same question: what is self-deception? The problem is that it is not clear
         what exactly this is asking and, therefore, what it would mean to answer it. One way
         to understand the question is: what is going on in instances of self-deceptive behavior?
         To answer this question, and therefore also define self-deception, we would find cases
         of self-deception, figure out what the self-deceivers are doing, and then use that
         as a definition. However, another way to understand the very same question is: what
         would it mean for someone to use deceptive measures on him- or herself? The answer
         to this question would be reached by thinking about what deception usually looks like
         and figuring out how someone could do something like that to him- or herself. 
      

      
      There is no reason to think that the answers to these different formulations of the
         original question would be same. Perhaps the kind of behavior people think is self-deceptive
         has nothing to do with deception more broadly construed. Maybe applying the methods
         of deception to oneself will not be captured in every case, or even any cases, of
         what we might think is self-deceptive behavior. The answers to the different formulations
         of our original question could be very different. Furthermore, there might even be
         reason to think that different people will answer the same formulation in different
         ways. What are the chances that everyone would agree on which cases are instances
         of self-deception and which are not? Why would we think that everyone would share
         the same definition of deception or would agree on what it would mean for someone
         to do that to him- or herself? Indeed, answering the original question could allow
         for a great variety of answers. I will go into more detail on this in my second chapter.
         We could, of course, pick a particular interpretation of the question, but based on
         what criteria? One that is either implicitly or explicitly agreed upon is that a satisfying
         account of self-deception must avoid the puzzles of self-deception discussed in the
         introduction to this book. I’ll say more about this in this chapter and the next,
         but for now the important thought is that it is agreed by almost everyone that if
         the puzzles apply to a view, then that view is not a good one. That is, nearly every
         view of self-deception is built around avoiding the allegedly paradoxical puzzles.
         As I’ve said, I’ll question this in future chapters, but this chapter will show that
         this view is a relic from the very beginning of the analytic thinking about the topic.
         
      

      
      The story of the origin of the analytic literature on self-deception is a simple one
         that we will lay out in more detail below: Jean-Paul Sartre published Being and Nothingness and, with the help of some English translations, particular aspects of his work caught
         the attention of those who would end up starting the analytic literature on self-deception.
         They were intrigued by bad faith, which is a lie to oneself about one’s freedom, and
         two puzzles about bad faith. I will argue in chapter 3 that Sartre doesn’t think that
         these puzzles show that bad faith is impossible; he instead holds that the puzzles
         show us something interesting about the nature of bad faith. Indeed, if we want to
         know what bad faith is, we have to understand the puzzles. If Sartre is right, then
         the puzzles are not to be avoided; they are essential to figuring out the nature of
         bad faith. 
      

      
      That, however, is for another chapter. In this chapter, I will show that the early
         writers on self-deception mistakenly thought that the puzzles showed that bad faith,
         or a notion of self-deception that the puzzles apply to, was paradoxical. Other writers,
         Mike Martin for instance,[1]   have noted that Sartre was important to the self-deception literature and others
         think what Sartre says about bad faith applies to self-deception,[2]   but I will argue here that the self-deception literature grew out of this confusion
         about the relationship between the puzzles and bad faith. So for those writing on
         self-deception after Sartre’s publication of Being and Nothingness, those puzzles, instead of being essential to defining bad faith or self-deception,
         should be avoided. What this suggests is that the analytic literature on self-deception
         is based on a misinterpretation of a crucial point about bad faith. Those thinking
         about self-deception did not realize that the puzzles were not paradoxes for Sartre
         and therefore they don’t have to be paradoxes for self-deception either. 
      

      
      However, why does this ultimately matter? After all, few of those writing on self-deception
         after Sartre took themselves to be analyzing or interpreting Sartre’s work; they were
         interested in self-deception. Through laying out the puzzles for bad faith (section
         III), the reception of Sartre’s work on bad faith (section IV), and the influence
         of this work on self-deception (section V), I will show that the works that the entire
         current literature on self-deception were built upon are based on a particular (mistaken)
         conception of Sartre’s puzzles of bad faith. 
      

      
      Before we get to all of that, though, some work has to be done in the following second
         section. To help us organize our discussion of bad faith, self-deception, the puzzles,
         and different responses to the puzzles, I will lay out a particular conception of
         self-deception: the Strict Reading of Self-Deception. Sartre holds a version of this for bad faith, and it is this reading that is taken
         to be puzzling to the point of being paradoxical. I will use this next section to
         explain the allegedly paradoxical notion of self-
deception or bad faith that leads to the puzzles. Once we have an idea of what the
         Strict Reading looks like and how the puzzles apply, we can see how they can be found
         in Sartre and analyze the reaction they garnered. 
      

      
      II.The Strict Reading of Self-Deception

      
      For clarity’s sake, before we see how it applies to Sartrean bad faith, let’s motivate
         the Strict Reading of Self-Deception with respect to self-deception. At this point,
         this understanding of self-deception is just one of many possible understandings.
         It is best explained by comparing self-deception to interpersonal deception. There
         are two important conditions for it to be the case that person A deceives person B.
      

      
      
         	
            I. A is not B, and

            
         

         
         	
            II. A intentionally uses deceptive strategies and methods in order to lead B to a
               false belief.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Commonly, in order for an act to be considered deception, it must be (I) an interpersonal
         matter and a purposive use of certain tactics to lead to a false belief. 
      

      
      To help clarify, let’s take a case. We can imagine a parent who, in order to protect
         his or her child’s ego, deceives him or her into believing that the child is a good
         basketball player. We can already see that (I) has been satisfied: the deceiver—the
         parent—is not the same person as the deceived—the child. If this case is to satisfy
         (II), however, we need a bit more detail. On this view of deception, the parent purposefully
         enacts various plans to deceive his or her child. The parent would intentionally say
         false things (“You almost made all of your 15 missed shots.”), distract the child
         from evidence that would lead to the true belief (“Don’t worry about your 11 turnovers,
         who wants pizza?”), and perhaps even falsify evidence (“My scorecard says you had a triple-double.”). This list is, of course, not exhaustive.
         The point is that there are a great many strategies available to the deceiver on this
         view of deception and that those strategies must be wielded purposefully. 
      

      
      If self-deception is like this, then certain aspects of deception must change and
         others must remain the same. The most obvious change that must be made is to make
         A and B identical. If we are to respect the addition of “self” to “deception,” then
         the self-deceiver must play both the part of the deceived and the deceiver. For self-deception,
         then, (I) is rejected: A is B.
      

      
      In order to motivate the Strict Reading, however, the denial of (I) must go beyond
         the simple identity claim that the deceived and deceiver are the same person. The
         Strict Reading depends on a particular psychological story about deception. Specifically,
         in the act of deception A and B are different people and therefore different beliefs
         and intentions related to the act of deception can be ascribed to them. The parent
         from our example has a set of beliefs (my child played poorly, I will try to trick
         him or her into thinking that he or she played well, etc.) and the child has a separate
         set (I played well, my parent is speaking truthfully, etc.). To reject (I) for self-deception
         is to reject this fact about deception for the Strict Reading; there is no separation
         of beliefs between the deceived and the deceiver. 
      

      
      To give more detail about what this means, let’s say a basketball player is deceiving
         him- or herself about his or her own poor play. This would mean that this single person
         is playing both the part of the parent and the child from the previous case. And,
         if (I) is rejected in the sense we have discussed above, then the basketball player
         would have the beliefs and intentions of both parent and child. For example, as the
         deceiver, he or she would believe he or she had a bad game and, as the deceived, he
         or she would believe the opposite. Having two beliefs of this sort might seem puzzling
         or, at the worst, impossible, but we will leave this point aside for now to say some
         more general things about the rejection of (I). 
      

      
      To deny (I), A (the deceiver) and B (the deceived) become one in the sense that A or B has a mental state related to the deception if and only if the other has it
            as well. With this in mind, I will call the self in the Strict Reading of Self-Deception
         unified. 
      

      
      
         Self-Deception involves one Self (SDS): there is only one unified self involved in
            self-deception. 
         

         
      

      According to SDS, there is no mental state relevant to the deception that can be attributed
         to the deceiver that cannot also be attributed to the deceived. SDS is the first condition
         of the Strict Reading of Self-
Deception. However, before the second condition is spelled out, some work needs to
         be done to clarify SDS.
      

      
      In particular, to be committed to SDS is to reject the common position that, while
         a self is deceiving itself, it can be mentally divided so that it is possible to ascribe
         beliefs, intentions, and awareness to one part of the self without ascribing them
         to the other part or parts. We will explore this more below, but for now we can just
         note that this move involves holding that there is one part of the self-deceiver’s
         mind that is the deceiver and another separate part that is the deceived. This, however,
         would be to reinstate (I) inside the head of the self-deceiver. The part that is the
         deceiver, A, would have certain deceptive intentions and true beliefs, and the part
         that is the deceived, B, would not have those intentions and have false beliefs. That
         is, the self is not unified in the sense given above.
      

      
      For more detail, take a distinction from W. J. Talbott’s work. In his theory of self-deception,
         he claims that he uses only “innocent” divisions, which are supposed to be contrasted
         with the divisions used in “divisionist” accounts.[3]   Innocent divisions are those that help explain self-
deception, but “that are also required to explain non-deceptive phenomena.”[4]   Divisionist accounts, then, are those that postulate divisions of the self while
         attempting to account for self-deception even though those divisions cannot be found
         in psychological research outside the writings on self-deception. SDS, however, rejects
         the use of any division with respect to self-deception, whether innocent or not, if the division
         results in one part of the self’s having a mental state that another part does not.
         It is this notion of a unified self that is needed to generate the Strict Reading
         of Self-Deception.
      

      
      However, SDS may seem to be an odd position given that many innocent divisions are
         used and accepted in philosophy and psychology. A crucial clause of the definition
         of SDS should be highlighted here. SDS holds that there is only one self involved in self-deception. This means that there is only one unified self that undertakes the act of self-deception, but from this it does not follow that the self has to be one and unified in general. So one can hold that the self is unified with respect to the act of self-deception,
         without rejecting that the self is, in all or most other cases, innocently divided.
         Those who hold the Strict Reading or SDS do not need to be committed to some sort
         of Cartesian view of the mind as something that is fully transparent to itself. SDS
         requires only that the self not be divided for self-deception and allows for agnosticism
         about the divisions found in other areas of human psychology.
      

      
      On top of SDS, the Strict Reading has a second necessary condition. It is generated
         from the (II), which was about the strategies and goals of deception.
      

      
      
         Self-Deception is Deception (SDD): deceptive methods and strategies are intentionally
            used in order to come to a false belief in self-
deception. 
         

         
      

      In other words, the self-deceiver intentionally tries to believe something false through
         the same tactics as interpersonal deception. To put this condition in terms of our
         self-deceived basketball player, he or she would try to come to believe that his or
         her performance was a good one through the same methods that the parent used to try
         to trick the child. He or she could, like the parent, intentionally say false things
         to him- or herself, distract him- or herself from evidence that would lead to the
         true belief, and manufacture evidence that leads to the false belief. 
      

      
      At this point we can see why it might seem as though the Strict Reading’s commitment
         to SDS and SDD leads us to a view that self-deception is impossible. There are, as
         we have noted, two puzzles that are widely discussed and both are supposed to lead
         to the position that self-
deception is paradoxical in some way. Hardly anyone writing on the topic thinks that
         self-deception is actually paradoxical, however, and most use the paradoxes as something
         to be avoided when giving a notion of self-deception that can actually occur.
      

      
      The first puzzle is about a static mental state that is supposed to result when the
         act of self-deception succeeds. I will follow Alfred Mele’s influential work and call
         it the Static Puzzle.[5]   The puzzle arises because SDD entails that the deception involved in self-deception
         is like normal cases of deception. In the relevant cases of deception, there is a
         person who believes that ~p and another who is successfully tricked by that person into believing that p. However, SDS entails that in self-deception these two people are unified in the
         sense that every belief that the deceiver has the deceived must also have. So, since
         the self-deceiver is both the deceived and the deceiver, it follows that he or she
         must believe that p and that ~p. This is taken to be “an impossible state of mind.”[6]  
      

      
      This can perhaps be seen better if we think about the case of interpersonal deception
         from above. Our parent knows fully well that his or her child is not good at basketball.
         Additionally, if the deception works, then the child believes that he or she is good.
         We can, then, imagine that the child is convinced after a lengthy postgame drive and,
         upon their return home, the parent has a particular belief while the child has the
         opposite. They would enter the house with contradictory beliefs. It is important to
         note that both parties are fully aware of their beliefs in this case; the parent is
         completely aware that his or her child is not a good basketball player and the child
         is completely aware of his or her belief that he or she is a good basketball player.
         
      

      
      If, as the Strict Reading states, self-deception is like this type of interpersonal
         deception, then a person who deceives him- or herself about his or her performance
         must—as the deceiver—believe he or she was bad and—as the deceived—believe he or she
         was good. The reason is simple: SDS demands that in self-deception it is the case
         that every belief attributed to the deceived must also be attributed to the deceiver
         and vice versa. 
      

      
      Whereas the first puzzle focuses on the resulting mental state of the self-deceiver,
         the second is based on the process that leads to that mental state. Again, following
         Mele, I will call this the Dynamic Puzzle.[7]   According to this puzzle, SDD requires that self-deception is like normal cases
         of deception. In those cases, a deception works only if the deceiver hides the intention
         to deceive and the methods of deception from the deceived. However, SDS demands that
         the deceiver and the deceived are unified and therefore that the deceived must be
         aware of his or her own intention and strategies to deceive. This means that self-deception
         must undermine itself and therefore is impossible.
      

      
      To go back to our case from above, if the parent’s interpersonal deception is to work,
         the child cannot be aware of either the intention to deceive or the strategies involved.
         Depending on the age of the child, it is the case that if he or she knows what the
         parent is up to, then the deception will not work. If the child knows that the parent
         is trying to deceive, then he or she will know to disregard what the parent says about
         his or her performance. If the child knows, say, that the parent will attempt to trick
         him or her through lying, then he or she will know to believe the opposite of what
         the parent says. 
      

      
      If SDD and SDS are right, though, the self-deceiver must engage in the same sorts
         of maneuvers and must be aware both of the strategies and of the intention to use them. Let’s again take a person deceiving him- or herself about his or her
         basketball skills. He or she, as the deceiver, is fully aware of his or her intent
         to deceive and strategies of deception. However, since he or she is also the deceived,
         this awareness would make it so the self-deception is always undermined. The basketball
         player cannot successfully trick him- or herself. Self-deception in this way must
         always undermine itself and therefore it is impossible.
      

      
      Or, at least, that is what most people think. In the remainder of this chapter, I
         will show that Sartre held something like the Strict Reading for bad faith and that
         those writing after him on self-deception assumed that this reading was paradoxical
         and therefore impossible. Indeed, their primary purpose in writing on self-deception
         was to resolve the puzzles that, ultimately, don’t need resolving. 
      

      
      III. The Puzzles of Sartrean Bad Faith

      
      The primary discussion of bad faith comes in the second chapter of the first part
         of Being and Nothingness. When one reads this chapter, it is easy to see why Sartre’s discussion of bad faith
         could have gotten people to think about self-deception. Sartre writes that “bad faith
         is a lie to oneself”[8]   and, given that one way to deceive oneself is to lie to oneself, it would certainly
         seem as though bad faith is a type of self-deception. So, whatever Sartre says about
         bad faith would seem to reflect on self-
deception broadly construed. Of course, there might be other types of self-deception
         that have little in common with bad faith, but this depends on our definition of self-deception.
         As could be guessed, more will be said about this later in this chapter. 
      

      
      So what is the lie to oneself that is bad faith? In order to answer this, Sartre writes
         that we need to “distinguish the lie to oneself from lying in general.”[9]   The difference between the two becomes apparent a couple pages later. 
      

      
      
         [I]n bad faith it is from myself that I am hiding the truth. Thus the duality of the
            deceiver and the deceived does not exist here. Bad faith on the contrary implies in
            essence the unity of a single consciousness.[10]  
         

         
      

      One difference between bad faith and an interpersonal lie, then, is that in bad faith
         there is a single self and in an interpersonal lie there are two selves: the person
         lied to and the liar. With this distinction in mind, it becomes clear that Sartre,
         with respect to bad faith, would agree with a version of SDS from the Strict Reading
         of Self-Deception; bad faith occurs in a unified self. 
      

      
      Given Sartre’s general commitment to holding that a mind must be transparent to itself
         and his skepticism about Freudian mental divisions, this claim that bad faith must
         occur in a unified mind is to say that the person in bad faith is aware that he or
         she is lying to him- or herself. Now, SDS for self-deception has a much smaller scope;
         it is solely limited to the phenomenon of self-deception and says nothing about whether
         other mental phenomena involve a partitioned mind. Sartre’s version of SDS for bad
         faith, however, is a global position; all mental phenomena involve a transparent mind.
         SDS and Sartre’s view of bad faith, however, share the idea that the mind must be
         unified in self-deception and bad faith, respectively.
      

      
      Now, if the difference between bad faith and an interpersonal lie is the amount of
         people involved, then what do the two have in common? Both involve similar mechanisms.
         Sartre writes that both involve “hiding the truth” or “knowing the truth in order
         to conceal it.”[11]   What the liar does to another person in everyday life is the same as what a liar
         does to him- or herself in bad faith; the only change is the target of the lie. This
         basically is to affirm SDD for bad faith: the same methods and strategies are used
         in interpersonal lying and bad faith. With his commitment to SDS and SDD, it follows
         that Sartre holds something like the Strict Reading for bad faith. 
      

      
      At this point, it is important to note that, for Sartre, bad faith is not a matter
         of knowledge. Although he will occasionally use the term “knowledge” in this context,
         he uses it loosely. Later in the book, and especially in his discussion of transcendence,
         it becomes clear that bad faith is not related to knowledge. This is especially evident
         in Sartre’s discussion of positional and non-positional consciousness. For the purposes
         of this work, I do not need to go into further detail, but for simplicity’s sake I
         will speak of bad faith in terms of awareness. With all of this in mind, then, Sartre
         holds that a transparent self can lie to itself about what it is aware of when in
         bad faith. 
      

      
      However, if bad faith is when one tries to lie to oneself with full awareness, then
         it seems somewhat puzzling. To start, it might appear impossible that a single, transparent
         consciousness would be able to lie to itself successfully. Sartre was fully aware
         of this.
      

      
      
         [I]f I deliberately and cynically attempt to lie to myself, I fail completely in this
            undertaking; the lie falls back and collapses beneath my look; it is ruined from behind
            by the very consciousness of lying to myself which pitilessly constitutes itself well
            within my project as its very condition.[12]  
         

         
      

      The project of bad faith, or lying to oneself, must necessarily fail on Sartre’s view.
         Since the person in bad faith is aware of the lie, it follows that the lie cannot
         work. Lying works only when the one lied to is unaware of the lie, which is impossible
         given Sartre’s commitment to the transparency of the mind: called SDS above. The position that bad faith’s lie undermines itself parallels the position
         that self-deception’s deception undermines itself. Sartre seems fully aware of the
         Dynamic Puzzle, which we can now define with more specificity: if the Strict Reading
         is true, then the lie to oneself cannot succeed.
      

      
      It is also clear that Sartre was aware of something like the Static Puzzle, but at
         this stage some further points need to be made about bad faith and Sartre’s view of
         consciousness. For Sartre, consciousness has two key and contradictory aspects: facticity
         and transcendence. Transcendence is the freedom of consciousness while facticity is
         the necessity of consciousness. Sartre holds that transcendence demands that a person
         is free, while facticity demands that the freedom is always in a context. Facticity
         is not something a person has control over while transcendence is. Bad faith arises
         when consciousness comes to a problematic perspective of the two. This is another
         way bad faith is distinguished from lying, interpersonal deception, and self-deception.
         A lie or deception can be about almost anything, but bad faith is always, at its root,
         a lie to oneself about one’s facticity and transcendence.
      

      
      The nature of the lie to oneself about facticity and transcendence that is bad faith
         is very particular for Sartre.
      

      
      
         [Facticity and transcendence] are and ought to be capable of a valid coordination.
            But bad faith does not wish either to coordinate them or to surmount them in a synthesis.
            Bad faith seeks to affirm their identity while preserving their differences. It must
            affirm facticity as being transcendence and transcendence as being facticity, in such
            a way that at the instant when a person apprehends the one, he can find himself abruptly
            faced with the other.[13]  
         

         
      

      Bad faith is, in Sartre’s terms, a “metastable” position,[14]   which is described in the last sentence of the quotation above. If one tries to
         identify one’s facticity with one’s transcendence, then one will immediately be faced
         with one’s transcendence as something contradictory to facticity. Thus, a person in
         bad faith is forced to bounce back and forth between realizing his or her transcendence
         and facticity.
      

      
      It is, however, still not quite clear what exactly it means to “identify” facticity
         and transcendence. Bad faith’s identification of facticity and transcendence is the
         attempt to reduce one to the other. To take the identification that Sartre focuses
         on most, a person in bad faith might try to identify his or her transcendence with
         his or her facticity, thereby making the transcendence not really transcendence at
         all; it would become facticity. 
      

      
      One of Sartre’s first examples of bad faith demonstrates this nicely.[15]   A woman being courted does not want to realize her free participation in the courtship
         and therefore looks at herself as a thing that is acted upon. This would enable her
         to hold that the courtship is not a matter of her freely deciding to be courted; it
         would be completely out of her control. She has identified her transcendence with
         her facticity by reducing the former to the latter; a free choice is turned into an
         inevitable fact. This is to deny her transcendence and, therefore, is bad faith. 
      

      
      This manner of identifying facticity and transcendence also explains how the person
         in bad faith attempts to “preserve the differences”. Although they are identified
         so as to deny the existence of one, the denial implies that there is a way in which
         the two must be different things. After all, one exists and the other does not. For
         the case of the courted woman, she ultimately is attempting to deny her transcendence
         as some sort of illusion and affirm only her facticity. So, on the one hand, her transcendence
         has been identified with her facticity and, on the other, her transcendence as been
         denied. It is in this way that bad faith is an attempt to identify facticity and transcendence
         while preserving their differences.   
      

      
      At this point in the book, it is unnecessary to go further into the details of Sartre’s
         ontology of bad faith and consciousness. All that needs to be noted is that there
         are two contradictory aspects of a consciousness: freedom and necessity. Bad faith
         arises when a person tries to play up one of these aspects at the cost of the other.
         For example, take the woman being courted who is lying to herself by denying her transcendence
         and affirming her facticity. If this project succeeded—if she were able to play up her facticity at the expense of her transcendence—then she would
         end up in a contradictory mental state. The courted woman would be aware, as the target
         of the lie, of her facticity and not her transcendence and, as the liar, aware of
         both her facticity and transcendence. As noted above, Sartre does not put this issue
         in terms of beliefs, but this is a contradictory mental state that is akin to the
         contradictory belief state described in the Static Puzzle.
      

      
      There is something crucial that needs to be noted about Sartre’s generation of the
         Static Puzzle. It can be highlighted in my phrasing from above: if the project of bad faith were to succeed, then those in bad faith would be aware
         of their facticity and not their transcendence, while also being aware of their transcendence
         and their facticity. The puzzling and arguably impossible mental state of the Static
         Puzzle results only if the project succeeds. So, the formulation of the Static Puzzle
         for bad faith would be: if the Strict Reading is true and if the lie to oneself succeeds,
         then those in bad faith would be aware and not aware of their transcendence.[16]  
      

      
      The picture we are left with at this point in our engagement with Being and Nothingness involves two crucial elements: the Strict Reading and the two puzzles of bad faith.
         However, the two puzzles are not, as we will see, reason to move to a different conception
         of bad faith; Sartre is committed to this particular view of it. His question, then,
         is not how we can adjust the notion of bad faith to avoid the problematic puzzles. Instead,
         he wants to explore how something like the Strict Reading can apply to bad faith and,
         despite the seemingly paradoxical puzzles, how bad faith can still occur. We will
         have to wait an explanation of how this works until my third chapter, but for now
         we should focus on the idea that bad faith is to be defined as the psychological phenomenon
         that leads to the two puzzles.
      

      
      IV. Sartre’s Reception

      
      How did Sartre’s motivation of the Strict Reading for bad faith and corresponding
         two puzzles lead to the birth of the literature of self-deception? In order to see
         how this happened, we need to start by looking at three important works: an article
         on Sartre by A. J. Ayer, a translation of Existentialism is a Humanism by Philip Mairet, and a collection of existentialist works by Walter Kaufmann. It
         is hard to figure out if one text is more influential than the others, but there is
         good reason to think that all three had some influence. Below I will make the case
         for each.
      

      
      The story begins with A. J. Ayer, who apparently had more than just a passing interest
         in Sartre’s work. Across an impressive set of articles, Ayer describes and critiques
         everything from the ontology in the yet-to-be-translated Being and Nothingness to Sartre’s fictional works.[17]   Although Ayer never writes an article focused primarily on bad faith, it comes
         up fairly often. In many cases, mauvaise   foi is left untranslated or equated with “insincerity” or “inauthenticity.”[18]   However, there are many instances where Ayer identifies “mauvaise foi” with “self-deception.”[19]  
      

      
      The most important instance of this, for our purposes, comes in Ayer’s first article
         on Sartre in July of 1945.[20]   In this article, Ayer not only equates self-deception with mauvaise foi, but also raises something like the Dynamic Puzzle for bad faith. After noting that
         he will discuss Sartre’s “analysis of the phenomena of sincerity and self-deception
         (‘mauvais-foi’)”,[21]   Ayer goes on to raise the following question:
      

      
      
         [T]he man who is de mauvaise foi must somehow be aware of himself as being so, since
            every conscious state is self-conscious. But how then can he really be so? How, for
            example, being cowardly, and being conscious of being cowardly, can he pretend to
            himself that he is brave, and, being aware that he is pretending, yet deceive himself?[22]  
         

         
      

      This is an outline of the Dynamic Puzzle. Ayer’s questions are about the process of
         bad faith: how could something like this happen? 
      

      
      It is important to note that Ayer rightfully thinks that, for Sartre, this is a question
         that has an answer. That is, the questions are not getting at a paradox that needs
         to be avoided for Sartre. Instead, the questions above have answers and those answers
         tell us something interesting about the nature of bad faith: “All that one can do,
         according to [Sartre], is to play at being what one is.”[23]   The puzzle above, then, is not a paradox; it tells us that bad faith consists of
         playing a role. I think this is a fairly accurate conception of bad faith as I will
         show in the following chapter, but for now the focus should be on the fact that Ayer
         realizes that Sartre uses at least one of the puzzles to define bad faith.[24]   This insight, however, is unique to Ayer. As we will see, most think that the puzzles
         need to be avoided and therefore can’t be used to define either bad faith or self-deception.
         
      

      
      So, within this one article Ayer has connected bad faith to self-
deception, raised the Dynamic Puzzle, and used the puzzle to help define bad faith.
         This is, as far as I can tell, the first translation of all three of these Sartrean
         ideas into one English work. This article, in fact, predates any translation of Being in Nothingness or Existentialism is a Humanism into English. If Andreas Vrahimis is right and Ayer had a major part in
 informing and influencing the English-speaking world’s perception of
 Sartre,[25]   then it seems likely that Ayer’s identification of bad faith with self-deception
         would be authoritative.[26]   Furthermore, if bad faith and self-deception are taken to be identical, then the
         puzzle Ayer mentions applies to self-deception as much as it does bad faith. 
      

      
      It seems that Ayer’s articles would be good sources of information about Sartre that
         would otherwise be lacking in the English-speaking world. In fact, it was a whole
         two years until Bernard Frechtman translated Existentialism is a Humanism into English for the first time.[27]   He explicitly mentions in his preface that his book is the first “sustained exposition
         of Sartre’s philosophy to appear in English.”[28]   This translation cannot be the entire explanation of Sartre’s influence on the
         self-deception literature, though; Frechtman translates “mauvaise foi” neither as
         “bad faith” nor as “self-deception.”[29]   It is important, however, to note that, before the publication of this translation,
         Ayer’s work could have served as the primary, or at least a rare, source for information
         about Sartre in the analytic English-speaking world. Furthermore, even with the publication
         of Frechtman’s translation, only Ayer’s work could serve as the link between bad faith,
         the puzzles, and self-deception.
      

      
      In the year after Frechtman’s translation, a few works were released on Sartre. Some
         do not mention bad faith at all,[30]   while others equate bad faith with self-deception.[31]   Those in the latter category, however, mention bad faith and self-deception only
         in passing and, therefore, do not mention the puzzles. Although it is interesting
         that the identification of bad faith and self-deception continues throughout this
         period, it is not crucial to explaining how and why Sartre’s discussion of bad faith
         and its puzzles brought about the analytic thought on self-deception.
      

      
      A second translation of Existentialism is a Humanism was published by Philip Mairet a year later.[32]   Mairet translated every occurrence of “mauvaise foi” as “self-deception” in all
         cases save one. His reason for this is given in a footnote in the preface: “I have
         nearly always translated [‘mauvaise foi’] as ‘self-deception,’ which seems preferable
         to the literal rendering of the words and slightly closer to their meaning.”[33]   No reason is given why he thinks “self-deception” is preferable to, and closer
         to the meaning of, “mauvaise foi” than “bad faith.” Despite the fact that the puzzles
         never come up in Existentialism is a Humanism, the publication of this translation is an important event in the history of Sartre’s
         reception in the English-speaking world; many of the works focusing on Sartre use
         Mairet’s translation and not Frechtman’s.[34]  
      

      
      Popularity, however, is not enough as we are trying to track more than the identification
         of bad faith with self-deception; we also need to see when the puzzles are mentioned
         since the puzzles are crucial to understanding the literature on self-deception. Unfortunately,
         Existentialism is a Humanism does not raise the puzzles. So, Mairet’s translation on its own cannot be the sole
         key to understanding the origin of the literature on self-deception and how it is
         connected to Sartre. Given its popularity and the mention of self-deception, though,
         it has to be highlighted. We will also see below that it plays a crucial role in applying
         the puzzles of bad faith to self-deception.
      

      
      It was not until 1956, which is eight years after the publication of Mairet’s translation
         of Existentialism is a Humanism, that Hazel Barnes published the full English translation of Being and Nothingness.[35]   The
 English-speaking world on a wide scale now had the opportunity to read the puzzles
         Sartre raised for bad faith in the second chapter of the first part of Being and Nothingness. Barnes’s translation, though it is a significant event in the history of philosophy,
         is not completely relevant for our purposes. The reason is straightforward: she translates
         “mauvaise foi” as “bad faith” and not “self-deception.” So, though the two puzzles
         are raised, they are not connected to self-deception and therefore her translation
         alone cannot be the origin of the puzzles of self-deception.
      

      
      So, Mairet’s work brought up self-deception but not the puzzles and Barnes’s brought
         up the puzzles but not self-deception. Both the puzzles and self-deception come together
         in Walter Kaufmann’s 1956 collection of works on existentialism.[36]   In Existentialism from Dostoevsky to Sartre, Kaufmann used Mairet’s translation of Existentialism is a Humanism and excerpts from Barnes’s translation of Being and Nothingness. Kaufmann, however, decided to change all of Barnes’s uses of “bad faith” to “self-deception”
         to match Mairet’s translation. Kaufmann gives his reasons for doing so that are similar
         to and yet more detailed than Mairet’s,[37]   but the important point is that Kaufmann’s collection is the first time in English,
         as far as I have been able to find, that bad faith, self-deception, and the puzzles
         have all been connected in a translation of Sartre’s work. As we have seen, there
         are no other translations of Sartre’s main philosophical works that do so. 
      

      
      Furthermore, there are no secondary works—outside of the Ayer article discussed above—I
         have found that do so either. For example, Majorie Grene mentions bad faith and mauvaise foi, but does not write anything about self-deception or the puzzles.[38]   Others, while not mentioning self-deception, identify bad faith with a mental phenomenon
         that is not necessarily self-deception[39]   or mention that bad faith is paradoxical without explaining why.[40]   Perhaps most interestingly, a large group, including Robert Campell,[41]   Iris Murdoch,[42]   and Alfred Stern,[43]   somehow equate bad faith with self-deception or lying to oneself, but make no reference
         to the puzzles. However they came to the identification, though, the important upshot
         is that even this group did not apply the puzzles to self-deception. 
      

      
      I would argue that it is Kaufmann’s and/or Ayer’s work that led those writing on self-deception
         to focus on the puzzles. Mairet’s translation is clearly important, but without a
         mention of the puzzles, it is difficult to say that it could have done so on its own.
         It seems that Kaufmann or Ayer on his own, or a combination of Kaufmann, Mairet, and/or
         Ayer, could have been sufficient to connect self-deception to the puzzles of bad faith.
         This connection was the genesis of the analytic work on self-
deception.
      

      
      Certainly there were other works that examined Sartre’s thinking that were released
         between Kaufmann’s book and the start of the analytic research on self-deception,
         but some do not say much about bad faith or say anything about self-deception.[44]   Furthermore, Mary Warnock mentions both bad faith and self-deception, but does
         not mention the puzzles.[45]   The only other possibility for what brought the puzzles to self-deception is Everett
         Knight’s book.[46]   He writes that the “problem presented by bad faith is that of understanding how
         within the same consciousness and at the same moment there can exist nevertheless
         a kind of duality, that of the deceived and the deceiver.”[47]   This is both an identification of bad faith with self-deception as well as a mention
         of what is puzzling about bad faith/self-deception. This, however, is hardly the full
         formulation of the puzzles. It even falls short of Ayer’s brief discussion of the
         Dynamic Puzzle. If we are looking for what inspired those writing on self-deception
         to think about the puzzles, it most likely is to be found by looking at Ayer’s and/or
         Kaufmann’s work. 
      

      
      Before the start of the analytic thought on self-deception, then, we have two important
         works that (1) identified self-deception with bad faith, (2) raised the puzzles, and
         (3) acknowledged that, for Sartre, bad faith is defined by the puzzles. With respect
         to (1), both Ayer and Kaufmann explicitly acknowledge their translation of “mauvaise
         foi” as “self-deception.” Ayer’s commentary makes (2) and (3) clear, and Kaufmann’s
         translation of Sartre’s own positions contains both (2) and (3). 
      

      
      V. Self-Deception from 1960 to 1970

      
      In 1960, Raphael Demos started a cottage industry of analytic writing on self-deception.
         As we will see, Demos and those writing after him focused on self-deception and its
         relationship to the puzzles Sartre raised for bad faith. Their use of the puzzles
         for self-deception, however, was not exactly the same as Sartre’s for bad faith. In
         this section, I will argue that those writing on self-deception from 1960 to 1970
         understood enough of Sartre to see that his view of bad faith has something to do
         with self-deception, but ultimately misunderstood his exact project. In particular,
         to varying degrees they understood a version of (1) and (2) from above—that is, that
         self-deception is related to bad faith to the point that the puzzles apply to both—but
         not (3). In particular, it seems that they mistook the puzzles as something that ought
         to be avoided and not necessary for defining bad faith or self-deception. This misunderstanding
         caused the problems we currently see in the literature.
      

      
      For Demos and those focusing on self-deception after him, there are varying levels
         of acknowledgment of being inspired by Sartre. There are really obvious cases in which
         Sartre is cited or even analyzed in depth. However, even those who do not explicitly
         mention Sartre contain evidence that they were aware of Sartrean considerations.
      

      
      We will cover eleven works starting with Raphael Demos’s extremely influential article
         on self-deception: “Lying to Oneself”.[48]   Published in 1960, this paper is the base upon which much of the future analytic
         work on self-deception is built. Almost every paper on self-deception in the following
         ten years either cites this paper directly or refers to it indirectly, through another
         paper that cites it. 
      

      
      This section has three parts in which I will trace how Sartre’s thinking slowly, and
         problematically, changes. First, I will discuss Demos’s work, which starts by using
         the puzzles in order to define self-deception. However, since he assumes that self-deception
         must involve believing what one knows to be false, he moves away from the Strict Reading.
         He assumed that the puzzles (or, to be more precise: one of the puzzles) showed that
         the Strict Reading is paradoxical. Therefore, the puzzles aren’t something to be embraced
         because they tell us something interesting about self-deception, they instead show
         that the Strict Reading is impossible and needs to be avoided. If we don’t use the
         puzzles to define self-deception, then what should we use? Moving even further away
         from Sartre, the next set of papers uses supposedly representative cases of self-deception
         to define it. These examples have little in common with the Strict Reading. Finally,
         the last grouping of papers, as the specifics of their particular approach to characterizing
         self-deception get more muddled, start to demand that self-deception look something
         like the Strict Reading. By moving away from Sartre’s use of the puzzles to define
         bad faith, we have been led to a situation where it is not clear how we should go
         about defining self-deception or what exactly self-deception is. It seems these authors
         assume that self-deception should resemble the Strict Reading, but why or how much
         is not made clear. This, as we will see in chapter 2, causes significant problems
         for the contemporary literature based on this work. 
      

      
      

      a. Raphael Demos’s “Lying to Oneself”

      
      Demos’s important article contains very few citations and so it is difficult to be
         certain about exactly what influenced him to write it. Plato[49]   and Aristotle[50]   are mentioned, but even Demos seems to allow that the problems vexing him are not
         identical to those they were interested in. There are, though, a few signs that this
         paper could have been affected by Sartre’s work. The first and most evident sign is
         Demos’s title. Remember that Sartre compared bad faith to lying and not deception.
         Demos seems to be applying Sartre’s thoughts about lying to oneself to self-deception.
      

      
      The mere mention of lying in a paper on self-deception, of course, is not enough to
         establish the claim that Demos was inspired by Sartre; we also need to see that Demos’s
         thinking has similarities to Sartre’s. By working through his paper, we can definitely
         see Sartre’s influence. Before we get to that, though, it is important to keep in
         mind that Demos does not take on all of Sartre’s thoughts. This, in itself, is not
         a critique; Demos never claims to be interested in knowing the precise details of
         Sartre’s views and, even if he was interested, he also does not need to hold that
         Sartre got everything right. I will argue, however, that Demos holds an assumption
         that Sartre does not, and this causes problems. 
      

      
      One more thing should be noted before we get to “Lying to 
Oneself”—Demos published an earlier article on self-deception in 1945.[51]   I will not be focusing on this work for two reasons. First, it was not as influential
         as “Lying to Oneself”; this work usually goes unmentioned in the literature on self-deception.
         Secondly, and more importantly, it does not have the Sartrean themes that “Lying to
         Oneself” has. Self-deception in “What is it that I Want?” is just a “mistake about
         [one’s] own present conscious state” and not a willful act of deception.[52]   A simple mistake is not enough to raise the puzzles of self-deception. The puzzle-based
         Strict Reading, as we will see, is the focus of Demos’s later paper.
      

      
      What made Demos change his mind about the nature of self-
deception in the fifteen years between these articles? Frankly speaking, it could
         have been anything, but it is interesting to note that Ayer’s article came out merely
         a month before Demos’s first article (and so, if Demos read it at all, he probably
         would have done so after writing “What is it that I Want?”) and that Kaufmann’s collection
         was published over ten years after. Both predate “Lying to Oneself” by years. The
         release of either or both of these influential works could have influenced Demos to
         write about self-deception as described by the Strict Reading.
      

      
      Whatever the exact origin of Demos’s conception of self-deception was in “Lying to
         Oneself,” it is undeniable that it was inspired by Sartre’s work on bad faith directly
         or by commentary on Sartre’s work. In “Lying to Oneself,” in fact, self-deception
         seems to be motivated through one of the puzzles and therefore Demos seems to be getting
         at something akin to the Strict Reading for Self-Deception. This similarity with Being and Nothingness and bad faith is, we will see, lost almost immediately in the literature afterwards.
         However, in order to figure out what self-deception (lying to oneself) is, Demos first
         defines deception (lying).[53]   I will give more detail about his favored notions of deception and self-deception
         in a bit, but, whatever these are, he writes that from “this meaning of lying and
         deceiving I will proceed to a discussion of ‘lying to oneself’ or ‘deceiving oneself’.”[54]  
      

      
      Of course, there are many different understandings of lying or deceiving, but Demos
         is interested in a particular definition. He writes that he “would like to restrict
         the meaning of these phrases [i.e., self-deception and lying to oneself] to a special
         (their strongest) case.”[55]   He is not looking to examine any old connection between deception and self-deception,
         he is interested in a special case. 
      

      
      What are the grounds for restricting self-deception to this special case and what
         is the strongest case of deception? It seems pretty clear that he is interested only
         in the notion of self-deception that would cause at least one of the puzzles.
      

      
      
         A man deceives himself into thinking that he is an excellent scientist because his
            standards of excellence are low. Having had no competition, he is simply ignorant
            of what good scientific work is. This is not what I am calling self-deception. Self-deception
            exists, I will say, when a person 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 both p and not-p at the same time.[56]  
         

         
      

      Demos defines self-deception as the thing that causes the Static Puzzle. I will say
         more about the Dynamic Puzzle below, but for now it is important to note that Demos
         is primarily interested in a version of the Strict Reading: in other words, the notion
         of self-deception that causes the Static Puzzle of self-deception. He has this in
         common with Sartre; like what makes bad faith so interesting, self-deception too is
         determined by the curious observation that if the deception succeeds, then self-deceivers
         would believe contradictory things simultaneously. Indeed, this is even noted by Fredrick
         Siegler two years later.
      

      
       

      
      
         Demos wants to examine a kind of self-deception that has [the] same features [as the
            strongest sense of deception]. He recognizes that there are other meanings of “deceiving
            oneself;” however, he is concerned with a sense in which “B believes both p and not-p at the same time.”[57]  
         

         
      

      It is this puzzle that concerns Demos; he is not interested in other considerations
         that later authors will focus on.
      

      
      This is a strong similarity to Sartre’s project, but there is one very important assumption
         made by Demos that Sartre does not share. This assumption, I believe, is the primary
         cause of the problems in the current self-deception literature. It was already implicit
         in Demos’s formulation of the Static Puzzle above. To make it explicit, we need to
         start by looking at Demos’s chosen notion of deception that was used to generate a
         definition of self-deception.
      

      
      
         I will say that “B lies to (deceives) C” means: B intends to induce a mistaken belief in C, B succeeds in carrying out this intention, and finally B knows (and believes) that what he tells C is false. All three: intention, results, and knowledge, are included.[58]  
         

         
      

      If this is the definition of deception that we will use to base our definition of
         self-deception on, then in self-deception persons B and C would become identical with each other. We could, then, restate this thought. On
         Demos’s picture, D deceives herself only if the following obtain.
      

      
      
         	
            D intends to induce a mistaken belief in him- or herself.
            

            
         

         
         	
            D succeeds in carrying out this intention.
            

            
         

         
         	
            D knows (and believes) that the mistaken belief is false.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      From (1) and (2), it is clear that D ends up believing the mistaken belief—let’s say that D ends up believing that p. However, (3) states that D must also think that belief is false. D must, then, also believe that ~p. For Demos, then, a self-deceiver must believe both propositions simultaneously.
      

      
      This, however, is different from Sartre’s generation of the Static Puzzle. Remember
         that Sartre put it conditionally: if the Strict Reading is true and if the deception
         of oneself succeeds, then the self-deceiver would believe contradictory things.[59]   The difference between Demos and Sartre, then, is about whether the antecedent
         is fulfilled. Demos assumes it has to be and Sartre allows that it might not.[60]   The difference between the two, then, can be summed up in a (lack of) commitment
         to the following assumption.
      

      
      
         The Success Assumption: the project of self-deception, coming to a false belief, must
            succeed.
         

         
      

      With this assumption in mind, we can generate Demos’s version of the puzzle. I will
         call Sartre’s formulation from this point forward simply the Static Puzzle in order to distinguish it from Demos’s paradoxical formulation. 
      

      
      
         The Static Paradox: if the Strict Reading is true, then the self-deceiver would believe
            contradictory things.
         

         
      

      The Static Paradox takes the Success Assumption for granted and this assumption leads
         to the rejection of the Strict Reading. Given that believing contradictory things
         seems impossible and that self-deception occurs, it seems we have reason to deny the
         consequent of the Static Paradox and therefore also its antecedent. The Success Assumption,
         then, marks the difference between Sartre and Demos; Demos has to reject the Strict
         Reading due to the Success Assumption and Sartre does not. 
      

      
      By making this assumption, Demos changes Sartre’s original formulation and alters
         the future of research on self-deception. Indeed, almost every researcher agrees with
         this assumption and therefore uses the Static Paradox instead of the Static Puzzle.
         I will, in a moment, explain why this is extremely significant, but it should be noted
         that—even though it is not explicit that Demos was influenced by (or even read) Being and Nothingness—those who followed his work explicitly attribute the Success Assumption to Sartre.
         
      

      
      For instance, take the following brief comment by Siegler made at the end of his paper.

      
      
         There may be other cases of reflexive deception expressions which reveal a more striking
            logical parallel to interpersonal deception expressions and which will fit the analysis
            suggested by Demos, and for that matter those suggested by Freud, and by Sartre. In
            all three analyses, in spite of their differences, the deceiver is said to believe
            p and not-p at the same time.[61]  
         

         
      

      Note that Demos’s position that the self-deceiver must believe contradictory things
         is also attributed to Sartre.
      

      
      Furthermore, Herbert Fingarette makes a similar assumption about Sartre. He writes,
         “assuming with Sartre that consciousness is ‘transparent’ and ‘unified’, that in the
         nature of the case there can be nothing unconscious in consciousness, how can we get
         into a condition where we do not know what we know?”[62]   It should be noted that the paradox Fingarette is concerned with is a bit different
         from the Static Paradox above: Fingarette’s paradox is about knowing and not believing
         and the negation modifies the verb (not knowing) instead of the content (believing
         that not p). However, Fingarette’s point is the same as Siegler’s: Sartre held that one can
         successfully lie to oneself despite the resulting paradoxical mental state. 
      

      
      We can also add Partrick Gardiner to this list. I saved him for last because he gives
         textual support for his position that Sartre is committed to the Success Assumption
         and therefore the Static Paradox (and not the Static Puzzle). Although most of the
         quotation below comes from Sartre, I think the way Gardiner uses it is telling. After
         pointing out that the person in bad faith lies to him- or herself, Sartre, as quoted
         by Gardiner, goes on.
      

      
      
         But that means that I must “know in my capacity as deceiver the truth which is hidden
            from me in my capacity as the one deceived . . . and this not at two different moments,
            which at a pinch would allow us to re-establish a semblance of duality—but in the
            unitary structure of a single project.”[63]  
         

         
      

      Certainly this seems to be the Static Paradox in Sartre’s own words. The person in
         bad faith has to know the truth and have it hidden at the same time.
      

      
      Note, however, Gardiner’s ellipsis. What is missing is Sartre’s correction of what
         comes before the ellipsis. This correction helps Sartre communicate that he does not
         take up the Success Assumption. What is missing from Gardiner’s quotation above is
         italicized below.
      

      
      
         I must know in my capacity as deceiver the truth which is hidden from me in my capacity
            as the one deceived. Better yet I must know the truth very exactly in order to conceal it more carefully—and this not at two different moments.[64]  
         

         
      

      What Gardiner misses is that the “better” way of putting Sartre’s point does not entail
         the Success Assumption. Indeed, I can know the truth and this knowledge of that truth
         can help me try to conceal it, but nothing here says this attempt has to succeed.[65]  
      

      
      This language is pervasive in Sartre’s discussion of bad faith. For instance, when
         he lays out the conditions for interpersonal lying that will parallel the conditions
         for lying to oneself, Sartre seems careful to avoid mentioning that the lie succeeds.
         For instance, he writes that “the one who practices bad faith is hiding a displeasing
         truth or presenting as truth a pleasing untruth.”[66]   Note the repeated use, in this quotation and in the “better yet” clause from above,
         of the present and present progressive tenses. Bad faith seems to be something that
         is currently in progress and not a state. Indeed, Sartre explicitly holds this: bad
         faith is something one “undergoes” and “is not a state.”[67]   If this is so, it certainly cannot be a state that involves successfully coming
         to believe something false.
      

      
      Furthermore, when Sartre finishes this line of thought on the Static Puzzle, he ends
         with a question: “How then can the lie subsist if the duality which conditions it
         is suppressed?”[68]   What Sartre is asking here is not “how can a person in bad faith be aware of something
         and not be aware of that thing?” Instead—and again note his use of the present tense—the
         question is how can people lie to themselves given that fact that they know everything
         about their bad faith. Put this way, this is not a commitment to the position that
         bad faith results in an impossible paradox as Siegler, Fingarette, Gardiner, and maybe
         even Demos think. Instead, this is a call for further examination. Sartre is not laying
         out an unsolvable problem; he is laying out an explanandum. How does the process of
         bad faith work given this curious feature?
      

      
      This is not a knockdown argument against the proposition that Sartre held the Success
         Assumption. However, I do believe that Sartre chose his words carefully, and they
         give us a hint as to what he will be up to later in the work. The case for the position
         that Sartre did not hold the Success Assumption will be added to when I go on in my
         following chapter to show that his explanation of bad faith’s existence depends on
         this rejection. 
      

      
      Turning back to Demos, his commitment to the Success Assumption also explains why
         he did not raise the Dynamic Puzzle. Indeed, if the assumption holds, then any instance
         of self-deception must result in the desired false belief. The Dynamic Puzzle, however,
         tells us that this can never happen. If we were to shoehorn this puzzle into Demos’s
         thoughts, it would read as: self-deception cannot succeed and, when it does, it results in a contradictory mental state. The question immediately arises: does
         self-deception succeed or not? Sartre’s formulation, however, does not have this problem:
         self-deception cannot succeed and, even if it did, it would result in a contradictory
         mental state.[69]   By parting from Sartre in this way, Demos has put himself in a tough position:
         he holds that self-deception occurs, but his other commitments lead him to the conclusion
         that it cannot. If self-deception is defined by the Static Paradox, then the self-deceiver
         must believe contradictory things simultaneously, and this is impossible. By avoiding
         the Success Assumption, we will see later that Sartre evades this problem, but what
         is Demos to do?
      

      
      As we’ll see with more detail in my second chapter, Demos ends up rejecting SDS and
         splits the self. So self-deception can succeed because, even though the self-deceiver
         has simultaneously held contradictory beliefs, one is held with full awareness and
         the other not. This rejects the Strict Reading. If self-deception is defined by what
         is needed to generate the puzzles, then SDS and SDD are both necessary. Demos, then,
         has moved away from what was so interesting and distinctive about self-deception originally.
         
      

      
      Given that this rejection of the Strict Reading followed from accepting the Success
         Assumption, we are—and everyone writing on self-deception immediately after Demos
         was—left with a trilemma: hold that self-
deception is impossible, reject the Success Assumption and the Static Paradox, or
         change the approach to defining self-deception. We will see in the following subsection
         that, due to particular aspects of Demos’s paper, almost everyone took the final option.
         
      

      
      

      b. The Confusion over Method Begins

      
      This section will look at five papers, all published in 1962 and 1963, by John Canfield—along
         with two coauthors—and Fredrick Siegler that were the first to respond to Demos’s
         work.   [70]    Their contributions moved the discussion away from the Sartrean-based Strict Reading
         and from trying to explain how the Strict Reading is possible. If, however, the game
         isn’t to explore the Strict Reading, then a question immediately arises: what is self-deception
         and how do we determine what it is? We will see that Canfield and Siegler on the whole
         believe that self-deception should be defined by what they take to be representative
         cases of self-deception. This, as we have seen, is not what Sartre was doing for bad
         faith and wasn’t what Demos was doing for self-deception either. Picking out a different
         way of defining self-deception isn’t necessarily problematic, but we will see, especially
         in chapter 2, that defining self-deception through supposedly prototypical examples
         has serious problems. 
      

      
      In this section, we will explore why the change to focusing on examples to define
         self-deception was made in response to Demos’s work. In particular, I will argue that
         they felt they had to do so because of the Success Assumption and the Static Paradox.
         If Demos had formulated the Static Puzzle as Sartre did, then there would have been
         no need to use this example-based approach. I will examine Canfield’s work before
         Siegler’s since the he was the first to respond to Demos. 
      

      
      Canfield’s first paper was coauthored with Patrick McNally in 1962.   [71]    I will not, however, say much about this paper because its scope is fairly narrow;
         it is a careful analysis of Demos’s conception of the Static Paradox and how exactly
         it should be formulated. The only thing from this paper that is important for our
         purposes is that the authors, like Demos, take up the Success Assumption.
      

      
      The more fertile ground is Canfield’s paper written along with Don Gustavson. Although
         this paper came out after a paper by Siegler—making this the third paper of the papers
         we will discuss published after Demos’s work—there is no mention of Siegler’s work.
         It can therefore be discussed independently of Siegler’s papers. Canfield and Gustavson
         argue that self-deception does not need to be related to interpersonal deception;
         instead they want to argue that “it is possible to interpret self-deception as a special
         case of self-command, i.e., as making oneself believe something or forget something.”
         [72]   
      

      
      Most of the details of the view are unimportant for our purposes, but we should highlight
         the fact that it is a stark contrast to Demos’s. Self-deception, for Canfield and
         Gustavson, is believing something in “belief-adverse circumstances, e.g., circumstances
         such that the evidence [a person] has does not warrant belief in P.”   [73]    Demos’s commitment to self-deception’s being a deception and to its result’s being
         contradictory beliefs is lost.
      

      
      The more important question is why Canfield and Gustavson came to these different views. They start off by getting something
         right about Demos. He is indeed committed to a proposition they label “A” for a self-deceiver named “Jones”: “Jones, aware that P is false, intends to make himself believe that P is true, and succeeds in making himself believe that P is true.”[74]   They go on to stipulate about why Demos would be committed to A. Their answer is that Demos is committed to an assumption they call “(α)”: the “notion of ‘deception’ in self-deception is properly understood as it is understood
         in what may be called cases of ‘other-
deception’—i.e., cases in which one person deceives another.”   [75]    Canfield and Gustavson take issue with Demos’s A by attacking (α).
      

      
      Canfield and Gustavson give an explanation of why they deviate from Demos’s commitment
         to (α). There are, though, some problems with their argument.
      

      
      
         When (α) is explicitly stated, however, it at once becomes suspect. And it would appear that
            anyone who would want to maintain that self-deception involves a conceptual puzzle
            would have to support the fusion made in (α) of the logical features of “other-deception” with those of “self-deception.” In
            what follows we will argue against such a fusion.   [76]    
         

         
      

      First, it is never made clear why (α) is suspect. Sartre, for instance, didn’t think twice about comparing bad faith to
         interpersonal lying and Demos didn’t either for self-deception. Second, the second
         sentence is not clear. Are they saying that those who would be skeptics of self-deception
         would hold (α) and, since we do not want to be skeptics, we should deny (α)? That is, if we hold the Success Assumption along with (α), then we are committed to the Static Paradox and the view that self-deception is
         impossible? To avoid this looming worry, they might hold, we should avoid (α). Note, however, that no thought is given to rejecting the Success Assumption given
         in A instead. If it does not succeed, then there is no paradox and self-deception is perfectly
         possible. Canfield and Gustavson’s problem with (α), then, is due to accepting the Success Assumption.
      

      
      The most important thrust of the quotation above is the claim that they will argue
         against (α) in the remainder of the paper. In order to show that (α) is false and that we can understand self-deception on the model of self-command
         instead, they give an argument based on examples. 
      

      
      
         The following example supports this interpretation. Suppose that Jones is presented
            with overwhelming evidence proving that his son is guilty of a crime, but that in
            the face of this evidence Jones refuses to admit that his son is guilty. Here we would
            say, truly, that Jones is deceiving himself. But all that occurs in this case is that
            Jones believes his son is innocent in belief-adverse circumstances. . . . In particular,
            we are not forced, on the present interpretation, to conclude simply from the fact
            that this is a case of self-deception, that Jones, aware that his son is guilty, fools
            himself into believing that he is innocent.   [77]   
         

         
      

      Canfield and Gustavson have obviously moved away from Demos’s use of the puzzles to
         determine what self-deception is and focused instead on using examples. For Sartre
         and Demos, the example of Jones might be, and probably is, irrelevant. If the Strict
         Reading and the puzzles don’t apply to Jones, then he isn’t self-deceiving. Indeed,
         if Jones isn’t aware that his son is guilty, as Canfield and Gustavson suggest he
         might not be, then Jones’s case is not self-deception.[78]  
      

      
      This shows that there almost immediately is a confusion over method in the literature
         on self-deception: Demos was doing one thing, and Canfield and Gustavson were doing
         something else. These two papers seem to be related: they both are on self-deception
         and one cites the other. But they are taking up two completely different projects.
         Demos tries to answer how a person can use the methods of interpersonal deception
         on him- or herself, and Canfield and Gustavson look at how we can best explain cases
         of behavior we would call “self-deceptive.” The one thing Demos properly inherited
         from Sartre—the claim that we should be using the puzzles to figure out what self-deception
         is and then trying to explain the Strict Reading of Self-Deception that follows from
         the puzzles—gets misinterpreted from the beginning.
      

      
      This is also seen in Siegler’s set of three papers published between 1962 and 1963.[79]   Two of the papers mention Demos and one of those two also discusses Canfield and
         Gustavson. The third has no citations at all. Siegler’s three papers together represent
         a fairly unified view and so I will treat them as one.
      

      
      Siegler’s work has some similarities with Canfield’s coauthored works; his view of
         self-deception is very close to their view. Self-
deception does not have to look like the Strict Reading because there are other ways
         to understand self-deception. For instance, some cases, instead of involving intentional
         deception aimed at oneself, actually are “attributions of unwarranted beliefs, accompanied
         by ascriptions of responsibility for holding such unwarranted beliefs.”[80]  
      

      
      Note, however, the appeal to cases; Siegler is also focused on looking at representative
         examples. His papers are full of cases of the following sort.
      

      
      
         There is a use for “I am deceiving myself” but it is followed by “when I talk about
            travelling to China,” or “If I think I will win the race.” In this use I am not claiming
            that I intend to mislead myself into believing what I know to be false, nor am I claiming
            that I am succeeding in believing what I know to be false. Such a use is more like
            a self-
reprimand for things I say or do.[81]  
         

         
      

      Siegler takes himself to be laying out what self-deception is based on the features
         of examples of self-deception. Again, this is not what Demos is doing.
      

      
      The more important thing to note is why Siegler moves away from Demos’s use of the
         puzzles and interest in the Strict Reading. He does so because he too is trying to
         avoid Demos’s Static Paradox. It is bothersome to think of a self-deceiver who succeeds
         in making him- or herself believe what he or she knows to be false; that is, because
         Siegler assumes a self-deceiver must succeed at coming to believe that, say, p, it follows that he or she must believe that p and that ~p. This worry caused by the Success Assumption leads Siegler to move to analyzing examples—instead
         of the puzzles—and to find a way to avoid—instead of embracing—those puzzles. 
      

      
      The set of papers by Siegler and Canfield, then, contains the same position. Self-deception
         must exist and also must succeed. Furthermore, if we define self-deception based on
         the puzzles, then self-deception, when it succeeds, leads to a contradictory mental
         state. It is for this reason, according to this position, that we need to abandon
         the Strict Reading and instead define self-deception by the clearly existing cases
         we see around us every day. 
      

      
      I do not think Siegler, Canfield, McNally, and Gustavson should take all of the blame
         for making this turn. First off, Demos himself generates the Success Assumption and
         the Static Paradox. Secondly, Demos’s preferred method of defining self-deception
         is not always clear. We will see in chapter 2 that, despite using the puzzles to come
         to the Strict Reading, Demos eventually tries solve the puzzles. 
      

      
      Furthermore, perhaps a more worrisome fact is that at one point Demos seems to appeal
         to example-based considerations to define self-
deception. I don’t think he was using the examples in this way, but it sure seems like a use of examples to define self-deception, and this could help explain Siegler’s
         and Canfield’s switch away from the Strict Reading and the puzzles. After bringing
         up the Static Paradox for his own view, Demos raises the concern that it would therefore
         seem to prove his view impossible. He then considers the possibility that his view
         is wrong and motivates two other versions of self-deception that would avoid the Static
         Paradox.[82]   He, however, goes on to write, “I don’t think that either of these hypotheses is
         in accordance with the evidence,” and the evidence turns out to be two examples of
         self-deception that look a lot like his view.[83]   
      

      
      
         The mother who has convinced herself that her prodigal son is a fine boy is haunted
            by a “nagging doubt.” Here both the belief and the doubt are simultaneous and both
            seem to be in the conscious mind. Or take the man who deceives himself about his attractiveness
            to the ladies. Backed into a 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.”[84]   
         

         
      

      Because these are cases, they seem to imply that Demos is using example-based considerations
         to define self-deception. 
      

      
      Who could blame Siegler, Canfield, and Gustavson for thinking that it was possible
         to argue that there are better interpretations of what happens in these cases? If
         the goal is to give the best interpretation of cases, they would argue, then surely
         there are better interpretations of self-deception. Siegler explicitly engages with
         Demos’s examples.
      

      
      
         There is something disturbing about attributing contradictory beliefs to a man at
            the same time. Must we do so in the cases Demos cites? Consider the would-be ladies’
            man. Did he, as Demos suggests, carry out an intention to deceive himself into believing
            what he knows to be false? The only argument to which Demos appeals is that the man
            says “I knew all along” But is this sufficient to establish that the man intentionally
            deceived himself while knowing all along what was the case? I do not think so. A man
            who was pretending or who was taken in by his own pretenses might say the same thing.[85]  
         

         
      

      The game Siegler is playing—because it is the one it seems that Demos is playing—involves finding the best way to interpret specific examples
         of self-deception. The best interpretation of these cases of self-deception is the
         best definition of self-deception.
      

      
      This is not what Demos is doing, though. Remember that the worry he is responding
         to is that his notion of self-deception is impossible due to its contradictory nature.
         So, the question is: does what is described by his notion of self-deception—as determined
         by the puzzles—occur? His answer is “yes” due to the fact that there are perfectly
         good cases of what he has in mind. He is not giving the examples to define self-deception—he does that using the puzzles on his very first pages—he is instead
         using them as evidence to demonstrate that what is described by his definition of self-deception occurs.
         
      

      
      This is a mistake that is made, not only when some comment on Demos’s work, but also
         in response to Sartre’s work. For instance, take David Kipp’s stance on Sartre’s examples
         of bad faith: “[t]hese examples are always carefully described in a question-begging
         way favorable to his own theoretical perspective.”[86]   Sartre’s examples, of course, can be question-begging only if he is using them
         to define self-deception. If I am right, then Sartre’s examples of bad faith, like
         Demos’s of self-deception, aren’t meant to define bad faith; they are meant to help
         explain what it looks like. 
      

      
      Turning back to Siegler, this is not to say that the content of his argument itself
         is wrong. It could be that he indeed has the better interpretation of the examples.
         However, his argument is not doing what he thinks it does. That is, if Siegler is
         right that he has a better interpretation of Demos’s “ladies man” case, then he has
         not shown that there is a better definition of self-deception available; he has instead
         given reason to think that self-deception, as conceived of by Demos, does not occur.
         Demos has defined self-deception based on the puzzles and given examples to show that
         it actually happens in the world. It could very well be that Siegler’s interpretations
         are right and self-deception as given by Demos, though completely possible, never
         actually occurs. If Seigler’s arguments are valid, then Demos should be a skeptic
         about self-deception. However, and this is the important distinction, Demos would
         be a skeptic not because the puzzles demonstrate that his definition of self-deception
         is impossible, but instead because what is described by his definition never actually
         occurs in the world. There is a better way to interpret the behavior of those who
         might appear to be self-deceiving.
      

      
      I should note, and to foreshadow some of the work to be done in my second chapter,
         that despite using examples to generate a definition of self-deception, our authors
         that come after Demos take the time to mention why the phenomenon under consideration
         is called “self-deception.” They try to answer why this thing—the thing that was defined
         through examples—has the name “self-deception.” Canfield and Gustavson play up the
         similarity of the use of “self” in “self-deception” and “self-
command.”[87]   Siegler thinks it is called “self-deception” because in those cases of self-deception
         one “talks as though he did not know better, as though somebody had deceived him into
         having false hopes.”[88]   
      

      
      Canfield, Gustavson, and Siegler, then, all think that self-deception should be defined
         through representative cases of self-deception. They were led here by two positions:
         the Success Assumption and the resulting view that the Static Puzzle is really the
         Static Paradox. So, self-deception as described by the Strict Reading must be impossible
         and, therefore, if we are going to define self-deception we need to avoid, instead
         of make use of, the puzzles. The best way to do so, they hold, is to explain what
         is happening in classic instances of self-deception while keeping away from the puzzles.
         This is a great change from what Sartre was doing for bad faith and what Demos was
         doing for self-deception.
      

      
      c. The Return to Puzzle-Based Considerations

      
      But this doesn’t mark the end of the puzzles or the Strict Reading. Starting in 1964,
         five philosophers—Terrence Penelhum, Stanley Paluch, Herbert Fingarette, and especially
         David Pugmire and Patrick Gardiner—all realized that Canfield’s and Siegler’s accounts
         moved too far away from the Strict Reading. All five, then, call for somewhat of a
         return to using the puzzles to come to a conception akin to Strict Reading. “Akin,”
         however, is not “identical.” They do not return to the exact formulation of the Strict
         Reading because of the continued acceptance of the Success Assumption. These accounts,
         then, represent attempts to have one’s cake and eat it too.
      

      
      These authors mark an important point in the self-deception literature. They acknowledge
         that there is something important about the Strict Reading, but cannot return to it
         because they hold the Success Assumption. This causes them, like Canfield and Siegler
         before them, to further confuse the question of how we should define self-deception.
         If the puzzles can’t do it and using examples moves us too far from the Strict Reading,
         then what can we do to define self-deception? We will see that it is at this point
         that the literature takes on the quality that it has to this day; there is, on the
         whole, a lack of discussion of the method we should be using to define self-deception
         and, when there is, it is unclear.
      

      
      To start, Terence Penelhum’s 1964 paper, though it is focused on the relationship
         between pleasure and falsity, represents an interesting turning point in the literature
         on self-deception.[89]   Although he is certainly committed to using examples to define self-deception and
         worries about the Static Paradox, he tries to steer the definition of self-deception
         closer to the Strict Reading due to puzzle-based considerations. 
      

      
      That he is committed, like Canfield and Siegler, to the use of examples is an easy
         claim to substantiate. He explicitly appeals to cases when establishing what self-deception
         is.
      

      
      
         [A] case where someone says that the object of his pleasure is one fact when it is
            really another . . . is a case of conflicting behavior, where the criteria for its
            being the declared object and the criteria for its being another are both partially
            satisfied, but the preponderating behavior is against rather than for, the declared
            object. Since the criteria for the correctness of what he says are also criteria for
            his sincerity in saying it, simple error is out of place. Since there is a conflict
            of criteria, simple hypocrisy is also out of place. What we seem to have is a case
            neither of error nor of lying, but of self-deception.[90]   
         

         
      

      Self-deception is clearly determined by representative examples of self-deceptive
         behavior that can be differentiated from non-self-deceptive behavior. 
      

      
      What does Penelhum think self-deception is, then? He generates his view through juxtaposition
         with Canfield and Gustavson’s work. It is not enough, Penelhum notes, for a self-deceiver
         to have a “belief in the face of strong evidence”; the self-deceiver must “know the
         evidence” and “see what it points to.”[91]   It is not clear why Penelhum thinks this is so, but he seems to have a lot of confidence
         that his points will seem intuitive. For an example of this, see his distinctions
         between self-deception, error, and hypocrisy in the quotation above. Does he think
         the examples he has in mind necessitate that self-deception be defined this way? Or,
         are other considerations being used in order to define self-deception, thereby moving
         away from the exclusive use of examples to define self-deception? Or, taking self-deception
         to be defined by his examples, is this an explanation of what has been defined? It
         is not clear.
      

      
      But what is clear is that he wants to move the notion of self-deception away from
         what Siegler, Canfield, and Gustavson took it to be. Indeed, requiring that the self-deceiver
         not only needs to know the evidence against his or her belief, but also to see that
         it is evidence against that belief, is getting back to something more like the Strict
         Reading than our previous post-Demos writers allowed. After all, if the self-deceiver
         believes that p in face of evidence that ~p and knows the evidence for ~p, then it certainly seems we are beginning to return to SDD and SDS. Penelhum’s paper,
         then, marks an attempt to get self-deception back toward something Sartre would be
         interested in: something that is related to the puzzles.
      

      
      But it is only an attempt and a beginning. The reason should be unsurprising: Penelhum
         holds the Success Assumption and the Static Paradox.[92]   Since holding the Strict Reading and the Success Assumption would lead to the impossibility
         of self-deception, something has to change. Rather than drop the Success Assumption,
         he drops the Strict Reading. Instead of the self-deceiver’s believing that p and that ~p, Penelhum holds that self-deception is a “conflict state” of opposite criteria for
         ascribing belief to people: “[s]omeone in this state does partially satisfy the criteria
         for belief and also those for disbelief.”[93]  Although Penelhum has started a movement back to the Strict Reading, he falls short
         by assuming that self-deceivers as defined by the Strict Reading would have to hold
         contradictory beliefs.
      

      
      Stanley Paluch also tries to move self-deception back closer to the Strict Reading
         by arguing that the self-deceiver needs to satisfy the condition that he or she “believes
         p and p is false.”[94]   This, of course, is an attempt to define self-deception based on the Static Paradox.
         However, since he uses the Static Paradox and not the Static Puzzle, he worries that
         his version of self-deception might not actually occur in the world. He notes that
         it “is anything but obvious” that his view “could be said to mirror actual cases of
         self-deception.”[95]   Why would he be so concerned about this? The answer is that, due to the Success
         Assumption, self-
deceivers must believe that p and that ~p and this seems impossible. Paluch, however, clearly seems to think that self-deception
         is in some way related to the Static Paradox. Of course, he fails to generate the
         more accurate Static Puzzle, but he seems to think it is important to recapture what
         was puzzling about self-deception.[96]  
      

      
      Herbert Fingarette also recommends somewhat of a return to the 
puzzle-based way of thinking about self-deception and therefore also recommends something
         close to the Strict Reading. Like Penelhum, though, he does not focus solely on the
         puzzles and the Strict Reading. He notes that his “aim is to develop a way of talking
         about self-deception which will in turn elucidate the way we usually talk about it
         as well as the circumstances which lead us to talk of it that way.”[97]   Unless he thinks we usually talk about self-deception in terms of the puzzles (he
         doesn’t, but I will give more detail on that below), then he is using something else
         besides the puzzles. What is his approach? This question is difficult to answer.
      

      
      He, however, gives explicit reasons to reject the use of the puzzles on their own.
         Now, this is surely odd given what I have said above: that Fingarette is one of a
         few writers who recommend a return to puzzle-based considerations. We can distinguish
         between using some considerations that happen to be puzzle-based and using those puzzles
         alone to define self-deception. So, though the puzzles show that self-deception is paradoxical,
         they could still be getting at something true about self-
deception. That is, self-deception might resemble the Strict Reading without being
         identical with it. This must be Fingarette’s stance.
      

      
      Another interesting aspect of Fingarette’s work is that he seems to attribute the
         use of the puzzles to define self-deception to the authors who came before him. Although
         he does not mention every paper we have discussed above, he does mention every person
         by name (with the exception of Paluch) and critiques every view. He holds that each
         of the thinkers figures out what self-deception is “by means of paradox.”[98]   Now, I would obviously disagree with this take on the literature. Even Demos, the
         biggest proponent of using the puzzles to define self-
deception, ends up thinking that the puzzles show that self-deception is impossible.
         However, that Fingarette holds this of those who came before him is interesting and
         telling. 
      

      
      Because he believes the previous writers all use the puzzles to come to a conception
         of self-deception, Fingarette thinks it is possible to level one argument at all of
         those who came before him. If they all start with the same approach and that approach
         is problematic, then they all have the same problem. This problem is that projects
         that start with the puzzles are necessarily inadequate.[99]   How does this work? We start, as Sartre and Demos might, with the two puzzles of
         self-deception and define self-deception as that which leads to those puzzles. However,
         the Success Assumption is made and the Static Paradox results. For this reason, Fingarette
         rightfully notes that the previous philosophers all tried to give a non-paradoxical
         account of self-deception.[100]   A tension would follow for them. They allegedly held the position that we should
         define self-
deception through the puzzles, but then are forced to abandon it when it leads to
         a characterization of self-deception that is impossible.
      

      
      To be clear, I do not think this is an accurate portrayal of what the previous writers
         were doing. Despite this, Fingarette’s argument against those who came before him
         is still telling. 
      

      
      
         I aim to show that in each [philosopher’s] case there has been either or both of two
            results: (1) paradox has been eliminated, but what remains is no longer an account
            of how we actually use the term “self-deception;” or (2) self-deception is still before
            us, but the paradox in the description of it, instead of being eliminated, has taken
            an obviously variant form.[101]  
         

         
      

      If you start by using puzzles to define self-deception, Fingarette holds, then, that
         you are led to a dilemma: either eliminate the puzzles and change your definition,
         or keep both the definition and the puzzles. The former would mean you have violated
         your own method and definition, which is clearly a problem. The latter, however, is
         a problem only if you make a particular presupposition: the Success Assumption. If
         you define self-deception by the puzzles and hold the Success Assumption, then you
         will have to be committed to the position that self-deceivers must believe contradictory
         things simultaneously. Fingarette’s dilemma, then, is a problem only if the Success
         Assumption is true. Just like those who came before him, Fingarette feels forced to
         abandon the puzzles and the Strict Reading because of the Success Assumption. 
      

      
      This, however, is not to reject the use of puzzle-based considerations completely.
         Whatever his method is, Fingarette seems interested in tracking a notion of self-deception
         that has much more similarity to the Strict Reading than to Siegler’s and Canfield’s
         notions. The titles of his third and fourth chapters are “To Say or Not To Say” and
         “To Avow or Not To Avow,” respectively.[102]   What else could he be tracking except something akin to the Strict Reading’s claim
         that, if the deception succeeds, then the self-deceiver would believe that something
         is true and that it is false? More detail of Fingarette’s view will be given in my
         third chapter, but it is clear that he thinks there are at least some aspects of the
         puzzles and the Strict Reading that are worth salvaging.
      

      
      Our final two authors, David Pugmire and Patrick Gardiner, come closer than Penelhum,
         Paluch, and Fingarette to recommending the use of the puzzles to define self-deception.
         Pugmire takes the Static Paradox very seriously and for this reason is interested
         in what he calls “strong self-deception.”[103]   He notes that “any effort to dispel the problem of self-deception by suitably attenuating
         the notion of deception in its reflexive use is bound to be disappointing.”[104]   He therefore aims to “show that a ‘strong’ form of self-deception is conceivable,
         and occurs, in which the implications of deception closely parallel those of interpersonal
         deception.”[105]   This seems fairly close to the Strict Reading. 
      

      
      It is clear that he has something like this in mind, but he unfortunately uses the
         Static Paradox to make his point. 
      

      
      
         To deceive another, it is usually held, is to carry out an intention to instill in
            him a belief which the deceiver knows at the time is false or distorted. In one’s
            own case, however, it is awkward, if not paradoxical, to suppose that one could both
            know that something was not the case and yet persist in believing that it was.[106]   
         

         
      

      Of course, holding that the deception has to succeed makes believing that p and that ~p a looming worry and so he splits the self. Instead of fully knowing that p and that ~p, the self-deceiver believes p with full awareness while also believing ~p without “attend[ing] to every aspect of what [he or she] believes.”[107]   That is, he thinks we are “quite capable of admitting to [ourselves] that something
         is the case while remaining (perhaps even studiously) oblivious to many of its features.”[108]   
      

      
      So, though Pugmire takes something akin to the Static Puzzle seriously, he chooses
         the paradoxical version of it and therefore has to move away from the puzzles and
         the Strict Reading. Self-deception, he seems to hold, needs to be defined by cases
         that resemble certain sorts of interpersonal deception instead of by the puzzles.
         Of course, how he chooses which cases and which sorts of interpersonal deception is
         left unanswered.
      

      
      Our final writer, Patrick Gardiner, begins his paper with a discussion of Joseph Butler.
         Butler, Gardiner holds, appreciated a notion of self-deception that is close to the
         Strict Reading, but did not recognize the problems that might come along with it.
         What are the problems Butler ignored and where do they come from?
      

      
      The answer to the second part of the question is a familiar one: it comes from a particular
         understanding of interpersonal deception.
      

      
      
         The kind of problem sometimes said to arise here can be brought out by comparing what
            is supposed to happen when somebody is self-deceived with standard cases of deception
            proper, or “other-deception.” If a man sets out to deceive another, he tries to make
            him believe something which he himself knows, or believes, not to be so. . . . In
            so far as [the deceiver] is successful, the other will have been caused to accept
            something incompatible with what he, the deceiver, holds to be the case.[109]  
         

         
      

      Note that a particular notion of deception is used to generate a definition of self-deception. This should
         remind us of Demos’s restricting of self-deception to its strongest cases. Gardiner
         calls them “standard” cases of deception, and they involve the qualities he mentions.
         What is the problem with modeling self-deception in this way?
      

      
      
         It has been claimed, however, that when this is used as a model whereby to explicate
            the notion of self-deception, unwelcome paradoxes ensue. For it is surely odd to suggest
            that somebody could try to make, and succeed in making, himself believe something
            which he, ex hypothesi, at the same time believes not to be true. In so far as lying,
            e.g., is a deliberate attempt to misinform or conceal the truth from the person lied
            to, it is essential that the liar should know and accept what it is that he is trying
            to hide from his victim; it is also a presupposition of this type of undertaking that
            the intended victim should not be aware of the deceiver’s aims. But the transposition
            of these conditions to cases where the roles of deceiver and deceived are allegedly
            occupied by one and the same individual might lead one to conclude that self-deception
            is a contradictory or incoherent enterprise, incapable of fulfillment.[110]  
         

         
      

      The problems Gardiner has been discussing are the two puzzles of self-deception. Note
         also that this is the first time we have mentioned the Dynamic Puzzle as something
         that appears in print outside of Sartre’s discussion.[111]  
      

      
      It seems that Gardiner could be a proponent of using these puzzles to determine what
         self-deception is. 
      

      
      
         For the question . . . is not, How does self-deception, as a familiar psychological
            phenomenon, occur? Rather it is the question, How, given that a certain view of what
            constitutes self-deception is correct, could it occur?[112]  
         

         
      

      In other words, we might want to know how something described by the two puzzles could
         actually exist in the world. Gardiner is therefore the closest since Demos to track
         Sartre’s preferred method for defining bad faith.
      

      
      Gardiner also accurately diagnoses what happens in the literature after Sartre, when
         he notes that a “tempting line of approach, recently adopted by philosophers who have
         been impressed by difficulties of the sort Sartre raised, consists in simply denying
         the propriety of interpreting self-deception in terms that construe it as a reflexive
         analogue of deception proper.”[113]   Indeed, we have seen that is so and will see that this continues to be so; due
         to the worrisome puzzles philosophers have moved away from the Strict Reading.
      

      
      So far, Gardiner has been on target. He unfortunately makes one mistake, and it causes
         problems for his concluding comments.
      

      
      
         [Those previously writing on self-deception adopt] an “all or nothing” approach, according
            to which the available alternatives reduce themselves to two: rigid adherence to the
            other-deception model in every particular, or else its more or less complete abandonment.
            In the light of the difficulties entailed by the first alternative, it is not surprising
            that some philosophers have opted for the second.[114]   
         

         
      

      First, a minor quibble: I do not think it as black and white as Gardiner thinks. We
         have seen that Penelhum and Fingarette try to have the best of both worlds. The real
         problem, though, is the assumption that the puzzles caused by the Strict Reading are
         reason to abandon the first way of defining self-deception.
      

      
      Neither puzzle gives us reason to abandon the Strict Reading, however. I will argue
         that this is so for the Dynamic Puzzle in my third chapter, and we have already seen
         that the proper conception of the Static Puzzle does not necessarily lead to a paradox.
         Indeed, there is nothing paradoxical about holding conditionally that, if the deception
         were to succeed, then the self-deceiver would have contradictory beliefs. The only
         reason to think that the latter puzzle is paradoxical is if one takes on the Success
         Assumption and ends up with the Static Paradox. 
      

      
      And this exactly is what Gardiner does. He is not satisfied with his first option
         listed because of this assumption. He also is unsatisfied with the second option because
         of his sympathy for puzzle-based considerations. He tries to find a middle ground.
      

      
      
         [T]here is a third way open. This consists in examining instances in which men are
            said to be self-deceived and, without prejudging the issue in deference to the existing
            vocabulary, try to see what actually happens. If this is done, we shall (I suspect)
            find analogies and similarities with cases of deception proper that are sufficient
            to make the reflexive extension of the conception appear, within limits, reasonably
            appropriate.[115]   
         

         
      

      This, however, is no middle ground. He is not recommending defining self-deception
         through the puzzles at all; he wants it defined through examples. Now, his suspicion
         is that the examples will yield a definition of self-deception that will look like
         the puzzle-generated Strict Reading, but this is merely a suspicion. The evidence
         could break the other way and support something as different from the Strict Reading
         as, for example, Siegler’s view. This is not using the puzzles to define self-deception;
         it is using examples to define self-deception along with a hunch that the resulting
         definition will look something like the Strict Reading.
      

      
      One other thing should be noted: although he suspects something like the Strict Reading
         will be found in the examples, it will be only analogous or similar to the Strict
         Reading. The Strict Reading itself will not be found; what might result is only something
         that will “appear, within limits, reasonably appropriate” to describe as being akin
         to the Strict Reading. Why does he think that something that merely resembles the
         Strict Reading, and not the actual Strict Reading, will result from using examples
         to define self-deception? 
      

      
      The answer to this question is the same as the answer to the question of why Gardiner
         does not use the puzzles to define self-deception: he holds the Success Assumption.
         This can be seen in two ways. First, I showed above that he attributes it to Sartre’s
         view of bad faith. Second, in my second block quotation from Gardiner, it was apparent
         that he held it for self-deception. The Success Assumption has led yet another author,
         this time even one who is very sympathetic to puzzle-based considerations, to abandon
         both the use of the puzzles alone and the Strict Reading. 
      

      
      d. Three Lessons from 1960-1970

      
      There are three lessons to be gained from this section’s look at those working on
         self-deception immediately after Sartre. The first one is probably the most obvious:
         the literature on self-deception was greatly influenced by Sartre’s discussion of
         bad faith whether that influence came from Ayer, Mairet, Kaufmann, or indirectly from
         those writing on self-deception beforehand. From the multiple citations and analyses
         of Sartre, to framing the puzzles in a particular way, Sartre’s influence is felt
         for years after the publication of Demos’s “Lying to Oneself.” 
      

      
      The second lesson is based on the way those discussed above react to Sartre’s work.
         Demos stayed close to Sartre’s line of thinking and focused on the puzzles and the
         Strict Reading. However, since he deviated from Sartre and held the Success Assumption,
         he was forced to move away both from Sartre’s way of defining and of his understanding
         of bad faith. Siegler and Canfield, writing immediately after Demos, continued this
         trend away from Sartre, and used examples to define self-deception and rejected the
         Strict Reading. Those writing after 1963 realized that there is something worth salvaging
         about the puzzles and, therefore, about the Strict Reading. In one way or another,
         they recommended a turn closer to what Sartre had in mind. 
      

      
      For reasons that will be made clear below and in upcoming chapters, this turn back
         to a Sartrean picture was not taken up by everyone writing after 1963. In fact, we
         can still see in some contemporary work the view that SDS, SDD, and the Success Assumption
         all apply to intentionalist pictures of self-deception. For example, Anna Elisabetta
         Galeotti makes this assumption.[116]   When discussing the Dynamic Paradox, she holds “the agent cannot bring himself
         to believe that P [unless it is] either indirect and/or non-transparent.”[117]   
      

      
      If the important part of this lesson isn’t that the return to Sartrean considerations—the
         view held by Penelhum, Fingarette, Paluch, and especially Pugmire and Gardiner—became
         pervasive, then the focus should be on their attempt to take some aspect of the puzzles
         or Strict Reading seriously. What caught their attention was this puzzling phenomenon,
         and it did so enough to warrant a return to it after Siegler and Canfield tried to
         leave it behind. I agree that there is something interesting and unique about the
         puzzling Strict Reading. I will return to thinking about what the puzzles can tell
         us about self-deception if we don’t make the Success Assumption. There is something
         important being left out if we discuss the capabilities of our minds and don’t mention
         the Strict Reading of Self-Deception. 
      

      
      If the first and second lessons are ones I will use as recommendations to guide my
         work, the third I will use as a cautionary tale. As the literature headed toward the
         1970s, the methods each philosopher used got less and less clear. At least Siegler
         and Canfield, despite using what I think is the wrong method to characterize self-deception,
         were fairly clear about what they were up to. Almost no one after Siegler and Canfield
         is explicit about the method used to define self-deception and, if it is explicit,
         it is not clear why that method should be used. I think this was caused by the unacknowledged
         difference between Demos’s approach and Siegler’s/Canfield’s. These papers in conjunction
         are what made it seem as though anything goes for defining self-deception. That is,
         we are free to use lexical, example-based, or whatever other considerations come to
         mind. Unfortunately, as we will see in the upcoming chapter, this has carried through
         to the contemporary literature and is extremely problematic.   [118]   
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      Chapter 2

      Definition, Diversity, and Disagreement

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      I. Introduction

      
      As noted in the introduction to this book, the literature on self-deception is marked
         by disagreement over what exactly is being discussed. The discussion of the topic,
         then, has stalled at a very rudimentary question: what is self-deception? In this
         chapter, I will argue that we haven’t moved beyond this question because we have yet
         to settle a more important question: how should we go about defining self-deception?
         That is, we have been unable to have a productive conversation about what self-deception
         is because there is little or no agreement about how we should determine what self-deception
         is. The position we find ourselves in as researchers on self-deception is not a coincidence;
         it is the direct result of the origin of the topic. The way the early thinkers responded
         to Sartre caused us to be where we are now. In this chapter, I will explain how this
         happened and how we can fix it. 
      

      
      To start, in the following section, I will highlight three current disagreements about
         self-deception. In particular, I will look at whether self-deception results in a
         false belief, whether self-deception involves intending to come to a belief, and whether
         self-deception involves awareness of the evidence counter to the belief that is the
         result of the self-deception. Different researchers take different stances on these
         questions, and I will show that the disagreement is due to the fact that they are
         using either different or unclear methods to come to their different conceptions.
         If they are doing the former, then they are talking past each other; the apparent
         disagreement about how to explain self-deception is really due to the fact that they
         are interested in explaining different things. If the latter is the case, then it
         is not clear how to arbitrate the disagreement.
      

      
      Perhaps, though, disagreements of this sort about the nature of self-deception are
         solvable if we are careful about the methods we use to define it. That is, it could
         be the case that if we are explicit about how we define self-deception, we could minimize
         disagreement or, at least, be clear about the rules that would be used to resolve
         disagreement. I think this is right, but we cannot, I will argue, use any old method
         for defining self-deception. In particular, there are three classic ways of defining
         self-deception and none of them can get us out of our current situation. I will show
         that this is so in the third section of this chapter. 
      

      
      By the beginning of the fourth section, then, we will have seen that the literature
         on self-deception is a mess because the lack of discussion or agreement on the method
         we should use to define it and, even if there was agreement on which of the three
         classic methods to use, we would still have the same amount of disagreement as we
         do now. That is, there is something wrong with the game we have been playing as researchers
         on this topic and it is more than just the fact that the rules aren’t clear: even
         if they were, we would still be in our current position. In the fourth section, I
         will show that we never would have been in this position if we properly applied Sartre’s
         method of defining bad faith to self-deception. The literature on self-deception,
         then, is not only based on a mistaken interpretation of Sartre (as I argued in the
         previous chapter), but moving away from Sartre caused the problems I will highlight
         in this chapter. 
      

      
      Now, before I can argue that those writing on self-deception either take up different
         stances on, or ignore, the methods that can be used to define self-deception, we should
         survey some of the possible methods. Alfred Mele’s work Self-Deception Unmasked will be extremely helpful in doing so; his influential work is one rare exception
         to the tendency of ignoring the methods of how one can define self-deception. Indeed,
         the first few pages of his book contain a discussion of some of the approaches one
         might use come to a definition of self-deception. His methods will help us categorize
         some of the moves made by the philosophers discussed in this chapter. 
      

      
      I should briefly note that how I use Mele’s methods will differ from how Mele uses
         them. His goal in describing these approaches seems to be to show that his favored
         conception of self-deception is consistent with most, if not all, of them. That is,
         he argues that his conception of self-deception is consistent with all of the popular
         ways of defining it and therefore there is no reason to reject his view because it
         violates the definition of self-deception. As I’ll detail more below, this isn’t unique
         to Mele’s view and many other views could say this. It is this, in fact, that allows
         for so much diversity in the literature. Almost any view is consistent with these
         popular methods of defining self-deception. I’ll follow up on this, as noted above,
         in the third section of this chapter.
      

      
      Before we get there, however, we should discuss the approaches to defining self-deception
         in detail. Mele describes three main methods—the Lexical Approach, the Example-Based Approach, and the Theory-Guided Approach—and also allows for the possibility of hybrids of these approaches. Mele, however,
         doesn’t use all of these approaches and seems primarily interested in the first two.
         Mele dismisses the third because it is problematic. 
      

      
      Without committing myself at this point to the soundness of the first two main approaches,
         I agree with Mele’s worry about the Theory-Guided Approach. Mele writes that it “is
         guided by commonsense theory about the etiology and nature of self-deception.”[1]   Mele does not give much more detail about the approach and so it is difficult to
         say definitively what he has in mind, but the idea seems to be that, when making use
         of the Theory-Guided Approach, one polls oneself or others on commonsense folk theories
         about self-deception. A definition can be generated based on those theories. Self-deception
         is whatever the commonsense theories say it is. 
      

      
      Mele rejects the use of this approach because he is skeptical of people’s ability
         to diagnose what’s happening in cases of self-deception.[2]   I agree with Mele for several reasons. First, there is some reason to think that
         commonsense views about psychology are incorrect. In fact, some hold that folk psychological
         concepts as common and basic as belief are problematic.[3]   Second, even if commonly used folk concepts are sound, it does not follow that
         they are capable of explaining every mental phenomenon.[4]   Last of all, it is very difficult to come up with definite and uncontentious examples
         of self-deception. This is a problem because if there are significant difficulties
         with locating a clear case of self-
deception, then it is even more doubtful that there are accurate folk psychological
         explanations of what happens in those cases. The margin for error is twofold in the
         Theory-Guided Approach; a reliable case has to be found and diagnosed correctly. This leaves the Lexical Approach and Example-Based Approach
         for me, along with Mele, to consider. 
      

      
      According to Mele, the Example-Based Approach “scrutinizes representative examples
         of self-deception and attempts to identify their essential common features.”[5]   On this approach, the researcher begins with putative examples of self-deception,
         takes stock of what they have in common, and then uses the common features to create
         the definition of self-deception. Turning to the Lexical Approach, Mele holds that
         “a theorist starts with a definition of ‘deceive’ or ‘deception,’ using the dictionary
         or common usage as a guide, and then employs it as a model for defining self-deception.”[6]   One defines normal deception, and then describes how a person can do this to him-
         or herself.
      

      
      Since the Theory-Guided Approach has been rejected, Mele’s three main approaches to
         defining the phenomenon of self-deception have become two: the Example-Based Approach
         and the Lexical Approach. There is, however, at least one more option that Mele has
         not mentioned. It has been alluded to in the previous chapter: self-deception is defined
         by a set of puzzles. That is, what demands an explanation when we think about self-deception
         is the resolution of the Static Puzzle and the Dynamic Puzzle. On this approach to
         characterizing self-deception, the puzzles are taken to be what tell us what is self-deception.
         This will be called the Puzzle-Based Approach.
      

      
      We have, then, three main approaches to consider: the Lexical Approach, the Example-Based
         Approach, and the Puzzle-Based Approach. Mele also notes that it is common to use
         hybrid approaches when defining self-deception.[7]   I will take the Hybrid Approach to involve characterizing self-deception by somehow
         joining two or more of the three main approaches together. 
      

      
      II. How Disagreements about Self-Deception Happen

      
      Let’s turn now to some instances of the widespread disagreement found in the literature
         on self-deception. We can now use Mele’s methods in a way that he didn’t: as tools
         that, when we see cases of disagreement about what self-deception is, will help use
         see whether the disagreement is due to the use of different approaches to defining
         self-deception. In some cases this will be so. In others, however, we will see that
         the disagreement occurs without any discussion and—we might additionally worry—without
         any serious thought about the methods used to come to a favored conception of self-deception.
      

      
      Before we continue, an important point needs to be made. In the remainder of this
         section I will be attributing certain methods of defining self-deception to various
         thinkers. In some cases, as we will see, I think the authors are fairly clear about
         at least some of the ways they came to their particular conception. With others, and
         this is part of my point, the best we can do is guess. So, I’ll proceed with the warning
         that my diagnosis might not always be completely accurate and with apologies to anyone
         I misinterpret. I will, however, try to be transparent about when I think there is
         good evidence for my claims and when they are closer to conjecture. 
      

      
      a. Self-Deception and Falsity

      
      Here we will explore the question: does self-deception necessarily involve coming
         to a false belief? As we will see, there is reason to think that the answer is “yes”
         as well as “no.” For the former, we might think that, since self-deception is a deception
         and deception has to involve coming to a false belief, self-deception must as well.
         For the latter, though, we could point to cases of self-deception that involve coming
         to a true belief. We will see that these two positions are taken up by Alfred Mele
         and 
D. S. Neil Van Leeuwen, respectively. In order to resolve this conflict, it is important
         to look at the reasons why each theorist came to his position on what self-deception
         is. Their disagreement is the result of a deeper disagreement over how self-deception
         should be characterized. 
      

      
      Before we get to the different positions, let’s first take a case to help see what
         is at stake.
      

      
      
          Pete Campbell wants to believe he is good at his job. Unfortunately for Pete, he
            is a pessimist. Though he is obviously good at his job—his company has had great success
            due to his clear contributions—his negative attitude toward himself gets in the way
            of believing the truth. Since actual evidence isn’t helping Pete get to his desired
            belief, he decides to augment in his own mind his perception of his already substantial
            abilities and contributions. Through this manipulation of evidence, Pete actually
            comes to believe that he is good at his job.
         

         
      

      Has Pete deceived himself? To see how one might be inclined to answer, let’s focus
         first on a particular feature of this example: Pete came to a true belief. Can a person
         come to a true belief and yet still be self-deceiving? 
      

      
      Mele’s favored notion of self-deception, as we will see, does not allow for cases
         such as Pete’s to count. He generates four conditions that are jointly sufficient
         for self-deceptively acquiring a belief that p. We can note that these conditions are merely sufficient and not necessary, and so
         Mele allows for the possibility of other types of self-deception, but we will deal
         with this later. Instead, we will ask whether Pete—and those who like him come to
         a true belief—is self-deceiving on Mele’s preferred account of self-deception.
      

      
      Mele’s view is that self-deception is a matter of a person’s having evidence for ~p while he or she is motivationally biased to overvalue or focus on the lesser evidence
         for p or to devalue or discount the greater evidence for ~p. The result is the false belief that p. This leads to his four conditions:
      

      
      
         	
            The belief that p, which [a person] S, acquires is false.
            

            
         

         
         	
            S treats data relevant, or at least seemingly relevant, to the truth value of p in a motivationally biased way.
            

            
         

         
         	
            This biased treatment is a nondeviant cause of S’s acquiring the belief that p.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The body of data possessed by S at the time provides greater warrant for ~p than for p.[8]  
            

            
         

         
      

      
      For the purposes of this section, I will focus on his first condition. Mele holds
         that it “captures a purely lexical point” that a “person is, by definition, deceived
         in believing that p only if p is false; the same is true of being self-deceived in believing that p.”[9]   When someone is self-deceived in believing that p, it must be that p is false. This means, of course, Pete—based on this conception—cannot be self-deceiving.
      

      
      This lexical point may seem to be difficult to disagree with, but there is some reason
         to think that self-deception need not involve coming to a false belief. D. S. Neil
         Van Leeuwen argues that one can be self-deceived in believing that p without p’s being false.[10] 
      
  
      
         [T]ake the case of the abused spouse who convinces herself that her husband will stop
            beating her for good after this time. I am inclined to count her mental state as self-deception,
            and to think so regardless of whether or not he (say) gets hit by a truck the next
            day and so does not beat her. But if he gets hit by a truck, the apparently self-deceptive
            belief will be true.[11] 
         

         
      
 
      Van Leeuwen’s point is that there are cases of self-deception in which the self-deceiver
         comes to believe a true proposition and, furthermore, that a characterization of self-deception
         must respect these cases. That is, Van Leeuwen uses the Example-Based Approach to
         argue that self-deception need not result in a false belief.[12]   That is, clear cases of self-deception like the one above tell us that self-deception
         can involve coming to a true belief and therefore cases like Pete’s are not ruled
         out as instances of self-deception. 
      

      
      Of course, the abused wife in Van Leeuwen’s example does not satisfy Mele’s first
         condition since her belief ends up being true. Mele is aware of cases of this sort.
         He allows that the abused wife could use his particular notion of self-deception that
         is based on motivational bias to come to a true belief (though, note how this would
         describe the abused wife from above but not Pete). But falling victim to the biases
         that compose self-deception is not the same as being self-deceived. He writes that
         there may be self-deception in cases like the abused wife, “but the person is not
         self-deceived in believing that p, or in acquiring the belief that p.”[13]   Mele seems willing to admit that self-deceptive processes might be involved in
         coming to a true belief. Applying this to Van Leeuwen’s cases, the wife might come
         to her true belief through motivationally biased processes. However, Mele would not
         be willing to concede that the wife is self-deceived in believing or acquiring the
         true belief that p—that her husband will cease to harm her—and this differs from Van Leeuwen’s take
         on the same case. Van Leeuwen is inclined to count the wife’s mental state of believing
         that her husband will not harm her further as self-deception.[14]   In other words, for Van Leeuwen, the wife is self-deceived in believing a true
         proposition.
      

      
      Is the falsity of the final belief necessary for self-deception, then? Mele’s support
         for his first condition is based on lexical considerations while Van Leeuwen is concerned
         about accounting for paradigmatic cases of self-deception. The question here is whether
         lexical or example-based considerations should be used when defining self-deception.
         Should one consideration be used over the other? Should they both be used in some
         way? These questions are not answered. 
      

      
      Not only does the lack of discussion of method make it difficult to see which characterization
         of self-deception should be preferred; it also makes it unclear what each researcher
         would say about the other’s method. Even though Mele uses lexical considerations,
         it is not the case that he would automatically disregard the paradigmatic cases Van
         Leeuwen is interested in; he might very well be sensitive to example-based considerations.[15]  However, since Van Leeuwen’s case does not respect the lexical point that deception
         involves coming to a false belief, it might seem as though the case would have to
         be thrown out on Mele’s method.
      

      
      It is also unclear what Van Leeuwen would say about Mele’s lexical argument. If Van
         Leeuwen wants to argue that self-deception need not involve coming to a false belief,
         then he needs to argue that example-based considerations outweigh those that are lexical
         in nature. He could also argue for his view on lexical considerations.[16]   In other words, whether Van Leeuwen’s example should take precedence over Mele’s
         lexical considerations could be answered by an examination of the methods of defining
         self-deception. Perhaps after an analysis of these methods it will turn out that one
         should respect only lexical considerations, only example-based considerations, or
         both and, from this, it might become apparent whether self-deception needs to involve
         a false belief. 
      

      
      I should also note briefly that both of these views assume that the result of self-deception
         is a belief. There are some theorists who reject even this position. Eric Schwitzgebel
         and Eric Funkhouser argue that self-deception ends in conflicting as-true stances
         or dispositions, and not a belief state.[17]   Tamar Szabó Gendler holds that self-deception does not involve coming to a belief
         and instead holds that self-deception is a type of pretense.[18]   Robert Audi thinks that the self-deceiver never comes to believe a false belief
         and instead only avows that it is true.[19]   Terence Penelhum holds that self-deception is a conflict state and therefore neither
         proposition is fully believed.[20]   Finally, in the next chapter, I will formulate a type of self-deception that is
         only a process and does not successfully result in a belief. Of course, the addition
         of these views makes things only worse. Not only do we have debate over the truth-value
         of the belief that results from self-deception, there is also debate over whether
         self-deception involves any resulting belief at all. The nature of self-deception—that is, the nature of what we are trying to explain—is
         not clear. We need, then, a better idea of whether or not our explanation of self-deception
         needs to account for how we come to a (true or false) belief. 
      

      
      b. Intending to Come to a Belief

      
      Another contentious point about self-deception is its relationship to wishful thinking.
         Most hold that wishful thinking need not involve an intention to come to a belief,
         but there is a hearty debate over whether self-deception involves this intention.
         In this section I will consider three different positions in this debate. The three
         different views that will be surveyed here are given by Donald Davidson, Mark Johnston,
         and D. S. Neil Van Leeuween. Davidson thinks that self-deception has to be an intentional
         act. Johnston disagrees and holds that it is unintentional. Van Leeuwen believes that
         either could be the case: it might be intentional and also might not be. 
      

      
      Another example might be helpful here as well. Putting aside whether or not self-deception
         can involve coming to a true belief, let’s focus on the intentions, or lack thereof,
         of the self-deceiver. 
      

      
      
         Rick Grimes wants to believe he is a good person. Unfortunately for Rick, he has done
            some horrible things to other people. Rick, however, ends up ignoring these things
            because he lives a very busy and stressful life. When he thinks about himself, he
            tends quickly to think of the good things he’s done without taking the time to think
            about the bad. This leads Rick to believe he is a good person.
         

         
      

      Is Rick self-deceiving? In particular, let’s ask whether he has deceived himself given
         that he has no intention to come to his desired belief. That is, it might be clear
         that Rick is engaging in wishful thinking, but is his wishful thinking also self-deception?
      

      
      Donald Davidson holds that self-deception should be kept distinct from wishful thinking[21]   and therefore his answer to the question above is “no;” to be self-deceiving, Rick
         must intentionally come to his false belief. 
      

      
      
         We might explain [a self-deceptive case] as a case of wishful thinking, but wishful
            thinking may be as simple as a desire that something be the case begetting the belief
            that it is the case. Self-deception may involve wishful thinking, but it is more complicated.
            One complication is perhaps not important: in wishful thinking what we come to believe
            is also desired, while the self-deceived may come to believe what is distressing or
            feared. What is important is that to be self-deceived one must at some time have known
            the truth, or, to be more accurate, have believed something contrary to the belief
            engendered by the deception.[22]  
         

         
      

      According to Davidson, both self-deception and wishful thinking might involve wishing
         for ~p to be the case and then coming to believe that ~p, but self-deception, unlike wishful thinking, must start with a prior belief that
         p. 
      

      
      In fact, this prior belief that p is crucial for Davidson in the self-
deceptive process of coming to believe that ~p because the role of the belief that p further differentiates self-deception from wishful thinking. He first notes that
         wishful thinking and self-deception share the fact that “a desire or wish that a proposition
         be true causes a person to believe that it is true.”[23]   But, he holds, self-deception “is not this simple, since it requires the intention
         to alter one’s beliefs.”[24]   On Davidson’s story, a person believes that p and then intends to change his or her belief. It is this intention that differentiates
         self-deception from wishful thinking and, since Rick does not have this intention,
         he might be wishfully thinking but cannot be self-deceiving. 
      

      
      That there is a difference between self-deception and wishful thinking is important
         for Davidson’s view, but he gives no argument for this difference. The difference
         between the two is given without explicit support. That is, he motivates a characterization
         of self-deception without any discussion of the method he used to come to that characterization.
         However, if one looks at his article, it is possible to venture a guess about Davidson’s
         method. Throughout the work, there is a lot of discussion of examples of self-deception.
         One might assume that Davidson thinks that self-deception should be characterized,
         at least partly, by the cases of self-deceptive behavior.
      

      
      Mark Johnston disagrees with Davidson’s position and holds that self-deception does
         not involve an intention to come to a belief[25]   and therefore would allow that Rick is self-deceiving. In this respect, Johnston
         holds that self-deception is a type of wishful thinking.[26]   It is not clear, however, exactly why he holds the view he does. Johnston’s work
         begins with a quotation from Sartre, which might suggest that his conception of self-deception
         is supposed to piggyback on Sartre’s puzzle-based method.[27]   However, he might also be focused on other considerations. He gives an example
         early in his article and it is difficult to tell whether it was meant to clarify his
         conception of self-deception or to justify it.[28]   All told, it is not clear how Johnston came to his conception of self-deception.
      

      
      Due to this lack of discussion of method, it is not clear how to resolve the disagreement
         between Davidson and Johnston. First, there needs to be detailed conversation about
         the methods used to define self-
deception. Secondly, even if both gave particulars about their approaches, it is not
         clear what should happen if the two approaches disagreed. For instance, assuming that
         Davidson uses examples to characterize self-deception and that Johnston uses a puzzle-based
         approach, it is not clear which should be used. Would Johnston be sensitive to Davidson’s
         examples of self-deception? Would Davidson allow for Johnston’s Sartrean considerations?
         There needs to be further analysis of how one should define self-deception to answer
         these questions.
      

      
      Matters get only more complicated when Van Leeuwen is added to the conversation. Van
         Leeuwen’s position disagrees with both Davidson’s and Johnston’s. Van Leeuwen gives
         two cases of self-deception: the cuckold and the quarterback. Most of the details
         of the cases are unimportant for my purposes, but the relevant specifics are that
         the quarterback wants to come to a particular belief while the cuckold does not; in
         particular, the cuckold wants   the world to be a certain way—that his wife is not cheating on him—without any desire or intention to come to believe that it is that way, while the quarterback wants   to come to believe something—that his coach will not be disappointed by poor play. Van Leeuwen holds that this
         “analysis makes the cuckold’s self-deception a species of wishful thinking, while
         the quarterback’s might be called willful self-deception.”[29]   Van Leeuwen wants to allow for wishful thinking to be included as a type of self-deception.
         In other words, self-deception might involve an intention to come to a belief (the
         quarterback), but does not necessarily do so (the cuckold). So, though Van Leeuwen
         would agree with Johnston that Rick is self-deceiving, his reason for holding this
         position comes from apparently different reasons.
      

      
      Van Leeuwen, though, realizes this is a contentious position. As a nod to the types
         of disagreements he would have with Davidson and Johnston, he writes:
      

      
      
         One might be tempted to call one self-deception and not the other, but I consider
            them both to be genuine cases of self-deception (I think general usage would lean
            in the direction of labeling both as cases of “self-deception”).[30]  
         

         
      

      
      Unlike Davidson and Johnston, Van Leeuwen gives clear reasons for his conception of
         self-deception. Van Leeuwen holds, as is shown by the quotation above, that self-deception
         is determined by the examples of whatever people generally call self-deception. Of
         course, it is not clear whether or how Davidson and Johnston would disagree with Van
         Leeuwen’s method because their methods are not spelled out. This makes refereeing
         the disagreement among the three difficult.
      

      
      However, even if my guesses about the approaches that Davidson and Johnston use are
         correct, it still is not clear which of the three different approaches should be used.
         If it were apparent whether lexical, 
example-based, or some other considerations were appropriate, then one could use these
         considerations to mediate the disagreement among the three views of self-deception.
         However, since the information about their methods is not available, it might be that
         all three are simply talking past each other.
      

      
      It should also briefly be mentioned that, in a footnote, Van Leeuwen takes himself
         to be avoiding the debate between those who hold that self-deception should be distinct
         from wishful thinking and those who hold that self-deception “is on a continuum with
         wishful thinking.”[31]   In other words, Van Leeuwen believes he is avoiding the debate between those who
         would agree with Davidson and those who would side with Johnston. However, it still
         is the case that those on either side would disagree with Van Leeuwen’s view. For
         instance, Davidson would disagree that wishful thinking is a type of self-deception
         since he holds that they are different mental acts. Johnston would disagree that wishful
         thinking is a type of self-deception since he holds the opposite. This disagreement
         means that all three positions—that self-deception is a type of wishful thinking,
         wishful thinking is a type of self-deception, and that self-deception and wishful
         thinking are different things—need to be argued for, and these arguments need to be
         supported by a proper discussion of method.
      

      
      There is a secondary issue that should be noted before the end of this section. Not
         only are there three different stances with respect to how self-deception is or is
         not related to wishful thinking, but there are also different permutations of the
         stances. For instance, there is a variety of different ways in which one could hold
         that self-deception is a type of wishful thinking. Johnston holds that self-deception
         results from the interaction between a desire that something is true and an anxiety
         that it is not.[32]   However, as we have seen, Mele thinks that self-deception is a matter of coming
         to believe something through motivational biases. Dion Scott-Kakures offers yet another
         view: self-deception is unintentional, but it necessarily involves a failure of reflective
         and critical reasoning.[33]   John Canfield and Don Gustavson think that self-deception involves only a belief
         in the face of evidence to the contrary.[34]   There are, then, many ways one could hold that self-deception is a type of wishful
         thinking and does not involve an intention.
      

      
      The same point can be made for Davidson’s view that self-deception involves an intention.
         José Luis Bermúdez gives three different ways a self-deceiver, S, might intend to come to a belief.[35]  
      

      
      
         	
            S believes that not-p but intends to bring it about that he acquires the false belief that p.
            

            
         

         
         	
            S believes that not-p but intends to bring it about that he acquires the belief that p.
            

            
         

         
         	
            S intends to bring it about that he acquires the belief that p.[36]  
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Those who hold that self-deception should be held separate from wishful thinking because
         it involves an intention to come to a belief, then, can disagree over the nature of
         that intention. It might involve coming to a false belief, a belief that is contrary
         to what he or she already believes, or a belief that is not known to be false nor
         known to be contrary to what is already believed.[37]  
      

      
      What was a matter of choosing one of three options about how self-deception is or
         is not related to wishful thinking fairly quickly multiplies into many more options,
         then. In other words, even if there is good reason to take a particular stance on
         the relationship between wishful thinking and self-deception, it might still be necessary
         to figure out exactly what the nature of that relationship is. This would require
         even further careful consideration of the methods used to characterize self-deception.
         
      

      
      c. Awareness of Evidence

      
      Whether self-deception has to involve a false belief or an intention to come to a
         belief are not the only possible disagreements about what self-deception is. One can
         also ask whether the self-deceiver is aware of the evidence against the desired belief.
         It is generally agreed that a self-deceiver is aware of the evidence, but the disagreement
         occurs over whether the awareness leads to a belief or not. Like the previous sections,
         this section will explore the various views on the topic and examine the support,
         if there is any, for those views.
      

      
      In particular we will work through two types of views on this question. First, some
         hold, as Mark Johnston does, that self-deceivers need only to be aware of the evidence.
         Neil Levy, however, goes one step further and holds that the result of the awareness
         of the evidence leads to a false belief. In particular, he thinks that self-deceivers
         somehow have both a true belief and a false belief.
      

      
      To begin, though, let’s start with another example to help us see what is at issue.
         As we did in the previous section, let’s leave behind the previous debates and instead
         focus on the question at hand: does a self-deceiver need to be aware of the evidence
         against his or her desired belief?
      

      
      
         Joffrey Baratheon wants to believe he is a good king. Unfortunately for Joffrey, he
            is a terrible king. Joffrey is aware of evidence that supports this; he hears rumors
            of uprisings and knows people don’t trust him to act justly. Joffrey, however, explains
            all of this away by convincing himself that all kings, including great ones, deal
            with issues like this. Joffrey then is able to believe he is a good king and dismiss
            the evidence that he is a bad one.
         

         
      

      Is Joffrey a self-deceiver? That is, has he deceived himself given that he is fully
         aware of the evidence against his desired belief that he is a good king?
      

      
      Johnston would think the answer is “yes.” To see why this is so, let’s begin with
         his distinction between wishful thinking and self-deception.
      

      
      
         The accusation of self-deception is related to the charge of wishful thinking, a charge
            that points to motivated belief, i.e., belief adopted not in response to the available
            evidence but in conformity with what one wants to be the case. Whereas the wishful
            thinker accepts a proposition without possessing sufficient evidence, or at least
            without relying upon sufficient evidence that is in his possession, the self-deceiver
            accepts a proposition against what he at some level recognizes to be the implications
            of the evidence.[38]  
         

         
      

      Johnston holds that there is a stark difference between self-deception and wishful
         thinking in this respect; the self-deceiver must be in some way aware of the evidence
         that goes against the desired belief while the wishful thinker need not be. That is,
         Joffrey is self-deceiving because he is fully aware of the evidence that he is not
         a good king. As noted above, however, Johnston does not make it clear why he characterizes
         self-deception as he does.
      

      
      Giving reasons for a position on this matter is important, especially given that it
         is contentious. Some, like Neil Levy, think that self-
deception involves more than just being aware of the evidence against the desired
         belief; this awareness has to lead to the belief it supports.[39]   The self-deceiver, then, has two contradictory beliefs: he or she believes that
         his or her desired belief is true and that the opposite belief is true. Levy, then,
         would think that Joffrey is not self-deceiving since he believes only his desired
         belief: he is a good king. He never gives the evidence against this belief its due
         and comes to believe also that he is a bad king. 
      

      
      To argue that self-deception involves awareness of evidence against the desired belief
         to such a degree that the self-deceiver actually comes to believe the desired belief
         and the opposite of the desired belief, Levy focuses on those who suffer from anosognosia for hemiplegia. Here is Levy’s description of the phenomenon.
      

      
      
         As a result of a stroke or brain injury, sufferers experience greater or lesser paralysis
            of one side of their body (usually the left side), especially the hand and arm. However,
            they continue to insist that their arm is fine (or at least that it is in much better
            shape than in reality). Anosognosia is usually accompanied by unilateral neglect:
            a failure to attend, respond, or orient toward information on one side (again, usually
            the left side) of the patient, often including that side of the patient’s own body
            (personal neglect).[40]  
         

         
      

      Levy argues that anosognosia “is a kind of self-deception” that involves believing
         contradictory things.[41]   Those who suffer from it believe both that they are healthy and that they are not
         healthy.
      

      
      The details of Levy’s argument that anosognosia patients believe that p and that ~p are not important for the purposes of this chapter. Instead, I will focus on Levy’s
         method of defining self-deception. Given that he attempts to show self-deceivers have
         contradictory beliefs by giving a case of self-deception, it may at first seem as
         if he uses the Example-Based Approach. That is, Levy is trying to give an example
         of self-deception that shows that its nature involves, in at least some cases, two
         contradictory beliefs. 
      

      
      However, it is not clear that this is Levy’s goal. As if anticipating the question
         of whether anosognosia should be considered to be a case of self-deception, Levy gives
         three conditions that, if met, would “suggest that anosognosia is a kind of self-deception.”[42]  
      

      
      
         	
            Subjects believe that their limb is healthy.

            
         

         
         	
            Subjects also have the simultaneous belief (or strong suspicion) that their limb is
               significantly impaired and they are profoundly disturbed by this belief (suspicion).
            

            
         

         
         	
            Condition 1 is satisfied because condition 2 is satisfied; that is, subjects are motivated
               to form the belief that their limb is healthy because they have the concurrent belief
               (suspicion) that it is significantly impaired and they are disturbed by this belief
               (suspicion).[43]  
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Levy does not elucidate why he thinks these conditions track self-
deception or from where he gets them. It is clear, though, that Levy has a prior conception
         of what self-deception is and that this conception generates the conditions above.
         Though Levy might be using examples in his argument against Mele, his definition of
         self-deception is based on methods that are not mentioned. For Levy, self-deception
         can be different from wishful thinking, but it is not clear why.
      

      
      So, in order to take a stand on the issue of awareness of evidence, it is necessary
         to go deeper than the researchers mentioned here. It is crucial to ask not only what
         self-deception is, but also how one is supposed to discover what self-deception is.
      

      
      d. Philosophical Method

      
      The disagreement about self-deception, then, is often due to a disagreement or lack
         of clarity about the methods used to come to a conception of self-deception. Now that
         we have located this problem in the self-deception literature that needs to be resolved,
         two questions might come to mind. First, does every phenomenon that has a diverse
         set of accounts call out for a discussion of method? Second, when the discussion of
         method is necessary, is the method I outline for self-deception below applicable to every discussion?
         The answer to both of these questions, as we will see below, is “no,” but seeing why
         this is so will help clarify my project and the conditions under which my self-deception-focused
         discussion of philosophical method could be relevant to other questions in philosophy.
         
      

      
      So, is it the case that the mere fact that there is a wealth of accounts of a certain
         phenomenon enough to warrant a discussion of method? In order to answer this question,
         I will compare the work I will do on self-deception with similar—but not necessarily
         identical—work on other phenomena. To start, there is some work on genes as well as
         the connection between music and the emotions that notes that there are some very
         different notions of these concepts in their respective literatures. Paul Griffiths
         and Karola Stotz demonstrate that there are three different uses of the term gene in biology.[44]   Francis Sparshott highlights numerous ways that music can be connected to feeling.[45]   Both note that the diversity itself is not necessarily a problem; we just need
         to be careful when we research genes or music and the emotions to be clear about which
         of the multiple senses we are using. 
      

      
      Though the literature on self-deception is like these literatures in that it offers
         a diverse set of accounts of the phenomenon being studied, there is an important and
         major difference: as was noted above, there is a lot of disagreement over what is
         the correct account of self-deception. This, if Griffiths, Stotz, and Sparshott are right, is
         not the case for their topics. There is not one proper account of the gene or of music’s
         connection to the emotions; there are many, and the upshot is that we need to be careful
         when we use these terms. Many researchers of self-deception, however, are trying to
         give the single best account of one thing. If self-deception is one thing and if it
         has many different accounts, then only one view (or, at least, a few closely related
         views) can be the right view. So, though the literature on self-deception is like
         the literature on genes and music’s connection to the emotions in that there is a
         diverse set of accounts, it is unlike them in that the diversity leads to disagreement
         over what is the best account. 
      

      
      But what about other cases that involve, like self-deception, a disagreement over
         which of the potential accounts should be preferred? There are many examples of this
         sort, but let’s focus on the literature on free will. There is disagreement over which
         is the proper view: compatibilism (the view that free will and moral responsibility
         are compatible with causal determinism) or incompatibilism (the view that neither
         is). However, despite this disagreement, both sides agree with the position that the
         way to resolve the disagreement is by appeal to intuition. As Joshua Alexander notes,
         “[c]ompatibilists and incompatibilists alike trade on arguments that moved from claims
         about people’s intuitive judgments to claims about the truth or plausibility of philosophical
         theories about the compatibility of freedom, moral responsibility, and causal determinism.”[46]   That is, though there is disagreement between adherents of these two positions,
         both sides can agree that arguments based on intuitions are the best way to figure
         out which is the best theory. 
      

      
      It is this second-order agreement that distinguishes self-deception from free will.
         Though the two both have first-order disagreement over which is the single best account,
         those writing on free will agree on the second-order question of how to resolve the
         disagreement. Of course, Alexander notes there is a hearty debate over which are the
         intuitions about free will people actually have,[47]   but there is agreement that intuitions, whatever they end up being, should arbitrate
         the disagreement. This is lacking in the self-deception literature; there is no agreement
         on this matter. I have shown above that no one seems to agree on from where the proper
         account of self-deception should come.
      

      
      So, there are three reasons that, once combined, separate the literature on self-deception
         from the literatures on genes, music and emotion, and free will. First, there is a
         great diversity of conceptions of self-deception. Second, there is disagreement about
         which of those diverse conceptions is the proper one. Third, the disagreement is due
         to a lack of clarity about which is the correct way to come to the proper conception.
         All three of these apply to self-deception while one or more is missing for the other
         literatures. 
      

      
      Taking a broader scope, we can generalize this lesson beyond the three literatures
         discussed above. Though the present work contains a discussion of philosophical method,
         the moves I make here are necessary—or even applicable—only when the widespread disagreement
         over the nature of a phenomenon is due to a lack of clarity about how it is that we
         decide what we are supposed to be talking about in the first place. If other literatures
         do not have this issue, then my discussion of method does not apply. If, however,
         they do, then a lot of what I have to say about self-deception could apply.[48]  
      

      
      

      e. Concluding Thoughts

      
      Both the vast amount of disagreement about the nature of self-
deception and great diversity in ways to explain the nature of self-deception is due
         to a lack of agreement on the methods we should use to define it. This tells us something
         both about the current state of the literature and about where we should go from here.
         For the former, one might worry that researchers on the topic are talking past each
         other. Perhaps, and to go back to a previous case, Levy and Johnston aren’t both talking
         about the same notion of self-deception. Instead, they could be discussing two related
         and similar phenomena that are not identical. Their potentially two different methods
         of defining self-deception leads them to two different conceptions of self-deception.
      

      
      But, once this is noted we might come to a conclusion about what should be fixed.
         If there is disagreement because we aren’t being clear about how we are defining self-deception,
         then let’s try to be as clear as possible. For instance, on the topic of whether self-deception
         involves coming to a false belief, Mele appealed to lexical considerations while Van
         Leeuwen discussed examples. It was not clear which of these approaches should trump
         the other. If there were, however, an accepted method by which to come to a characterization
         of self-deception, then either philosopher would be free to appeal to that method
         to justify his own characterization. In particular, with respect to the truth-value
         of the belief resulting from self-deception, suppose the proper method involves the
         use of lexical considerations. This would mean that Van Leeuwen would have to show
         that the notion of being self-deceived in believing something true is justified on
         lexical grounds or give it up. And, of course, if we are allowed to use examples to
         define self-deception, then Mele would have to alter his definition of self-deception
         to be consistent with Van Leeuwen’s case of a person being self-deceived in believing
         something that is true. Similar points could be made for all of the views described
         above. So, we have a problem that can be solved only by being more careful and clear
         about the methods we use to define self-deception. If we can do so, then this will
         enable us to eliminate or, at the very least, arbitrate our disagreements. 
      

      
      III. The Diversity of Self-Deception

      
      We have seen that there are many accounts of self-deception and a lot of disagreement
         among those who hold those accounts. In this section, we will consider whether Alfred
         Mele’s methods for characterizing self-
deception can help with this problem in a particular way: maybe they can reduce or
         eliminate the diversity of accounts by giving us a way to arbitrate the disagreements.
         So, for our purposes, a good approach to defining self-deception will give us principled
         ways to slim the possibilities of what self-deception can be. Of course, there might
         be other considerations that make a good approach, but we have seen a definite need
         for at least the ability to arbitrate disagreements. 
      

      
      I will, however, argue that Mele’s approaches are not suited for the project of reducing
         the widespread disagreement. The reason is simple: each of the approaches to defining
         self-deception leaves us with a very broad conception of self-deception, and this
         would lead to almost as much disagreement as there currently is in the literature.
         If we are interested in narrowing the scope of self-deception in order to reduce or
         eliminate widespread disagreement about what it is, then Mele’s approaches do not
         help us. Most of this chapter will be dedicated to spelling out exactly how Mele’s
         approaches lead to a very broad definition of self-deception. I will make this point
         with respect to the Lexical Approach, the Example-Based Approach, and the Hybrid Approach.
         This leaves us in an unfortunate situation; not only have we seen in the previous
         section that there is too much divergence in opinion about what self-deception is
         due to a lack of focus on method, but here we will see that it is also the case that
         the most explicit discussion of method fails at solving the problem.
      

      
      a. The Lexical Approach

      
      The Lexical Approach holds that self-deception should be modeled after interpersonal
         deception. In this section, I will go over three very different types of self-deception
         that can result from this approach: the Strict Reading of Self-Deception, the Weak
         Reading of Deception, and the Weak Reading of Self. The argument will be that, since
         all three types are allowed on the Lexical Approach, they all have an equal claim
         to be self-deception. There are, then, no grounds based on the Lexical Approach to
         reduce the possibilities of what self-deception can be. There would continue to be
         as much disagreement as there is now. 
      

      
      The three different views all follow from the Lexical Approach because they all allow
         that self-deception is modeled after interpersonal deception; it is just that they
         do so in different ways. The Strict Reading holds that self-deception is a matter
         of a person knowingly and intentionally applying the normal methods of interpersonal
         to him- or herself. This, as we have seen in chapter 1, is supposed to be a notion
         of self-deception that cannot exist. 
      

      
      However, the Lexical Approach does not demand we take up the Strict Reading, and some
         researchers move to different lexical considerations. Some note that we sometimes
         use the word “deceive” to mean something more like “mistaken;” if I confuse two of
         my wife’s friends, X and Y, and tell her that X called when it was Y, then—in some
         weaker sense than the one I used above—I have deceived her. This is the Weak Reading
         of Deception and, since it is still uses some notion of deception, it counts as self-deception
         on the Lexical Approach.
      

      
      Others, though, want to keep the stronger sense of deception in 
self-deception and change the claim that it happens with full awareness. Self-deceivers,
         it is argued, can intentionally deceive themselves as one person would another, but
         somehow the intention to deceive and the methods of deception are hidden from the
         self-deceiver. This usually involves a partitioning of the mind somehow, whether it
         be cognitive or temporal. So, since the self is not fully aware of what is happening
         in its mind as it was in the Strict Reading, this is—in some sense—a weaker sense
         of self and therefore will be called the “Weak Reading of Self.” Note, though, this
         is still based on a notion of deception and therefore is also consistent with the
         Lexical Approach.
      

      
      We, then, will be led with three very different types of self-deception all generated
         by lexical considerations. Other researchers have commented on these two ways to avoid
         the Strict Reading.[49]  It is interesting to note a large amount of views of self-deception fall into one
         of these three categories and especially in the two weak readings. The Lexical Approach,
         therefore, does not successfully help us reduce the widespread disagreement found
         in the literature. 
      

      
      i. The Strict Reading of Self-Deception

      
      A great many works on self-deception revolve around what I have called the Strict Reading of Self-Deception. This is so despite the fact that almost no one holds this view. The reason for this
         is simple: this reading is supposed to be paradoxical—and therefore impossible—and
         most people think that self-deception exists. It is usually discussed as something
         to be eschewed; it is a reading that has problems that those writing on self-deception
         take pains to avoid in their own pet views. I will, however, lay it out for four reasons.
         First, despite being widely rejected, it is something that is widely discussed. Second,
         despite supposedly leading to the view that self-deception is impossible, it is a
         potentially viable view; it could actually be that self-deception is impossible. Third,
         the other two readings of self-deception to be discussed below, the Weak Reading of
         Deception and the Weak Reading of Self, are reactions to this view. Fourth, in the
         following chapters, I will—contra those who think that it leads to the view that self-deception
         is impossible—argue that not only is the Strict Reading perfectly possible, it is
         actually the view that we should prefer. 
      

      
      The Strict Reading, as we saw in chapter 1, is based on applying a particular conception
         of interpersonal deception to self-deception. You can review the details in that first
         chapter, but the thought is that in classic cases of interpersonal there is one person,
         the deceiver, who with full awareness believes one thing and tries to get another
         person, the deceived, to believe the opposite. When we apply this to self-deception,
         though, we have to be clear about what we mean by “self” and “deception.” The Strict
         Reading is based on a particular understanding of both terms.
      

      
      
         	
            Self-Deception involves one Self (SDS): there is only one unified self involved in
               self-deception. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            Self-Deception is Deception (SDD): deceptive methods and strategies are intentionally
               used in order to come to a false belief in self-deception. 
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Remember that ‘unified’ in SDS simply means that the self-deceiver is aware of all
         aspects of the deception: the falseness of the desired belief or the evidence against
         it, the intention to deceive, the methods used to deceive, and so on. According to
         the Strict Reading, then, self-deception is when a person with full awareness literally
         tries to deceive him- or herself into believing something false or unlikely to be
         true. 
      

      
      As has been noted, most researchers accept that the puzzles of self-deception show
         us that the Strict Reading leads to the view that self-deception is an impossible
         mental state. In response, they commonly reject the Strict Reading in two ways: deny
         SDD and hold a Weak Reading of Deception or deny SDS and hold a Weak Reading of Self.
         I will analyze and contrast both with the Strict Reading of Self-Deception. 
      

      
      However, before I continue, I should note something important. As I discuss a particular
         theorist’s definition of self-deception, I do not claim that it was in fact generated
         by the Lexical Approach. Though it may have been so, it could also have been motivated
         through other means; the researcher might actually use the Example-Based Approach
         or the Hybrid Approach, for instance. The purpose of the upcoming work is to show
         which definitions of self-deception could be generated by the Lexical Approach. This points holds for all of the approaches discussed
         below. 
      

      
      ii. The Weak Reading of Deception

      
      One way to avoid the two puzzles of self-deception is to deny SDD. That is, instead
         of defining the deception in self-deception as an instance of interpersonal deception
         as construed above, it becomes a different mental act. The first criterion of the
         Weak Reading of Deception, then, is that it rejects SDD. However, in order to be considered
         a Weak Reading, it is not sufficient just to reject SDD; the account must do so in
         a particular way. To explain the particular way the Weak Reading rejects SDD, I will
         continue to examine Mele’s work. His view serves as a good example of the Weak Reading
         of Deception.
      

      
      As mentioned at the start of section II above, Mele gives four conditions that make
         up the core of his view of self-deception.[50]   We’ve discussed (1)—the view that the belief that results from self-deception must
         be false—so let’s move on to (2), (3), and (4), which is the main thrust of his theory.
         His view is that self-deception is a matter of a person’s having evidence for ~p, but due to his or her desire to believe p, he or she is motivationally biased to overvalue or focus on the lesser evidence
         for p or to devalue or discount the greater evidence for ~p. This results in the belief that p. It is important to note that there is no mention of intentional trickery in Mele’s
         characterization of self-deception. 
      

      
      It may seem odd that a desire to believe something can unintentionally lead someone
         to actually believing that thing, but Mele brings together empirical research in order
         to show how such a thing is possible. He highlights three types of biases and heuristics.
      

      
      
         	
            Vividness of information. A datum’s vividness for an individual often is a function
               of individual interests, the concreteness of the datum, its “imagery-provoking” power,
               or its sensory, temporal, or spatial proximity.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The availability heuristic. When we form beliefs about the frequency, likelihood,
               or causes of an event, we “often may be influenced by the relative availability of
               the objects or events, that is, their accessibility in the processes of perception,
               memory, or construction from imagination.”
            

            
         

         
         	
            The confirmation bias. People testing a hypothesis tend to search (in memory and the
               world) more often for confirming than for disconfirming instances and to recognize
               the former more readily.[51]  
            

            
         

         
      

      
      These three types of biases and heuristics form the backbone of Mele’s theory. However,
         at this point, there is no notion of how these biases and heuristics are motivated
         since they can operate without any motivation.
      

      
      Mele argues that they can be activated by a desire or motivation to believe something.
         
      

      
      
         For example, motivation can increase the vividness or salience of certain data. Data
            that count in favor of the truth of a hypothesis that one would like to be true might
            be rendered more vivid or salient given one’s recognition that they so count; and
            vivid or salient data, given that they are more likely to be recognized and recalled,
            tend to be more “available” than pallid counterparts. Similarly, motivation can influence
            which hypotheses occur to one and affect the salience of available hypotheses, thereby
            setting the stage for the confirmation bias. Because favorable hypotheses are more
            pleasant to contemplate than unfavorable ones and tend to come more readily to mind,
            desiring that p increases the probability that one’s hypothesis testing will be focused on p rather than ~p.[52]  
         

         
      

      Essentially, Mele’s position is that motivation to believe something can prime the
         three biases and heuristics above by making the evidence for that belief more vivid,
         available, and easily discoverable or memorable. Mele’s view, then, is that self-deception
         is reduced to motivated believing. 
      

      
      Mele’s deflationary picture has the benefit of resolving both classic puzzles of self-deception.
         With respect to the Static Puzzle (or better yet, the Static Paradox), Mele argues
         that the self-deceiver either does not have the true belief to start with and therefore
         has only the false belief, or unintentionally switches from the true belief to the
         false since the evidence truly seems to support the latter.[53]   There are no problematic simultaneous beliefs that p and that ~p on Mele’s view since the self-deceiver believes only the false claim that p. The belief that ~p never occurs since the self-deceiver never properly comes to believe that ~p on the basis of the evidence in favor of it. The Static Puzzle is thereby avoided.
         
      

      
      The move Mele makes to avoid this puzzle is to deny SDD. If self-deception is like
         interpersonal deception, then the self-deceiver must believe that p and that ~p. But, since self-deception is not like interpersonal deception and instead is a matter
         of motivated believing, Mele is free to hold that there is only one relevant belief
         and therefore that the Static Puzzle does not follow; the self-deceiver believes only
         the false belief. 
      

      
      The manner in which Mele avoids the Dynamic Puzzle is very similar to the way he avoids
         the Static Puzzle.[54]   Because, contra SDD, Mele holds that self-deception is not a matter of interpersonal
         deception and instead is an unintentional cognitive process, it follows that the self-deceiver
         is not acting as the deceiver and so there are no intentions and strategies that need
         to be hidden from the self-deceiver as the deceived. There simply are no intentions
         or strategies to be aware of that would ruin the project of deceiving oneself. By
         denying that self-deception works according to the same pattern as interpersonal deception,
         Mele offers a way that self-deception need not undermine itself.
      

      
       So, to retell the story of our self-deceiving basketball player in line with Mele’s
         view, this person regularly plays bad games. It is, however, very important for this
         athlete to see him- or herself as good at basketball. It is, therefore, pleasant for
         this person to think about the few shots he or she made, and unpleasant to think about
         all the shots missed and turnovers given up. Due to this, he or she spends much more
         time thinking about the made shots and not the missed ones or turnovers. When he or
         she then considers whether he or she is good at basketball, the evidence that he or
         she is good (the made shots) is more salient than the evidence to the contrary (the
         missed shots and turnovers). This person then comes to the false belief that he or
         she is indeed good and the belief appears to be justified. There is nothing paradoxical
         about this because SDD has been rejected and this person is not applying the methods
         of interpersonal deception to him- or herself. 
      

      
      Denying SDD is the main strategy of those, like Mele, who hold the Weak Reading of
         Deception. If there is nothing like interpersonal deception in self-deception, then
         there are no contradictory beliefs and there is no worry that the awareness of the
         deceptive strategies and intentions to deceive will undermine the process. Furthermore,
         Mele’s view can successfully encompass SDS since there is nothing paradoxical about
         a unified self’s coming to a false belief because of cognitive biases. In this way,
         Mele respects SDS while rejecting SDD.
      

      
      What remains to be explained is why this type of view is called a “weak reading” of
         deception. Mele notes that there “are weaker and stronger senses of ‘deceive’ both
         in the dictionary and in common parlance.”[55]   The Strict Reading is based on the stronger notion of deception: one person’s intentionally
         deceiving another. However, the weaker sense of deception need not involve intentional
         trickery or even two people. A synonym for “deceived” in this “passive voice,” as
         Mele puts it, is “mistaken.” We use this version of the word when we say things like,
         “Unless I am deceived, I left my keys in my car.” [56]  Although the keys might not be in the car, no one intentionally tricked anyone else
         to believe that this is so. 
      

      
      This is the sense of “deception” that Mele uses when motivating his theory. If a self-deceiver
         is motivationally biased to believe something that he or she has evidence against,
         then this surely is a mistake and he or she was deceived by his or her own mental
         biases. That self-deception is simply a mistake is the core of the Weak Reading of
         Deception and this helps the researcher who holds it avoid the two puzzles of self-deception.
      

      
      Mele isn’t the only one who acknowledges that there might be other types of deception
         besides the intentional variety. Robert Mitchell, for instance, allows for four levels
         of deception.[57]   It is only the fourth level that involves intentions. The rest would be types of
         deception that unintentionalists like Mele—those who deny that self-deception has
         to be intentional—would be able to use. Even Mitchell seems to allow that these other
         levels might also have equivalents for self-deception.[58]  
      

      
      

      iii. The Weak Reading of Self

      
      The Weak Reading of Deception is not the only way to avoid the two puzzles. Whereas
         the Weak Reading of Deception depends on the rejection of SDD, the Weak Reading of
         Self depends on the rejection of SDS; SDS assumes that the self in self-deception
         is unified and the Weak Reading of Self does not involve this assumption. In some
         way the self becomes split and this split enables the self-deceiver to hide his or
         her real beliefs from him- or herself as well as hide the methods and intentions of
         deception. There are several different ways to accomplish this division and a couple
         of these ways will be covered in this section.
      

      
      The first way is to compartmentalize the self temporally. José Luis Bermúdez offers
         a good example. He begins by discussing three different ways one might intentionally
         try to come to a belief and his third way is the most like SDD. In this sense self-deception
         involves “intending to bring it about that one acquires a false belief.”[59]   That is, this definition of self-deception makes it an act of intentional trickery.
      

      
      This characterization of self-deception seems to run into the two classic puzzles.
         If a person believes that ~p and intends to bring it about that he or she believes that p, then the attempt to acquire the belief that p would be undermined by the awareness of the intention as the Dynamic Puzzle predicts
         it will. Also, if the attempt at coming to the belief that p succeeds, then it seems as if the self-deceiver will have to believe both that p and that ~p as stated by the Static Puzzle.
      

      
      Bermúdez is aware of both these issues and responds to them by splitting the self
         temporally.
      

      
      
         I can start from a state in which I believe that not-p and then intentionally bring it about that I acquire the belief that p without there being a point at which I simultaneously believe that p and believe that not-p. The best way of bringing it about that one moves from a state in which one believes
            not-p to a state in which one believes p is to undermine one’s reasons for believing not-p and hence to weaken one’s belief in not-p. It seems plausible that one’s confidence in p will be inversely proportional to one’s confidence in not-p.[60]  
         

         
      

      On Bermúdez’s picture, the intention to believe that p starts off a process by which one over time undermines one’s belief that ~p. Bermúdez goes on to detail how the Static Puzzle is avoided.
      

      
      
         During the process of intentionally bringing it about that one comes to believe a
            falsehood one will, on the current assumption, know that one is bringing it about
            that one will acquire a false belief. But during that time one has presumably not
            yet acquired the false belief in question. So there is no conflict.[61]  
         

         
      

      There is no time where the self-deceiver believes both that p and that ~p. Instead, the self-deceiver begins by believing that ~p and, after the process of self-deception, comes to believe that p. Since there are mental states that can be attributed to the deceiver and not to
         the deceived, SDS has been rejected and the self is not unified in Bermúdez’s account.
      

      
      In order to explain how Bermúdez avoids the Dynamic Puzzle, more needs to be said
         about the process by which one comes to the intended belief. After all, it seems a
         belief that ~p will undermine any attempt to come to the belief that p. Bermúdez makes use of a point made by an important philosopher and theologian.
      

      
      
         As Pascal pointed out, acquiring a belief is a long-term process involving much careful
            focusing of attention, selective evidence-gathering, acting as if the belief was true,
            and so forth. It seems likely that the further on one is in the process, and the more
            successful one has been in the process of internalising the belief, the more likely
            one will be to have lost touch with the original motivation.[62]  
         

         
      

      Bermúdez holds that if the self-deceiver focuses his or her attention, gathers evidence,
         and acts in the right way over the right amount of time, then he or she can come to
         the intended belief even if it is originally thought to be false. In essence, one
         self-deceives through manipulating one’s own experience of the evidence for the intended
         belief. This deception is made possible because the transition to the intended belief
         is a gradual one. After a while the evidence the self-deceiver has selectively gathered
         and focused on starts to look as if it is sufficient to warrant the desired belief.
         Furthermore, his or her acting as if the belief is true continually becomes less of
         an act. Through the gradual deception, the world eventually looks to the self-deceiver
         as if it supports the intended belief and the intention to come to the belief is either
         forgotten or does not matter because the belief appears to be justified. The Dynamic
         Puzzle is thus avoided. 
      

      
      Bermúdez’s view avoids the Dynamic Puzzle by rejecting SDS. There first is the self-deceiver
         as the deceiver, who believes that ~p and has the intention to come to the false belief that p, and then there later is the self-deceiver as the deceived, who believes that p and has no intention to come to the false belief that p. Put in the terms from above, there are mental states that apply to the self-deceiver
         as the deceiver that do not apply to the self-deceiver as the deceived. This means
         that, for Bermúdez, the self-deceiver is split temporally in the act of self-deception
         and this is to reject SDS. 
      

      
      To return to our basketball story yet again, our athlete wants to believe, despite
         knowing that he or she is a poor basketball player, that he or she is good at the
         sport. In order to come to this belief, he or she starts intentionally searching out
         evidence that supports it and for reasons to undermine evidence that contradicts it.
         He or she tells him- or herself that his or her made shots were more frequent and
         more difficult than they really were. He or she would also explain away missed shots
         and turnovers as bad luck or the fault of teammates. After a while, the evidence starts
         building and it seems to support the false belief that he or she is a good basketball
         player. The original intention to come to the false belief is either forgotten or
         does not matter because it seems to him or her that the belief is no longer false.
         This deception does not result in dual contradictory beliefs as the Static Puzzle
         holds and is perfectly possible despite what the Dynamic Puzzle says. The reason for
         this is that SDS has been denied. The basketball player as the deceiver has different
         mental states than the basketball player as the deceived.
      

      
      I will also briefly consider Raphael Demos’s splitting of the self cognitively rather
         than temporally. To see another good example of this, see Carolyn Saarni and Michael
         Lewis’s work: “for self-deception to take place, we need to postulate a type of mind
         which has, by its nature, compartments.”[63]   Demos seems very interested in avoiding the sacrifice of SDD due to the two puzzles
         and, therefore, rejects SDS.
      

      
      
         [In self-deception,] there is an impulse favoring one belief at the expense of its
            contradictory; and the person who lies to himself, because of yielding to impulse,
            fails to notice or ignores what he knows to be the case. Such an analysis “saves”
            the phenomena while at the same time conforming to the requirements of the law of
            contradiction. For, indeed, we are saying that the person who lies to himself believes
            both p and not-p, and is capable of doing so because he is distracted from the former. Finally, this
            account is not far different from the way in which people express the facts in ordinary
            language. Thus they would say of the mother who has come to believe that her son is
            a fine fellow, that she knows all along in some corner of her mind that he is not
            much good.[64]  
         

         
      

      While Demos actively tries to account for how a self can deceive itself, he runs up
         against the Static Puzzle. In order to avoid it, he posits a partition of the self.
         For Demos, there is the part of the self that is aware of what he or she should believe
         and the part that is not. In other words, one part of the self has a mental state—a
         certain awareness—that the other part does not. The self-deceiver, then, is split
         into two and not unified as SDS demands. Presumably, Demos avoids the Dynamic Puzzle
         through the same division; there is a part of the self aware of the intentions and
         methods of deception and there is another part that is not.
      

      
      One can respect SDD and avoid the puzzles while rejecting SDS by splitting the self
         into two different temporal or cognitive parts. It is also possible to raise a point
         about the rejection of SDS that was raised about the rejection of SDD; just as Mele
         rejected SDD while claiming to respect a different notion of deception, so too can
         those who reject SDS argue that they use a different notion of self. Bermúdez and
         Demos could both argue that there is nothing about the definition of a self that makes
         it so that it has to be unified as SDS requires. That is, both characterizations can
         come from the same lexical approach to characterizing self-deception. This argument
         that one can reject SDS or SDD and yet still respect some notion of self or deception
         is one of the focuses of the next section.
      

      
      iv. The Diversity of Self-Deception and the Lexical Approach

      
      We are now in a position to make an interesting observation about the Lexical Approach:
         if we use it to define self-deception, then the Strict Reading, the Weak Reading of
         Deception, and the Weak Reading of Self all get to be counted as self-deception. According
         to the Lexical Approach all of the definitions are different types of self-deception
         because they all involve some notion of a self deceiving itself. Self-deception, then,
         is a very diverse phenomenon according to the Lexical Approach.
      

      
      Before I continue spelling out what this means for the Lexical Approach, I will first
         take a fairly substantial aside. We need to take the time to note that it is the case
         that not every type of self-deception is consistent with the Lexical Approach. Though self-deception
         would be very diverse if it were defined by the Lexical Approach, it is not diverse
         to the point that it needs to include every account of self-deception that is available.
         I will highlight two of such examples.
      

      
      Tamar Szabó Gendler holds that self-deception is a matter of pretense. Her work has
         the benefit of offering an autobiographical case of self-deception that gives a good
         example on which to base a discussion of her view.[65]   Gendler relates that for some time she has been saying she will finish a paper
         without doing so. After weeks of this routine she somehow still claims that she will
         finish. Of course, she claims this despite her past history that should lead her to
         believe the opposite regardless of what she says.
      

      
      Gendler’s explanation of her behavior gives insight into her view of self-deception
         as a type of pretense. 
      

      
      
         It feels plausible to say that what I believe is that I will not finish a draft of
            this paper today [~p], but that I am pretending (making-believe) that I will [p], and that my pretense [that p] is playing the role normally played by a belief to that effect.[66]  
         

         
      

      On Gendler’s view, she always has the belief generated from her past attempts at writing
         this paper: she will not finish the paper. Furthermore, she never believes that she
         will finish the paper. Instead she is only pretending that she will finish. When she
         says to herself that she will finish the paper, it is not the expression of a belief,
         but instead the expression of her pretense. Of course, another way to put Gendler’s
         theory is to say that she denies SDD. 
      

      
      It follows from her view that she avoids both puzzles. The self-
deceiver is in the state of believing that ~p while pretending that p instead of, as with the Strict Reading, believing both that p and that ~p. Since there is only one belief and it is possible to believe one thing while pretending
         the opposite, there is no Static Puzzle. Furthermore, since there are no methods of
         deception to hide, there is no Dynamic Puzzle. The self-deceiver can be fully aware
         of the belief that ~p and the pretense that p without the belief’s undermining the pretense. Both puzzles are eliminated on Gendler’s
         view due to her rejection of SDD.
      

      
      Gendler’s rejection of SDD, however, is different from Mele’s. Mele allowed for a
         weaker notion of deception to replace SDD. Gendler, however, does not do so; indeed,
         she has not allowed for any sense of deception in her view of self-deception. Though she respects SDS by holding
         that there is a unified self involved, there is no deception. She has replaced this
         with her notion of pretense. Her view of self-deception is too divergent from any
         definition of deception to be allowed on the Lexical Approach, which—again—holds that
         self-deception needs to be modeled on interpersonal deception. 
      

      
      Another example of a definition of self-deception that would be rejected on the Lexical
         Approach is David Kipp’s.[67]   Kipp notes that accusations “of self-deception typically occur when someone presents
         himself as believing that something is so in the face of what the accuser himself
         sees as amply obvious evidence that it is not so, especially when the accuser is sure
         that he can also detect, in the accused, some strong motive for wanting to believe
         it is so.”[68]   Though Kipp does not fill out the details, it is not difficult to do so. Take a
         person who is fully committed to p despite the emergence of clear evidence that ~p that should override the belief that p. Despite the evidence, the person continues to believe that p. 
      

      
      Kipp’s explanation of how this works is that self-deceivers “are trying to fend off,
         through deceptive pretense, what they regard as defeat, or unacceptable loss of face,
         in a not entirely unreal, socially-staged power struggle, or status-seeking contest,
         whose goal is to appear, in the eyes of others, a maximally enviable existential success.”[69]   What exactly Kipp means by “existential success” may not be clear at this point,
         but what is clear from the quotation above is that self-deception involves a deceptive
         pretense that is meant for other people. The target of the deception is not the self-deceiver.
      

      
      However, the content of the deception—that the self-deceiver is an existential success—remains
         unexplained. The notion of existential success can be made clear through Kipp’s solution
         to a potential problem for his view. The problem is that it might be objected that
         “there is a serious inconsistency in assuming that self-deceivers are primarily worried
         about appearing to be existential failures in the eyes of others, yet are quite ready
         to behave in ways that make them appear pitiful or laughable self-deceivers in the
         eyes of others.”[70]   Though the notion of existential success remains unexplained, the problem at hand
         is clear: if self-deceivers attempt to save face by taking up the deceptive pretense
         of being existential successes, then they seem to be thwarting this attempt by further
         embarrassing themselves as obvious self-deceivers.
      

      
      Kipp gives two responses to this problem in some detail and both help explain what
         “existential success” means.
      

      
      
         The allegedly inconsistent behaviour, however, is quite understandable as representing
            either a calculated risk, a forced retreat, or a besieged stand within the self-deceiver’s
            characteristic outlook and strategy. First, although the typical self-deceiver is
            heavily disadvantaged by the fact that others usually have independent access to the
            actual nature of the reality he wishes to mask, he knows that absolute certainty about
            the truth of anything is rare, and that he may succeed in at least shaking the certainty
            of the others’ belief by presenting himself as sincerely and unshakably certain that
            the opposite of their belief is true. Second, even if this tactic is doomed to failure,
            the self-deceiver knows, or at least imagines, that he can wring a drop of victory
            from defeat by refusing to allow the others the satisfaction of definitely knowing
            that he himself suffers from awareness of his particular “existential defect.”[71]  
         

         
      

      The existential defect Kipp mentions seems to be a commitment to a belief that has
         been clearly shown to be false. Self-deception, then, is a matter of trying to hide
         that existential defect either by attempting to persuade others to believe the false
         belief through demonstrations of certainty or stubborn refusals that the belief is
         false. These are the potential benefits that outweigh the potential cost of looking
         like a self-deceiver.
      

      
      If the existential defect is a commitment to a belief that has been clearly shown
         to be false, then the existential success would be commitment to a belief that has
         been shown to be true. Self-deception couched in terms of existential success, then,
         means that the self-deceiver is trying to trick people into thinking that he or she
         is committed to a true belief rather than something that is clearly false. Therefore,
         Kipp’s take on self-
deception is that it is an attempt to deceive others into believing that one is an
         existential success despite the clear evidence that one is an existential failure.
      

      
      The two puzzles are easily avoided given that self-deception is a matter of interpersonal
         deception. There is no Static Puzzle because the self-deceiver has only one belief.
         Like the rest of those around him or her, because of the evidence in its favor, the
         self-deceiver comes to the belief that ~p and drops his or her previous commitment to the belief that p. He or she will attest otherwise, but the new belief is formed at the expense of
         the old one. The Dynamic Puzzle is avoided because the self-deceiver is not trying
         to deceive him- or herself about anything. The deception is targeted at other people.
         So, there is no worry that the deception will undermine itself based on the self-deceiver’s
         awareness of the methods of and intention to deceive.
      

      
      Given that self-deception for Kipp really is an act of interpersonal deception, it
         is clear that he accepts SDD. However, from the fact that Kipp holds that self-deception
         is interpersonal deception, it follows that he rejects SDS. Self-deception is not
         a matter of one unified self’s convincing itself of something; it instead is one self’s
         attempting to convince a separate self; in Kipp’s case, it is a completely different
         person (or group of people). Whereas Gendler’s account of self-deception was too divergent
         from deception to be generated by the Lexical Approach, Kipp’s account is too similar
         to deception. Instead of modeling self-deception after deception, Kipp has simply
         made self-deception a matter of deception. 
      

      
      This is not to say that Gendler’s and Kipp’s views are not good ones, though. They
         also aren’t uncommon. For instance, Mary Haight, like Kipp, thinks self-deception
         is aimed at others more than the self-deceiver. She holds that if “self-deception
         works as I think, it is often a lie only to other people.”[72]   Furthmore, and more importantly for our purposes, these conceptions of self-deception
         could be perfectly justified on other approaches to defining self-deception. In fact,
         there are types of self-deception generated by the Example-Based Approach for which
         their views might account. For the Lexical Approach, however, these two views are
         excluded from the list of possible types of self-deception.
      

      
      By eliminating views like Kipp’s and Gendler’s, the Lexical Approach has somewhat
         narrowed the conception of what self-deception is. There would, then, be less disagreement
         over what self-deception is because at least two views would be excluded by definition.
         However, self-
deception is still something that is very broad. I have highlighted above three different
         types of definitions that all are consistent with the Lexical Approach and therefore
         have to be counted as self-deception: the Strict Reading of Self-Deception, the Weak
         Reading of Deception, and the Weak Reading of Self. So, we can see that four particular
         theories were covered since two types of the Weak Reading of the Self were discussed
         above.
      

      
      
         	
            i.  The Strict Reading of Self-Deception

            
         

         
         	
            ii. The rejection of SDD (Mele)

            
         

         
         	
            iii. The rejection of SDS by splitting the self temporally (Bermúdez)

            
         

         
         	
            iv. The rejection of SDS by splitting the self cognitively (Demos)

            
         

         
      

      
      A scan of these four types of self-deception reveals a potential issue for the Lexical
         Approach; there still can be a lot of disagreement about self-deception. Which of
         these describes what self-deception is? Since they all were generated by the Lexical
         Approach, the answer has to be “all of them.” So, the Lexical Approach leads us to
         a diverse set of phenomena to be counted as self-deceptive. In my final section, I
         will argue that this set of phenomena is too diverse to reduce debate in the literature
         on self-deception.
      

      
      b. The Example-Based Approach

      
      The Example-Based Approach holds that self-deception should be defined by the common
         features of representative examples of self-
deceptive behavior. In this section, I will give a handful of very diverse examples
         to show that self-deception, if it is defined by these examples, would be a very diverse
         phenomenon. In this way, the Example-Based Approach would share the same issue with
         the Lexical Approach.
      

      
      However, before I begin, I need to make a few related points about a particular assumption
         for this section. I will proceed by the rule that if a researcher on self-deception
         takes a case to be a case of self-deception, then it is an instance of self-deception.
         That is, I will assume all of the examples below are truly examples of self-deception
         without looking critically at them. 
      

      
      There could be a worry here. As one reads the section, it might be tempting to reject
         some of the examples as examples of self-deception. I would first like to warn against
         haphazardly rejecting any of the following examples. It might seem that an example
         is not a case of self-
deception because it does not follow some conception of the word “self” or “deception.”
         For instance, one might reject an example because it is not clearly a case of what
         one thinks of as deception. However, this is to bring considerations that are part
         of the Lexical Approach into the Example-Based Approach. This type of move, therefore,
         is to take up a hybrid approach and is off-limits for the Example-Based Approach on
         its own.
      

      
      However, using the Lexical Approach is not the only way to reject a particular example.
         It might be that one could get a sense of what counts as an example from some sort
         of intuition about self-deception or from learning to call certain types of behavior
         “self-deceptive” without having a definition. So, it might seem, on the basis of either
         of these possible stories, that one of the given examples is not a proper instance
         of self-
deception and, therefore, that a theory of self-deception need not account for it.
         
      

      
      This might be fair, but, even if this is so for an example or two, I hope to make
         my point that self-deception is very diverse through all the remaining examples of
         this section. That is, if one is inclined to think that one of the examples below
         is not a case of self-deception, I hope there are others below that do seem self-deceptive. Unless it seems that only one of the cases below is an example
         of self-deception, then my argument should stand. In other words, many examples are
         given below, and as long as at least two or more seem to be instances of self-deception,
         then my conclusion that there is more than one type of self-deception should be sufficiently
         supported.
      

      
      To begin, we might ask whether examples of the types of self-
deception given in the section above can be found. Mele, unsurprisingly, gives a few
         cases of (ii), which is the rejection of SDD. Here is his discussion of Beth, the
         daughter of a man who died prematurely.
      

      
      
         Owing partly to her desire that she was her father’s favorite, she finds it comforting
            to attend to memories and photographs that place her in the spotlight of her father’s
            affection and unpleasant to attend to memories and photographs that place a sibling
            in that spotlight. Accordingly, she focuses her attention on the former and is inattentive
            to the latter.[73]  
         

         
      

      After a while, because of the combination of attending to some things and not to others,
         Beth comes to believe that she was her father’s favorite. Furthermore, the belief
         seems justified since it is formed from the evidence of which she is most aware. She
         ends up preferring the evidence that comforts her, which also happens to be the evidence
         that unintentionally leads her to believe that her father favored her. Thus, Beth’s
         self-deception that she was her father’s favorite child is the result of an implicit
         process, since she did not come to the belief through conscious or deliberate means.
         The belief was only a side effect of attending to certain memories and photographs.
         That is, she did not use the methods of intentional deception on herself, which just
         is (ii) the rejection of SDD. Furthermore, it has been rejected in the way that Mele
         rejected it above: Beth has certainly been deceived if by ‘deceived’ we mean it as
         a synonym for making a mistake.
      

      
      It is also possible to find an example of (iii) the rejection of SDS by splitting
         the self temporally. A version of this common case below comes from Dion Scott-Kakures.[74]  
      

      
      
         Sally, a busy executive, is told that she must attend a sales meeting in three months.
            She wishes very much not to attend. Rather than simply miss the meeting, Sally intentionally
            writes the wrong date in her engagement book. She knows that she will be very busy
            and she knows that she is predisposed to forgetfulness. She hopes that when the time
            arrives she will come to believe that the meeting is on the date indicated in the
            book and that she will, in consequence, miss the meeting. Sally’s reasoning is straightforward
            here. It may be that events transpire as she anticipates. The result is that she has,
            as some assert, engaged in intentional self-deception.[75]  
         

         
      

      In this case, there are different mental states that can be attributed to Sally as
         the deceived and as the deceiver, which is enough to make it a case of (iii). She,
         as the deceiver, believes that the sales meeting is on the right day and has the intention
         to deceive herself. After time, she is in a different state: she believes the meeting
         is on a different day and has no intention to deceive herself. Sally as a self-deceiver
         is split temporally as (iii) states.[76]  
      

      
      There are, as might be expected, also cases that follow (iv) the rejection of SDS
         by splitting the self cognitively. Take Demos’s description of a self-deceived mother.
      

      
      
         The mother who has convinced herself that her prodigal son is a fine boy is haunted
            by a “nagging doubt.” Here both the belief and the doubt are simultaneous and both
            seem to be in the conscious mind.[77]  
         

         
      

      He later points out that these can be simultaneous because they are separated from
         each other in the mother’s mind.
      

      
      
         Thus they would say of the mother who has come to believe that her son is a fine fellow,
            that she knows all along in some corner of her mind that he is not much good.[78]  
         

         
      

      The mother, then, is an example of a self-deceiver who believes one thing (her son
         is a bad guy) and also doubts that thing (her son is a good guy), and can do so because
         the two are separated from each other. One is in the forefront of her mind and the
         other is “in some corner.” Her mind, then, has been split cognitively as (iv) states.
         
      

      
      There are, of course, other examples of self-deception, but two more would be worthwhile
         to discuss. The first is the use of pretense in self-deception. An example of this
         comes from Augustine as quoted by Scott-Kakures.
      

      
      
         Ponticianus told us this story [of a conversion], and as he spoke, you, O Lord, turned
            me back upon myself. You took me from behind my own back, where I had placed myself
            because I did not wish to look upon myself. You stood me face to face with myself,
            so I might see how foul I was, how deformed and defiled, how covered with stains and
            sores. I looked and I was filled with horror, but there was no place for me to flee
            to away from myself. If I tried to turn my gaze from myself, he still went on with
            the story he was telling, once again you placed me in front of myself, and thrust
            me before my own eyes, so that I might find out my iniquity and hate it. I knew what
            it was, but I pretended not to, and put it out of my memory.[79]  
         

         
      

      As made clear by the last line, Augustine always knew the truth of what he was but
         pretended otherwise. Augustine’s self-deception is not a matter of acquiring or maintaining
         a belief, but instead is a matter of pretending that the opposite of the truth is
         the case.
      

      
      This is something we have yet to see in this section. The act of self-deception involves
         pretense and not the classic methods of interpersonal deception, so this cannot be
         an instance of (i) the Strict Reading, (iii) rejecting SDS by splitting the self temporally,
         or (iv) rejecting SDS by splitting the self cognitively. Furthermore, Augustine does
         not come to his desired belief, which means that this cannot be an instance of (ii)
         rejecting SDD. This, then, represents an option that has yet to be discussed:
      

      
      v. The pretense view of self-deception

      
      We have, though, seen a view in this chapter that perfectly parallels this case: Gendler’s
         pretense view from the previous section. It was not considered to be a type of self-deception
         according the Lexical Approach, but—since we have an example of it above—it gets counted
         on the
 Example-Based Approach. 
      

      
      If we could find an example of Gendler’s pretense view from the previous section,
         then we should be able to find one of Kipp’s. Here is one from his paper.
      

      
      
         For example, a widowed recluse who receives news that her only son has been killed
            in overseas street-fighting may deceive herself into believing that he has not, and
            may go to her grave without ever having sought an opportunity to dupe others into
            believing her an unbereaved mother. But were she in fact self-deceptively motivated,
            would not her continued isolation serve, in itself, as a sufficient means for ensuring
            that she never appeared as a bereaved mother to others?[80]  
         

         
      

      Kipp’s answer to his final question is “yes.” He indeed thinks that her isolation
         is part of a deception aimed at others. 
      

      
      If this is so, then we have yet another type of self-deception on the Example-Based
         Approach. Kipp’s view that self-deception necessarily involves deceiving others has
         yet to be surveyed in this section and so we now have a sixth option:
      

      
      vi. The interpersonal view of self-deception

      
      On Kipp’s view, self-deception is a type of other-deception and it is not represented
         in the other five types of self-deception surveyed. 
      

      
      There is one more thing to note about this approach: we have found examples of (ii),
         (iii), and (iv) and added a fifth and sixth option, but have not mentioned (i) the
         Strict Reading of Self-Deception. The reason for this is simple: it is usually assumed
         that the arguments that the Strict Reading is paradoxical and impossible are sound.
         If self-deception is impossible, then obviously it would be impossible to find examples
         and, therefore, it would also be impossible for the Example-Based Approach to yield
         the Strict Reading. As I noted above, however, I will call the assumption that the
         Strict Reading leads to an impossible view of self-deception into question in my final
         chapters. In fact, in chapter 4, I will walk through many cases. For now it is sufficient
         to note that, if the assumptions about the Strict Reading are true, then it cannot
         be generated on the Example-Based Approach. 
      

      
      With the five different types of self-deception that result from it, the Example-Based
         Approach has the same looming worry that the Lexical Approach had. Though the disagreement
         is reduced by potentially eliminating one type of self-deception, there are still
         many left and therefore disagreement over exactly what self-deception is would continue.
         
      

      
      c. The Hybrid Approach

      
      Perhaps, though, this worry can be avoided by using the Hybrid
 Approach. Unfortunately, however, Mele does not say much about how the Hybrid Approach
         is supposed to work and instead mentions only that it is commonly used.[81]   Since there are only two of Mele’s methods left, a hybrid approach must somehow
         join the Lexical Approach and the
 Example-Based Approach. Two ways of doing so will be given in this section: the Conjunctive
         Approach and the Disjunctive Approach. 
      

      
      The Disjunctive Approach, as its name suggests, is a matter of joining the Lexical
         Approach with the Example-Based Approach by holding that self-deception is defined
         through either approach. That is, a proper definition of self-deception needs to encompass
         any types of self-deception that are generated by examples or those that are given by lexical considerations. 
      

      
      The Conjunctive Approach, however, proceeds by conjoining both approaches together.
         A purported example of self-deception counts only if there also is a lexical understanding
         of self-deception involved and vice versa. So, any type of self-deception counts as
         such only if an example of it can be found and if it involves some understanding of how a self can deceive itself. 
      

      
      It will be fairly easy to see the problem with the Disjunctive Approach. The Lexical
         Approach left us with four types of self-deception and the Example-Based Approach
         added a fifth and sixth. 
      

      
      
         	
            i. The Strict Reading of Self-Deception

            
         

         
         	
            ii. The rejection of SDD (Mele)

            
         

         
         	
            iii. The rejection of SDS by splitting the self temporally (Bermúdez)

            
         

         
         	
            iv. The rejection of SDS by splitting the self cognitively (Demos)

            
         

         
         	
            v. The pretense view of self-deception (Gendler)

            
         

         
         	
            vi. The interpersonal view of self-deception (Kipp)

            
         

         
      

      
      If we define self-deception based on either approach, then all six views count. If
         we are attempting to slim the notion of self-deception down, the Disjunctive Approach
         definitely fails at this. If anything, it makes the problem worse than either the
         Lexical Approach or the Example-Based Approach on its own.
      

      
      The Conjunctive Approach, however, narrows down the views instead of increasing them.
         A particular notion of self-deception counts as such only if there are examples of
         it and it is consistent with lexical considerations. This will lead to the result that some
         of types given above have to be rejected. As was noted above, it is supposed to follow
         from (i) that self-deception is impossible. It would, then, be impossible to find
         an example of this type of self-deception and therefore it would have to be rejected
         according the Example-Based Approach. If this is so, it also must not be counted on
         the Conjunctive Approach.
      

      
      Furthermore, neither (v) nor (vi) can be counted. As was noted above, these views
         do not contain a lexical understanding of “self” or “deception.” For the former, self-deception
         was reduced to pretense and so no deception was involved. For the latter, the deception
         was aimed at others and not the self-deceiver him- or herself. This was enough to
         reject both on the Lexical Approach and so it follows for the Conjunctive Approach
         that they must also be rejected. 
      

      
      In this way, the Conjunctive Approach leads to three notions of self-deception: (ii)
         the rejection of SDD, (iii) the rejection of SDS by splitting the self temporally,
         and (iv) the rejection of SDS by splitting the self cognitively. The Conjunctive Approach,
         then, is currently our best effort at reducing the notion of self-deception. The Lexical
         Approach resulted in four types of self-deception, the Example-Based Approach gave
         us five, while the disjunctive version of the Hybrid Approach left us with six. Three
         is definitely an improvement. 
      

      
      IV.  The Problems with Diversity and Their Solution

      
      It is, however, not enough. To see why this is so, let’s assume that the Conjunctive
         Approach is right and self-deception can be all three options. What could a researcher
         do? In this final section, I will consider some potential responses and why they are
         not viable. 
      

      
      First, if the researcher is very ambitious, he or she might try to explain all three
         types with one theory. This, however, will most likely fail. The reason is simple:
         the self-deceptive acts and what is going on in the mind of the self-deceiver are
         very different according to each of these understandings of self-deception. Let’s
         start with some of the differences between (ii), and (iii) and (iv) as a pair. Recall
         that Mele’s notion of self-deception in (ii) is automatic and unintentional while
         Bermúdez’s (iii) and Demos’s (iv) are intentional and involve plans and strategies.
         This makes the difference between the former and the latter as wide as that between
         a real sneeze and an actor’s sneeze on stage. One is done unintentionally and automatically
         while the other is an intentional and purposeful act. It would be difficult to think
         of an explanation that could cover both. 
      

      
      There is also a large difference between (iii) and (iv), and to see why one needs
         to look only at the different ways the two rejected SDS. That is, both demand that
         the self is not unified, but do so in very dissimilar ways. For the latter, the split
         happened in the mind of the self-deceiver; there is one part of the mind that believes
         one thing and a separate part that believes the opposite. This is very different from
         the former’s split. In this case, there is no need to get inside of the mind of the
         self-deceiver, because the split happens across time. The self-deceiver, at the beginning
         of the deception, wholly believes that p and, at the end, wholly believes that ~p. It is not necessary to posit internal parts of the mind like the previous view;
         the mind completely believes what it does without any other part believing the opposite.
         
      

      
      Take, for example, the cases of Sally and the mother of the prodigal son from above.
         Sally, at the start of the story, completely believes that her appointment is on the
         right day and, at the end, completely believes that her appointment is on a different
         day. Compare Sally’s mental states to those of the mother who believes that her son
         is a good person and also doubts it. Explaining the mother will involve a story about
         how a mind, at one particular moment in time, can be partitioned so that both mental
         states are possible to have simultaneously. This is completely unnecessary for Sally’s
         case, which would instead be focused on memory and how she can forget the different
         aspects of her deception (the intention to deceive, the writing down of the wrong
         date, and so on).
      

      
      So, given that each type of self-deception is its own independent phenomenon, where
         can we go from here? Perhaps it would be possible to explain one of the types, while
         arguing that the others do not actually occur and so do not necessitate explanation.
         This position would be that all three types of self-deception would be self-deception
         if they actually do occur—as the examples above suggest they do—but ultimately only
         one type of self-deception really exists and so there is only one that deserves an
         explanation.
      

      
      This move is in tension with an assumption I made in the section on the Example-Based
         Approach. There I assumed that if an example of behavior was held to be an instance
         of self-deception, then it was indeed self-deception. The reason was that many examples
         are rejected due to reasons that fall outside of the scope of the Example-Based Approach.
         So, based on the Example-Based Approach alone, any purported case of self-deception
         should be taken to be a real instance of self-deception. In this way the Example-Based
         Approach, once it was teamed up with the Lexical Approach in the Conjunctive Approach,
         led to three different views. There were, after all, three different examples that
         had a lexical connection to interpersonal deception.
      

      
      In response to this, someone could argue that the Conjunctive Approach gave us three
         potentially viable types of self-deception to explain, but—once we actually look at
         what people do when they self-deceive—there really is only one type of self-deception
         and therefore only one type that needs explaining. The Conjunctive Approach tells
         us, on this line, that self-deception could be any one of the three notions given above, which allows for someone to argue that
         two of the three notions were merely fictions. They may have appeared to be instances
         of real behavior, but they actually were not and so we are left with self-deception
         as something that is very narrow: it is only (ii), (iii), or (iv).
      

      
      There is, however, good reason to think this will not work. The
 reason is fairly simple: this move happens in the current literature on self-deception
         with all of its disagreement. That is, everyone working on self-deception realizes
         that these are three potential ways to explain self-deception and some argue against
         one or more of them. However, these arguments are contentious and add to the gridlock
         in the literature. For instance, Mele holds that his view can account for all cases
         of self-deception and challenges others to prove empirically that there are cases
         for which his view cannot account.[82]   There are some who argue they have run experiments that could meet his challenge[83]   and Mele gives arguments that they have not.[84]   If we use the Conjunctive Approach, we have just moved all of the disagreement
         to another level, and this would continue the current status of the literature. 
      

      
      One might, last of all, react to the three different notions of self-
deception that result from the Conjunctive Approach in a third way. We could keep
         all three as types that all deserve their own explanation. This, though, has been
         a move that has been available and yet has not really been pursued. Some exceptions
         are Robert Bornstein[85]   and Amélie Oksenberg Rorty.[86]   Even Mele leaves this as an option.[87]   But this position has not been taken up. So, even though this has been a live option
         for some time, most researchers have preferred to try to find a more unified account
         of self-deception and I will keep with this trend. The reason is simple: given the
         history of disagreement about self-deception, there is good reason to think that an
         inclusive view will not stay inclusive for long and most of those writing will, as
         described above, try to argue that their preferred explanation should be chosen.
      

      
      So, none of Mele’s approaches sufficiently narrows the conception of self-deception.
         They either encourage a diversity of views of self-
deception or move the disagreement typical of the literature to the explanatory level.
         If we are going to move past the state of affairs described in section II of this
         chapter, then we will have to look for a different approach to defining self-deception.
      

      
      Before we get to this approach, something should be noted. Recall that Mele’s reasons
         for elucidating them were not our reasons. He simply wanted to show that his view
         is consistent with the usual methods of defining self-deception. In order to do so,
         he had to lay out those common methods. I think Mele accurately listed these methods;
         they are indeed the ones that researchers on self-deception tend to use. 
      

      
      However, where did they come from? The answer is supplied in my first chapter; once
         we moved away from Sartre’s focus on the puzzles of self-deception, those researching
         on self-deception starting using both example-based and lexical considerations to
         define self-deception. In doing so, they lost a well-delineated conception of self-deception.
         So, not only is it almost certain that disagreement will follow when people aren’t clear about how or why they
         defined self-deception as they did, but it also is completely certain that it will follow when the classic methods of defining self-deception allow
         for such wide diversity. Put another way, almost everyone, regardless of whether lexical,
         example-based, or hybrid methods are used, agrees that the puzzles need to be avoided.
         The problem is that there are too many ways to avoid the puzzles and so the concept
         of self-deception has to become unwieldy. 
      

      
      So, the mistake made in the 1960s was not only to forget thinking about method, but
         also moving away from thinking, as Sartre did about bad faith, about the puzzles as
         necessary to defining self-deception. Using the puzzles in this way is the Puzzle-Based
         Approach to Defining Self-Deception. It defines self-deception simply as that which
         raises the Static Puzzle and Dynamic Puzzle. Perhaps unsurprisingly, and given the
         work done in my first chapter, the Strict Reading is the notion of self-deception
         that leads to the two puzzles and therefore it is the proper understanding of self-deception.
         
      

      
      Before we go any further, it would be worthwhile to explain something that might seem
         odd. If the two puzzles determine what self-
deception is, then it might seem to follow that self-deception is impossible. In other
         words, one could think that I am a skeptic about self-deception. I, however, am not.
         I think the Strict Reading of Self-Deception occurs frequently. I will spend time
         after this chapter arguing that this is so. Before we get there, though, a related
         point needs to be made: if the Puzzle-Based Approach is right, then the two puzzles
         are not things that incidentally apply to self-deception and therefore are not things
         that we should try—and indeed even can try—to avoid. Instead, the puzzles are essential
         to defining what self-deception is. 
      

      
      There are two principle reasons to take up the Puzzle-Based Approach. The first is
         the most simple: it helps us avoid the problems that arose with Mele’s approaches.
         That is, the Puzzle-Based Approach narrows and specifies the nature of self-deception
         in a way that the other approaches do not. 
      

      
      This first benefit, though, might not be unique to the Puzzle-Based Approach. Although
         Mele’s approaches fail to limit the scope of what self-deception is, there could be
         other approaches besides the Puzzle-Based Approach that do so. For this reason, most
         of the weight of the argument for the Puzzle-Based Approach is based on the end results
         of the method; it leaves us with the Strict Reading, which is interesting, novel,
         unexplored, misunderstood, and important. 
      

      
      Before we get there, though, I need to show that the Puzzle-Based Approach eliminates
         the problems raised for Mele’s approaches. The approach that narrowed what self-deception
         could be the most was my conjunctive interpretation of his Hybrid Approach. This left
         us with three notions of self-deception: (ii) the rejection of SDD, (iii) the rejection
         of SDS by splitting the self temporally, and (iv) the rejection of SDS by splitting
         the self cognitively. 
      

      
      The Puzzle-Based Approach, however, holds that only (i) counts as self-deception and
         therefore the others should be rejected. The reasons are fairly simple to see. The
         Puzzle-Based Approach says that self-
deception is what leads to the two puzzles, and SDD combined with SDS does so. So,
         since all of the views above except (i) reject one, the other, or both SDD and SDS,
         it follows that the proper characterization of self-deception is the Strict Reading.
         The reduction is better than the best of what was offered previously by the Conjunctive
         Approach: self-deception becomes, by definition, one specific thing and not three
         very different things.
      

      
      If this approach were taken up, then, the disagreement in the literature would be
         reduced. The debate over what exactly self-deception is would end, since an answer
         has been given: it is the Strict Reading. All other purported theories of self-deception
         listed above are not actually theories of self-deception; they are describing something
         that might be behaviorally or conceptually close to self-deception, but they cannot,
         by definition, actually be self-deception. 
      

      
      Now, of course reducing disagreement in this way depends on people’s agreeing with
         the Puzzle-Based Approach. Unfortunately, philosophers are notoriously disinclined
         toward agreement. Surely, one might respond to my work, people would disagree with
         the Puzzle-Based Approach and therefore the debate would rage on. This might be so,
         but something should be noted here: at least now the debate would be clearly grounded
         in philosophical method. If someone has a problem with thinking that the Strict Reading
         is the only proper conception of self-deception, then he or she must explain why the
         Puzzle-Based Approach is unsatisfactory. This itself is a marked improvement over
         where the current literature stands with researchers talking past each other. Opponents
         at least would have a clear target.
      

      
      We should note that the arguments against the Puzzle-Based Approach must be of a particular
         nature. It will not do, for example, to say the Strict Reading ignores actual cases
         of self-deception. That is, it tells us that self-deception must involve both SDS
         and SDD, but there are real examples of self-deception—perhaps cited in this very
         chapter—that reject one or both of these conditions. If anything like these cases
         actually happens, then it would seem that we have a counterexample to the Strict Reading.
         The problem with this, though, is that we are trying to define self-deception at this
         point. Holding that these are instances of self-
deception therefore begs the question. After all, to diagnose these as cases of self-deception
         implies that we have a definition. Insisting that they are instances of self-deception
         is not enough; an argument needs to be given either that something is wrong with the
         Puzzle-Based Approach or that a better way of defining self-deception is available.
         Obviously, I do not think either way is promising.
      

      
      Though it has been my experience that most people attempt, probably because it is
         common philosophical practice, to give an instance of behavior that functions as a
         counterexample against the Puzzle-Based Approach’s resulting definition of self-deception,
         it is possible to argue against the Puzzle-Based Approach in the same problematic
         fashion using lexical considerations instead of examples. One might argue that the
         Strict Reading disallows perfectly good understandings of different ways the term
         “self” can be combined with “deception.” Though this is a different argument than
         the example-based one given in the paragraph above, the response is the same: the
         Puzzle-Based Approach does not take these lexical factors into consideration. There
         needs to be an argument given that these considerations deserve attention. I have
         argued previously that they cause more problems than they solve. The Puzzle-Based
         Approach, as we saw from Sartre and Demos, restricts the notion of deception that
         self-deception is based on. Any other understandings of deception are irrelevant here.
         
      

      
      My argument for the use of the Puzzle-Based Approach, then, depends on my arguments
         that the other methods are problematic and that it is a good way to define self-deception.
         First, the puzzles have been classically taken to be a part of self-deception. Secondly,
         given that a common problem was too much diversity and disagreement, the Puzzle-Based
         Approach avoids this by giving a very narrow conception of self-deception: the Strict
         Reading. Self-deception occurs only when a person knowingly and willingly uses the
         methods of interpersonal deception on him- or herself. Anything else—(ii) through
         (vi) from above—is not self-deception. In chapter 3, I’ll give more reasons to follow
         the Puzzle-Based Approach by exploring the Strict Reading and, in chapter 4, I’ll
         say more about my stance on other views of self-deception.
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      Chapter 3

      The Strict Reading and the Process View of Self-Deception

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      I. Introduction

      
      So far, I have argued that the widespread disagreement in the literature on self-deception
         is based on a lack of consensus on, or even discussion of, the method of defining
         it. This was caused by a misinterpretation of Sartre’s thoughts on bad faith; this
         misinterpretation allowed many different methods for coming to a conception of self-deception,
         which then resulted in many different definitions of self-deception. If, however,
         we do for self-deception as Sartre actually did for bad faith, and define it through
         the two puzzles, then we at the very least have a narrowed conception of self-deception.
         And so, we are left with the claim that we should use the Puzzle-Based Approach to
         define self-deception as described by the Strict Reading. 
      

      
      This can’t be the end of the argument for the Strict Reading, however. After all,
         someone could agree that we need to reduce the possible conceptions of self-deception
         and yet still reject the Puzzle-Based Approach and Strict Reading because the Strict
         Reading is impossible or paradoxical. This person would prefer, rightfully it seems,
         a lack of agreement over self-deception rather than a singular, paradoxical conception.
         Given that the Strict Reading is defined by the puzzles, it would seem that we should
         abandon both it and the Puzzle-Based Approach. 
      

      
      The threat of the Strict Reading’s impossibility has been looming throughout this
         work. Historically, as noted in my first and second chapters, the phenomenon laid
         out by the Strict Reading has been held to be something that cannot exist. The reason
         is straightforward: the Strict Reading is the notion of self-deception that is generated
         by the Puzzle-Based Approach and the puzzles show that self-deception is impossible.
         In this chapter, however, I will show that the puzzles do not leave us with paradoxes;
         the Strict Reading describes something that is perfectly possible. We shouldn’t, then,
         reject either the Strict Reading or the approach that led us to it based on the claim
         of impossibility of the former. 
      

      
      I will make this argument through looking further at Sartre. This should be unsurprising
         given my work in the first chapter. In fact, we have already seen that the Static
         Puzzle, while helping us define what self-deception is, does not necessarily render
         it paradoxical. It is simply the conditional statement that if the Strict Reading
         is true and if the deception succeeds, then self-deceivers believe contradictory things
         simultaneously. The problematic antecedent applies only if the Strict Reading is true
         and if we assume what I previously called the Success Assumption: that the deception has to succeed. However, do we have to make the assumption? I
         will argue that Sartre does not for bad faith and that we should not for self-deception.
      

      
      The reason to reject the Success Assumption is straightforward: the Dynamic Puzzle.
         This puzzle tells us that the attempt to deceive ourselves cannot successfully result
         in a false belief. We will always know our own intentions and plans, and therefore
         we will see through our own trickery. It is this that allows us to avoid the looming
         contradictory mental state described by the Static Puzzle. It still applies to the
         Strict Reading as the Puzzle-Based Approach demands, though; it is definitely the
         case that if the deception were to succeed, then contradictory beliefs would result.
         This just never happens and the Dynamic Puzzle explains why this is so. 
      

      
      The primary focus of this chapter, therefore, will be on the Dynamic Puzzle. If I
         can show that the Dynamic Puzzle applies to self-deception and yet maintain that self-deception
         still can occur, then I will have also shown that neither puzzle shows that self-deception
         is impossible. Since we have already discussed the Static Puzzle in chapter 1, the
         main burden of this chapter is to show that self-deception is possible even though
         the Dynamic Puzzle applies to it. 
      

      
      Embracing this puzzle means I accept that the project of self-deception must undermine
         itself. That is, if the self-deceiver knows that he or she
 is trying to deceive him- or herself, then that deception cannot work and, therefore,
         the self-deceiver cannot come to the intended belief. I would like to explore the
         possibility, however, that a self-deceiver might continue to attempt to deceive him-
         or herself even if it is impossible to achieve the intended belief.
      

      
      So, if the result of self-deception is not the intended belief, then self-deception
         is only a process. In particular, it is the process of trying intentionally to trick oneself.
         As long as a person is engaging in this process, he or she is self-deceiving and this
         is so even though he or she cannot come to the intended belief. I will call this view
         the Process View of Self-Deception.
      

      
      In this chapter, then, I will argue that if we understand the Strict Reading as the
         Process View describes it, then we are left with a conception of self-deception that
         is, despite what almost everyone else assumes, completely possible. In the following
         section, I will show that Sartre held a version of this view for bad faith. Bad faith
         also consists of a project—lying to oneself about one’s facticity or transcendence—that
         cannot succeed. Yet people are in bad faith all of the time. After laying out Sartre’s
         view, I will, in my third section, consider some ways others have tried to connect
         bad faith and self-deception, and argue that my way should be preferred. In my fourth
         section, I will give my full formulation of the Process View and, in my fifth section,
         will defend it from a common critique. 
      

      
      II. Sartre and the Dynamic Puzzle

      
      While trying to avoid rehashing everything that happened in chapter 2, a few reminders
         are in order so that Sartre’s response to the Dynamic Puzzle can be made clear. First,
         Sartre holds something like the Strict Reading for bad faith. That is, versions of
         both SDS—there is one unified self—and SDD—the methods and strategies of interpersonal
         lying are used—are in play for the person in bad faith. Sartre acknowledges the Dynamic
         Puzzle; these assumptions result in the conclusion that the project of bad faith—lying
         to oneself—cannot succeed. Those in bad faith must, since they are aware of what is
         happening in their own minds, be aware of their intentions and strategies, and this
         will always undermine their project of lying to themselves. They must always see through
         their lie, and therefore cannot be taken in by it. 
      

      
      Since Sartre held that the Dynamic Puzzle must hold for bad faith, it might seem to
         follow that bad faith is impossible. He, though, held the opposite. Despite the fact
         that the Dynamic Puzzle applies to bad faith, bad faith is still something that occurs.
         It, indeed, is a crucial, and maybe even necessary, element of consciousness. Let’s,
         then, probe Sartre’s response to the Dynamic Puzzle to see how this could be so.
      

      
      In a statement reminiscent of the Dynamic Puzzle, Sartre writes that “it is very true
         that bad faith does not succeed in believing what it wishes to believe.”[1] However, he does not conclude that this means that bad faith is impossible. Though
         the project of bad faith must fail, it does not follow that bad faith itself must fail. In other words, the impossibility of coming to reject one’s facticity
         or transcendence is no reason not to try to do so anyway. It might be helpful to analyze
         another quotation in order to make the view clearer. Sartre writes, “We must note
         in fact that the project of bad faith must be itself in bad faith.”[2]   Though this is not immediately helpful, he seems to go on to contradict the position that the project of bad faith must fail: “I am
         not only in bad faith at the end of my effort when I have constructed my two-faced
         concepts and when I persuaded myself.”[3]   What is of immediate importance here is that Sartre seems to admit that those in
         bad faith can persuade themselves. In other words, the project of bad faith, lying to oneself,
         appears to be able to succeed. This runs contrary to the position motivated earlier
         that Sartre holds that the project of bad faith must fail. However, Sartre corrects
         this immediately: “In truth, I have not persuaded myself; to the extent that I could be so persuaded, I have always been
         so.”[4]   So, strictly speaking, it is impossible to lie to oneself successfully. Here the
         crucial question arises: if the project of lying to oneself is impossible, then does
         it not follow that bad faith itself is impossible? 
      

      
      Sartre thinks “no.” “And at the very moment when I was disposed to put myself in bad
         faith, I of necessity was in bad faith with respect to this same disposition.”[5]   Sartre holds that, despite the fact that the project of bad faith—lying to oneself—is impossible, bad faith itself still is perfectly possible. Bad faith consists of the decision to take up the project
         of lying to oneself. Even though this project must fail, the person in bad faith is
         free to pursue it. 
      

      
      Sartre’s response to the Dynamic Puzzle, then, is that the project of bad faith, lying
         to oneself, must fail. However, it does not follow that therefore bad faith is impossible.
         As long as someone is in the process of lying to him- or herself, he or she is in
         bad faith. In other words, it might seem that the Dynamic Puzzle for bad faith assumes
         that because the project of bad faith must fail, so too must bad faith itself. Sartre
         denies this position and holds that, though the project of bad faith must fail, it
         does not follow that a person cannot initiate and follow through on attempting the
         project. To be in bad faith is to be attempting to lie to oneself regardless of whether
         that attempt can succeed.
      

      
      It should also be noted that the worrisome mental state of believing contradictory
         things that looms with the Static Paradox does not apply to Sartre’s view. Since the
         project of bad faith must fail, there is no threat of a resulting contradictory mental
         state. Put in Sartrean terms, the person in bad faith never successfully rejects his
         or her facticity or transcendence and always is aware that he or she is both facticity
         and transcendence. By holding that bad faith consists of a project that cannot succeed,
         but also that people attempt the project anyway, Sartre successfully responds to versions
         of the two puzzles of self-deception. Sartre’s bad faith is the process of a single
         self’s attempt to use normal methods of interpersonal lying on itself. 
      

      
      There is one more quotation that should be discussed to help clarify Sartre’s view.
         Sartre writes that “if we take belief as meaning the adherence of being to its object
         when the object is not given or is given indistinctly, then bad faith is belief; and
         the essential problem of bad faith is a problem of belief.”[6]   At a first glance, Sartre seems to be saying that bad faith is a matter of belief
         and I have tried to avoid explaining Sartre’s views using this term. However, this
         sentence is a conditional. The consequent that bad faith is a matter of belief follows
         if belief is understood in a particular way: the adherence of being its object under
         certain conditions. Putting aside the talk about “the object” and assuming that “being”
         just means “a person,” then it is clear that belief in this sense is a matter of a
         person’s adherence—it is something that a person is doing—and not a matter of a mental
         state. That is, the belief in bad faith, if there is any belief at all, is a process
         of adhering to an object.
      

      
      To help further clarify Sartre’s view, it might be helpful to give an example of how
         bad faith is possible despite the fact that it consists of a project that cannot succeed.
         Fortunately, a good example comes from a work written not long after Being and Nothingness. In Anti-Semite and Jew, Sartre depicts the anti-Semite as someone in bad faith.[7]   
      

      
      For Sartre, anti-Semitism is “first of all a passion.”[8]   The details of what Sartre means by “passion” here are outside the scope of this
         chapter. However, the important thing to note is that coming to a belief through passion
         is contrasted with coming to a belief through reasons or evidence. In other words,
         to use passion to come to beliefs is to reject reason or, as Sartre puts it later,
         to choose to reason falsely.
      

      
      This can best be seen when Sartre contrasts the anti-Semite with “the rational man.”[9]   Here is a discussion of this rational man:
      

      
      
         The rational man groans as he gropes for the truth; he knows that his reasoning is
            no more than tentative, that other considerations may supervene to cast doubt on it.
            He never sees very clearly where he is going; he is “open”; he may even appear to
            be hesitant.[10]  
         

         
      

      As was seen above, in Sartre’s epistemology beliefs are always tentative and no person
         can ever completely be sure that he or she has the truth. What makes the rational
         man rational is his dedication to the truth despite the “no more than tentative” relationship
         he might have to it. The picture of the rational man, then, is a person who is always
         aware of his limited grasp of the truth and yet continues to attempt to grasp it.
         
      

      
      Like the rational man, the anti-Semite understands belief to be something tentative.
         The two agree on the facticity of their situation; the anti-Semite could agree with
         the rational man that belief is never certain. Sartre says what “frightens [the anti-Semite]
         most is . . . the form itself of truth, that thing of indefinite approximation.”[11]   Why the anti-Semite would be afraid of the nature of belief and truth may not be
         clear at this point, but it is important here to note the common ground between the
         rational man and the anti-Semite; both hold that belief is never certain. This is
         important because the difference between the two stems from the difference in how
         they respond to this basic epistemological position.
      

      
      As noted above, the rational man realizes the nature of belief and continues to strive.
         In other words, he recognizes his facticity and yet still acknowledges his transcendence.
         The anti-Semite, however, realizes his or her facticity and disavows his or her transcendence.
         Sartre puts the point as follows:
      

      
      
         But there are people who are attracted by the durability of a stone. They wish to
            be massive and impenetrable; they wish not to change . . . they wish to exist all
            at once and right away. They do not want any acquired opinions; they want them to
            be innate.[12]  
         

         
      

      The anti-Semite realizes that belief can only be approximate and, unlike the rational
         man, gives up the search for knowledge. From the understanding that all beliefs will
         fall short of certainty, the anti-Semite holds that therefore there is no purpose
         in continuing to think or reason about his or her beliefs. This is to reject his or
         her freedom to continue the search for knowledge. 
      

      
      It was noted above that the anti-Semite attempts to escape the nature of truth, but
         it is unclear why the anti-Semite should fear truth. Sartre writes that what the anti-Semite
         “fears even more than Reason is his intimate awareness of himself.”[13]   Though this is a helpful point, the connection between the nature of truth and
         the inner awareness of the anti-Semite needs to be spelled out. The nature of the
         inner awareness should be familiar; in two passages Sartre holds that the anti-Semite
         is afraid of his or her own transcendence.[14]   On Sartre’s view, then, the anti-Semite begins with a fear of transcendence and
         attempts to play up his or her facticity. This is expressed by the fact noted above:
         the anti-Semite is afraid of having to continue to search for the truth like the rational
         man and so he or she stops the search and allows him- or herself to be only what he
         or she is. In other words, the anti-Semite is afraid to exercise his or her transcendence
         and focuses only on his or her facticity.
      

      
      It is also crucial to note that the project of denying transcendence cannot work.
         Humans are always aware of their transcendence and this means, for the case of the
         anti-Semite, that he or she must always be aware that there always is the option to
         continue the search for truth. The anti-Semite cannot run from the fact that this
         is a real possibility. The project of bad faith must fail for the anti-Semite.
      

      
      Despite the necessary failure of the project, it does not follow that anti-Semitism
         does not exist. Sartre of course holds that anti-Semitism is very real. So, the anti-Semite
         takes up the project of grounding him- or herself despite the fact that it cannot
         work. In other words, the anti-Semite is constantly in the process of attempting to
         deny his or her transcendence despite the fact that this process cannot succeed. Due
         to the anti-Semite’s great fear of transcendence, he or she attempts the process anyway.
         Given the example of the courted woman discussed in chapter 1, it is clear that bad
         faith need not express itself as anti-Semitism; the anti-Semite instead is just a
         good example of how bad faith is possible despite the fact that its project must fail.
      

      
      III. Other Views on Bad Faith and Self-Deception

      
      Before I finish my discussion of Sartre, I should mention a few other views of self-deception
         and its relationship to bad faith. There are many of these sorts of works out there
         (for an example of some, see those writing on self-deception in the 1950s and 1960s
         mentioned in my first chapter). Due to their representative and/or influential nature,
         I will consider here the work of Sebastian Gardner, Allen Wood, Mark Rogin Anspach,
         and Herbert Fingarette. As might be expected, each researcher uses a slightly different
         interpretation of Sartre’s work to come to different conclusions about the nature
         of bad faith and its relationship to self-
deception. Ultimately, I think my direct application of Sartre’s discussion of bad
         faith to self-deception should be preferred.
      

      
      a. Bad Faith vs. Psychoanalysis

      
      Sebastian Gardner spends relatively little time giving an interpretation of bad faith
         and instead relies on Sartrean arguments against psychoanalysis to motivate a psychoanalytical
         view that is immune from them.[15]   What he briefly writes about bad faith, however, is compatible with what has been
         given above.
      

      
      
         The distinction between for-itself and in-itself cuts across persons, and supplies
            them with two sets of properties: persons as for-itself are transcendent (they are
            free, spontaneous, active, engaged with possibility, lack enduring properties), and
            as in-itself they have facticity (they are also objective, embodied, public, situated,
            open to characterization). The basic human motivational story, or “fundamental project,”
            arises from the necessity of persons’ reconciling these two radically different modes
            of being. . . . The fundamental human project . . . has as its goal overcoming the
            disparity of modes of being. Such a resolution is however a metaphysical impossibility,
            which means that the project is strictly futile, and its manifestations necessarily
            irrational.[16]  
         

         
      

      There is nothing here with which I would disagree. This, I would argue, is a proper
         reading of what Sartre was up to.
      

      
      Gardner, however, does not use a Sartrean view to explain self-
deception or his larger primary target: irrational behavior. Instead, he is skeptical
         of having to take on the Sartrean metaphysical positions, and holds that one should
         take up a modified and metaphysics-less version of Sartrean bad faith only if psychoanalysis
         fails to explain the relevant behavior. Gardner holds that his work shows this is
         not necessary.[17]  
      

      
      However, if my arguments below are right then the Puzzle-Based Approach does indeed
         give us a modified and less metaphysically contentious version of what Sartre had
         in mind applied to self-deception. Indeed, I think Sartre has given us an approach
         that carves out a phenomenon that, contra Gardner, doesn’t need Sartrean presuppositions
         to be motivated. We will, therefore, leave Gardner’s arguments behind.
      

      
      b. Bad Faith as a Limited Account of Self-Deception

      
      Allen Wood is even more skeptical of Sartre’s view.[18]   Wood’s examination of bad faith focuses mainly around the notion that was exemplified
         by the anti-Semite above: a person who realizes that all belief is uncertain and does
         not strive for certainty. He admits that Sartre might have an account for those like
         the anti-Semite, but also doubts “that his concept of bad faith can account for all
         the phenomena of self-deception, even for all the phenomena that Sartre himself appears
         to recognize.”[19]   So, for Wood, Sartre’s notion of bad faith offers a limited explanation of self-deception.
      

      
      He holds this position primarily on epistemic grounds. Woods distinguishes between
         “belief” and “belief*.” Belief*, in Sartrean terms, is understood as “the adherence
         of being to its object when the object is not given or is given indistinctly.”[20]   That is, belief* tracks what Sartre thinks about belief in general. Woods puts
         the concept as follows:
      

      
      
         We do not believe* what is self-evident or undeniable on the basis of the evidence
            presented to us. Belief* is only what we believe on the basis of inadequate, mixed,
            or ambiguous evidence. . . . You do not believe* anything for which the evidence you
            have is so overwhelming that you have no choice but to believe it.[21]  
         

         
      

      As I have shown above, and as Wood focuses on, a person in bad faith like the anti-Semite
         trades on the uncertain nature of belief*. For uncertain beliefs*, he or she is free
         to reason that further attempts to make them more certain would fail and therefore
         he or she can continue to believe* whatever he or she already believes*. The nature
         of belief* allows for adherence in the face of counterevidence.
      

      
      According to Wood, belief* can be contrasted with belief: a belief that is self-evident, undeniable, and is based on adequate, not mixed,
         and unambiguous evidence. Wood notes that Sartre’s notion of bad faith depends on
         belief* and not on beliefs. 
      

      
      
         Where beliefs successfully integrate our response to the world, there is no room for
            selecting them on the basis of their service to other needs, and people do not worry
            about whether they are doing any good or harm by holding the beliefs they hold. It
            is only where belief has admittedly failed, where it has taken the consciously imperfect
            form of belief*, that the question can arise, and only there that bad faith’s answer
            is an option at all.[22]  
         

         
      

      So, bad faith accounts only for the cases of self-deception that involve belief* and
         it has nothing to say about cases that involve belief. Wood takes Sartre’s view to
         be too limited given the existence of belief.
      

      
      I will not enter into the debate about the prevalence of belief* and belief in self-deception,
         in bad faith, or in general. Instead, it is important to point out that, on my view,
         bad faith does not involve actually coming to believe or believe* in the face of counterevidence.
         Indeed, if I am right about Sartre, then bad faith—and any account of self-deception
         that is built on Sartre’s view of bad faith—does not result in a belief or belief*. 
      

      
      c. Bad Faith, Madness, and Self-Deception without Division

      
      Mark Anspach is much more sympathetic to Sartre’s view of bad faith.[23]   In fact, he thinks that Sartre’s work on bad faith gives inspiration for a way
         to account for self-deception and madness without positing a divided mind. The person
         in bad faith, the self-deceiver, and the mad person all share a similar relationship
         to their conditions. This will be spelled out below. I will argue that though Anspach
         might have a good line on why it is difficult for a person suffering from the conditions
         above to figure out whether or not he or she is indeed in those conditions, he does
         not have an account of the processes of how he or she came to be in those conditions.
      

      
      The question Anspach primarily focuses on is: does the person in bad faith, the self-deceiver,
         or the insane person know that he or she is in that condition? There is no reason,
         he holds, to posit a divided mind while answering this question. Instead, the answer
         to this question reveals an interesting epistemological situation for a single and
         unified self. Anspach highlights the case of self-deception:
      

      
      
         Indeed, one may be tempted to conclude that lying to oneself is simply impossible:
            how can I lie to myself without knowing it? But the question can just as easily be
            turned around: how can I know it? For if I know I am lying, I cannot conceal from
            myself my intent to deceive. But if I do not conceal my intent to deceive, I am not
            lying—and so I cannot know that I am… And this lack of knowledge may make it easier
            for me to lie to myself after all.[24]  
         

         
      

      To explain this, we can take up the perspective of the person considering whether
         or not he or she is lying to him- or herself. The hypothesis that I am lying gives
         way to evidence that I cannot be lying. After all, if I think it is true that I am
         lying to myself, then this would undermine the idea that I am lying to myself. If
         I were lying to myself, then I would not know it. Seriously considering the hypothesis
         that I am not lying, though, would be a good way to hide the truth that I am. And,
         considering that I am lying to myself would then start the cycle over again. This
         is the epistemic situation the self-deceiver, the person in bad faith, and the person
         suffering from madness finds him- or herself in. He or she has no way to stop the
         cycle of considering the opposing hypotheses; each hypothesis eventually leads to
         its opposite. This is Sartre’s notion of metastability rearing its head again.
      

      
      Anspach gives some detail about how bad faith arises[25]   and about how a person comes to be a schizophrenic,[26]   but says nothing about the process of self-deception. Surely, a self-deceiver might
         be in the epistemic situation Anspach highlights. In fact, almost everything he says
         about the epistemic cycle of the person in bad faith is consistent with what I say
         about metastability above. But Anspach does not say much about the origins or process
         of self-deception. This is the focus of my project, and therefore his work does not
         have much to say to it.
      

      
      I should end, though, on a note about Anspach’s view of bad faith, since it might
         appear at odds with mine. Anspach thinks the person in bad faith cannot figure out
         whether he or she is in bad faith, while my view is that he or she always is aware
         of his or her bad faith. My view, however, can take on most of what Anspach says about
         the epistemic cycle of bad faith with a few modifications. It is consistent with my
         view that a person in bad faith would fluctuate between considering the hypotheses
         that he or she is in bad faith and that he or she is not. On my view, granted, the
         person in bad faith never believes that he or she is not in bad faith, but from this it does not follow that he or she
         will not stop considering the hypothesis that he or she is not in bad faith. The cycle from the “in bad faith” hypothesis
         to the “not in bad faith” hypothesis is explained by the constant attempt to try to
         convince oneself of what one wants to believe: that one is not in bad faith. The cycle
         from the “not in bad faith” hypothesis to the “in bad faith” hypothesis occurs because
         of the impossibility of convincing oneself of something that one knows to be false:
         that one is not in bad faith. The epistemic situation is similar for Anspach’s account
         and my account, except that mine says something about the process of bad faith: it
         is an attempt to lie to oneself that cannot work.
      

      
      d. Bad Faith as Not Spelling Out

      
      Fingarette gives an account of self-deception that is supposed to gain credence because
         it can be couched in Sartrean terminology.[27]   However, I will argue that Fingarette’s view of Sartre’s work is mistaken and therefore
         whatever lessons we are supposed to learn from bad faith are irrelevant. 
      

      
      Fingarette argues that the relevant mental ability at play in self-
deception is the ability to make something explicitly conscious.[28]   He also motivates his view in terms of not “spelling out” something:
      

      
      
         To become explicitly conscious of something is to be exercising a certain skill. .
            . . The specific skill I particularly have in mind as a 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 consciousness as a kind of mental mirror,
            but as the exercise of the (learned) skill of “spelling out” some feature of the world
            as we are engaged in it.[29]  
         

         
      

      Self-deception, for Fingarette, is to avoid using the skill of making something explicitly
         conscious or of spelling something out.[30]   There is a lot more to say about Fingarette’s view, but, for now, it is important
         to see how Fingarette uses the notion of bad faith to help lay it out. 
      

      
      The most obvious difference between Fingarette’s reading of bad faith and mine is
         that he ultimately thinks that Sartre’s view either does not work or is unintelligible.
         Fingarette’s use of Being and Nothingness, then, is to give him another platform from which to explicate his theory. By reinterpreting
         Sartre’s terminology in terms of his own theory of self-
deception, Fingarette can clarify and support his own view. For example, Fingarette’s
         appropriation of Sartre’s example of the woman being courted is that the woman never
         spells out or makes explicitly conscious the fact that she is being courted.[31]  
      

      
      However sound Fingarette’s view of self-deception might be, I disagree with his interpretation
         of Sartre and, therefore, with his critique of Sartre. Fingarette levels two arguments
         at Sartre’s position. Both arguments begin with a line of questioning. The first is
         as follows:
      

      
      
         We must ask—as does Sartre—where and how does it all start? How does one initially
            get into [bad faith], and how is it possible that we could intentionally initiate
            it without knowing what we are doing, at least at the moment of the first step?[32]  
         

         
      

      This essentially is the Dynamic Puzzle, and Fingarette believes Sartre’s answer to
         this is twofold. He appeals to Sartre’s positions that “the original project in [bad
         faith] is itself a ‘decision in [bad faith]’” and also that the decision is “not a
         ‘reflective decision,’ but a ‘spontaneous determination of our being.’”[33]  
      

      
      Though Fingarette spends little time explaining what he thinks Sartre means by these
         two quotations, it is clear that he holds that Sartre’s response fails.
      

      
      
         His answer seems to tell us that on the one hand the birth of [bad faith] is something
            that happens, that is not a clear-cut intentional doing, that on the other hand one
            does “put” oneself into it, and what occurs thereafter… is motivated self-expression.[34]  
         

         
      

      Fingarette accuses Sartre of trying to have it both ways. On the one hand the decision
         to be in bad faith is a conscious, intentional decision and on the other hand it is
         not. Therefore, Sartre’s view is paradoxical.
      

      
      In order to locate my disagreement with Fingarette’s position, it is easiest to answer
         his two questions above. His first question, about where and how bad faith starts,
         is fair. I agree with Fingarette that one puts oneself into bad faith and that bad
         faith is an intentional choice of which the decider is aware. However, Fingarette’s
         second question is unfair because it assumes a tension for Sartre’s view that does
         not exist. The question makes sense if, along with the position that the decision
         to be in bad faith is intentional, it is also granted that a person in bad faith makes
         the decision to be in bad faith unintentionally and without awareness of that decision.
         But Sartre is not committed to the latter position. 
      

      
      The only evidence Fingarette gives that Sartre is committed to the idea that the decision
         to be in bad faith must be made without intentional awareness is that Sartre holds
         that the decision is made without reflection. However, from the fact that the decision
         is unreflective it does not follow that the decider was not aware of the decision
         and did not make that decision intentionally. For instance, I can with full awareness
         intentionally reach for a cup of coffee without reflecting on this decision. Thus,
         Fingarette has mistakenly identified reflection with intentional awareness in his
         argument that Sartre’s view is paradoxical. If one denies Fingarette’s identification
         as I do and as Sartre certainly does, then Sartre’s view remains immune from Fingarette’s
         argument that the decision to be in bad faith is made both with intentional awareness
         and without intentional awareness. Sartre is committed only to the former. 
      

      
      Fingarette’s second line of questioning is also supposed to generate a problem. He
         writes, “assuming with Sartre that consciousness is ‘transparent’ and ‘unified,’ that
         in the nature of the case there can be nothing unconscious in consciousness, how can
         we get into a condition where we do not know what we know?”[35]   This, as we saw in my third chapter, has the ring of the Static Paradox. 
      

      
      Fingarette is dissatisfied with Sartre’s response to this question and levels the
         following criticism:
      

      
      
         Can one and the same “unified” consciousness both believe and not believe? On this
            issue, Sartre’s concluding definitive words are that the “structure” of [bad faith]
            is “of the metastable type;” it consists in an “inner disintegration in the heart
            of being.” . . . In short, we are here given esoteric labels rather than a resolution
            of the dilemma.[36]  
         

         
      

      This is not an uncommon stance on Sartre’s work and Mary Haight even quotes Fingarette
         approvingly.[37]  
      

      
      My response should be familiar at this point: in order for Fingarette’s critique to
         work, he must assume that the project of bad faith succeeds and therefore that a person
         in bad faith actually ends up denying his or her facticity or transcendence. This
         is a mistaken assumption. If the project of bad faith must always fail, as I hold
         it does, then there is no worry that the person in bad faith will, in Fingarette’s
         words, know what he or she does not know. The person, again in Fingarette’s words,
         knows only that he or she is facticity and transcendence and never successfully denies
         either.[38]  
      

      
      Furthermore, on my interpretation it is possible to make sense of Sartre’s terminology
         instead of labeling it as “esoteric.” When Sartre writes that bad faith is metastable,
         he means that the project can never succeed since trying to affirm only one’s facticity
         or transcendence leads to being confronted with the other. Furthermore, since the
         person in bad faith is trying to deny the basic dualistic reality of him- or herself,
         he or she is trying to tear apart two aspects of him- or herself. This is what it
         means for bad faith to consist of an “inner disintegration of the heart of being.”
         The person in bad faith is attempting to disintegrate the two things that are most
         basic to his or her reality. I would argue, then, that these are not merely esoteric
         labels and really do offer an answer to Fingarette’s second question. Given that my
         interpretation of Sartre has an account for some of his more puzzling positions instead
         of rejecting them as paradoxical or nonsense, it should be preferred over Fingarette’s.
      

      
      IV. The Process View of Self-Deception

      
      We have, then, an account of what Sartre thought about bad faith. It involves holding
         something like the Strict Reading due to applying the Puzzle-Based Approach to bad
         faith. The puzzles, however, do not show that bad faith is impossible; they instead
         give us something interesting to think about and research. What is the kind of thing
         that, if it were to succeed, would leave us with contradictory beliefs? How and why
         would someone take up a project that cannot succeed? Sartre, if I am right, gives
         answers to these questions for bad faith. It is now time to turn this way of thinking
         to self-deception. Perhaps the puzzles help us define self-
deception and aren’t to be avoided.
      

      
      This is a path that is unexplored. Mike Martin notes that there are three potential
         responses to the puzzles and Strict Reading of self-
deception. He tellingly calls the puzzles “paradoxes.” Once we realize the Strict
         Reading leads to the puzzles, we might “jettison [the Strict Reading] altogether,
         embrace without qualification; explore it cautiously, neither wholly accepting it
         nor entirely renouncing it.”[39]   The first option is obviously not my recommendation. The last represents, as Martin
         rightfully notes,[40]   Gardiner’s response and so also isn’t mine. The second looks the most promising,
         but in his discussion my view is never mentioned. We might instead become skeptics
         of self-deception, “try to understand why we use a literally self-contradictory and
         incoherent notion in describing human beings,” or take the Strict Reading to be metaphorical.[41]   I will do none of these things; my question is how the Strict Reading can be as
         the Dynamic Puzzle and Static Puzzle describes it and yet still occur. 
      

      
      Let’s start as I argued we should and use the Puzzle-Based Approach. Self-deception
         is whatever leads to the puzzles. We have seen, the Strict Reading—the combination
         of SDD and SDS—is what does so. So, self-deception has to be what happens when a person
         uses the usual methods of intentional interpersonal deception on him- or herself while
         being aware of those intentions and methods. It certainly is the case, as the Static
         Puzzle suggests, that if the attempt would succeed, this person—who, according to
         SDS, has to be aware of everything in his or her mind that is relevant to the deception—would
         believe both that p and that ~p. Furthermore, it also would be the case, as the Dynamic Puzzle points out, that he
         or she would see through his or her deception and therefore cannot successfully trick
         him- or herself. Now the question becomes: how is the Strict Reading possible?
      

      
      I will argue that my Process View is a perfectly non-paradoxical formulation of the
         Strict Reading.
      

      
      
         The Process View of Self-Deception: self-deception is taking up the project of intentionally
            using the strategies and methods of interpersonal deception on oneself in an attempt
            to believe what is unwarranted or false.
         

         
      

      This is called the “Process View” because it holds that self-deception is nothing
         more than a particular process: taking up the project of deceiving oneself as described
         in the definition above. As long as someone is doing this, he or she is taking up
         the project of deceiving him- or herself, and therefore is self-deceiving. 
      

      
      This can be contrasted with the other views we have seen that hold that self-deception
         is some sort of process that usually has a connection
 to some understanding of “deception,” and a resulting belief state that usually involves believing something false. There have
         been exceptions to this, but it is very common to hold both. My view instead holds
         only that self-deception is a particular process and does not also require a resulting
         belief state.
      

      
      In order to see why this definition is generated from the puzzles, a distinction should
         be made between self-deception and the project of deceiving oneself. 
      

      
      
         The project of deceiving oneself: intentionally using the strategies and methods of
            interpersonal deception on oneself in an attempt to believe what is unwarranted or
            false.
         

         
      

      Note that this just is the second part of the Process View’s definition from above.
         If you want to know the nature of the process that makes up self-deception, the answer
         is the project of deceiving oneself, and this just is using the strategies and methods
         of interpersonal deception on oneself. This allows us to contract the definition of
         self-deception we are working with significantly, if we so desire.
      

      
      
         The (Shortened) Process View of Self-deception: self-deception is taking up the project
            of deceiving oneself.
         

         
      

      Cutting up the Process View in this way will help us see why the puzzles can apply
         to it and still be possible. 
      

      
      Remember that the Dynamic Puzzle gave us reason to think that self-deceivers cannot
         come to a false belief through tricking themselves. This, we can see now, is just
         a way of saying that the project of deceiving oneself must fail: we cannot succeed at intentionally coming to a false
         belief through deception. The project must undermine itself because the Strict Reading
         demands that a self-deceiver be aware of everything happening in his or her mind,
         and the awareness of the intention to deceive and of the methods used will undermine
         the deception. The Dynamic Puzzle applies, as the Puzzle-Based Approach demands, to
         this view.
      

      
      Note, though, simply because the project must fail, it does not follow that someone cannot take it up anyway. Indeed, people
         are free to try to use the methods of interpersonal deception on themselves; people
         try things that do not work out all of the time. If this is possible, then so is self-deception
         as defined above. As long as people are trying to trick themselves, they are self-deceiving.
         It does not matter that the project that makes up self-deception will fail. 
      

      
      All of this is to say that though the project of deceiving oneself cannot succeed,
         it does not follow that the self-deceiver will stop engaging in it. The self-deceiver
         who is attempting to trick him- or herself into something despite reasons to the contrary
         is going to be constantly frustrated, but this does not mean he or she has to give
         up the attempt. The self-deceiver can continually try to deceive him- or herself,
         especially if the stakes are high. I will give more detail below, but for now the
         point can remain fairly superficial: it is pretty easy to imagine someone who wants
         to believe something to the point that he or she is willing to try to deceive him-
         or herself as though he or she were a different person. This person wants to come
         to this belief so badly that even the apparent lack of progress in the deception does
         not discourage him or her. 
      

      
      Perhaps to clarify the distinction between self-deception and the self-deceptive project,
         we can think about an analogy to a baseball player at bat. Let’s take a particular
         batter. Imagine that, in a marketing promotion, a professional baseball team has picked
         a random person from the stands to lead off in the first inning. This person has no
         experience doing something that is often taken to be one of the most difficult things
         in sports: hit a baseball thrown by a professional baseball player. Now, let’s say
         that batting is defined by a particular project: trying to get a hit.[42]   As long as any batter is up at the plate and taking up the project of trying get
         a hit, he or she is batting. This is so even for our hopeless fan. This person is
         batting as he or she stands at the plate attempting to put the ball in play and reach
         first. More importantly, our batter is batting even if his or her project is doomed.
         Our fan is batting as long as he or she takes up the project of trying to get a hit
         and this is so even if it has to fail.[43]   On my view, the world of self-deception is like a world of batters of this sort:
         everyone is taking up a project that cannot yield the desired results.
      

      
      As I mentioned in my introduction, though these kinds of cases appear foreign, they
         are more familiar than they might at first seem. To begin, we often take up projects
         that are unlikely to succeed. Plans to work out more, eat healthier, give more to charity, perfect
         one’s art, and so on are often made and pursued despite the realization that one’s
         goals will most likely not be realized. My goal to run a 3-mile race faster than I
         did as an 18-year-old cross-country runner probably won’t succeed, but I am training
         for it anyway. 
      

      
      Self-deception, though, is stronger than these cases. It is not just unlikely that
         self-deceivers will come to their preferred belief: it is impossible. Finding cases
         of this sort are more difficult but still exist. For instance, some of us might strive
         to be perfectly moral and actively take up the project of doing so. Unfortunately,
         this is impossible. Every one of us will either slip up at some point or will be put
         in a situation where there is no moral option to choose. That this is so doesn’t stop
         us from engaging in the project of being perfectly moral. 
      

      
      Another case of this sort is the fight for social justice. Those who engage in this
         project often do so despite the fact that they know that their ultimate goal won’t
         be satisfied by their actions. For instance, those trying to eliminate discrimination
         know that their actions won’t completely end discrimination. They can reduce it through
         their activism, but unfortunately there is no one thing they can do to make it so
         all people aren’t treated unfairly in some other circumstances. This is Steven Pinker’s
         thought: “We will never have a perfect world, but it’s not romantic or naïve to work
         toward a better one.”[44]   
      

      
      The important upshot is that we can and do try things even though they won’t work
         out. This is especially so for things we would take to be important: being moral or
         changing the world for better. These projects, however, aren’t given up on because
         they are impossible. There is, of course, some good that comes along with being moral
         or fighting for justice even if one will never be perfectly moral or create a perfectly
         just society. However, it is possible to imagine—especially in the case of justice—a
         set of circumstances where a person’s actions are completely fruitless and yet he
         or she acts anyway. If the idea of morality or justice is really important to that
         person, he or she will strive for it even if it is impossible. 
      

      
      Self-deception, if I am right, is like these cases; something is very important to
         a person and that person attempts to obtain it even though it is impossible to do
         so. Like the cases of the batter who is batting even if the project of getting a hit
         must fail and a person fighting for a completely just society even though it will
         never exist, a self-deceiver is self-
deceiving even if he or she can’t come to his or her desired belief. 
      

      
      I will take more time to explain why someone would do something like this and how
         exactly it works, but before we get there, I should finish my discussion of the puzzles
         of self-deception. The Process View also allows us to embrace the Static Puzzle—as
         the Puzzle-Based Approach demands—while avoiding committing ourselves to the position
         that self-deception is impossible. First, it is definitely true, as the Static Puzzle
         states, that if the project of deceiving oneself were to succeed, then the self-deceiver
         would have contradictory beliefs. If, for instance, a self-deceiver believes that
         p and tries to trick him- or herself into believing that ~p, and if that deception worked, then the result would be a belief that p and that ~p. However, to borrow from my previous chapter, the Process View of Self-Deception
         denies the Success Assumption. Put in the terms from above, the Success Assumption
         holds that the project of deceiving oneself must succeed. Due to the Dynamic Puzzle,
         though, we have seen that it cannot succeed and so we reject the Success Assumption.
         And, since the project of deceiving oneself fails, the self-deceiver never comes to
         believe the false belief that, say, p and therefore does not have to believe that p and that ~p simultaneously. Self-deception, then, is consistent with the Static Puzzle without
         being paradoxical.
      

      
      Furthermore, and most importantly, both puzzles are accounted for without violating
         SDS and SDD, which are the two parts of the definition of the Strict Reading. SDD
         is respected because the project of deceiving oneself has to involve the methods of
         intentional interpersonal deception. SDS also applies because there is nothing paradoxical
         about a person, with full knowledge of what he or she is up to, trying to deceive
         him- or herself. Of course, it cannot work, but as we have noted above, this need
         not stop someone from trying. To be as clear as possible, let’s work through some
         other aspects of the definition of the Process View, and explain why it is defined
         as it is. 
      

      
      a. Intentional Strategies and Methods

      
      Why does the attempt at deception need to be intentional? In chapter 2, we saw that
         Alfred Mele held that there is an unintentional understanding of deception. On this
         conception, we could say that I deceived you if I mistakenly thought Hank Aaron hit
         the most home runs (when it really is Barry Bonds) and then convinced you that Aaron
         was the home run leader. What, we might ask, justifies my stipulation that self-
deception must be intentional and not based on Mele’s preferred conception of deception?
      

      
      To answer this, we need to look no further than the Puzzle-Based Approach. Self-deception
         is what causes the puzzles and that means it must involve SDS and SDD. SDD says that
         self-deception must involve a very particular form of interpersonal deception: one
         that involves intentional trickery. Though there are other notions of deception out
         there—such as Mele’s—they would not lead to the puzzles. They, therefore, are ignored.
         Self-deception must be intentional like the strongest sense of interpersonal deception.
      

      
      This type of self-deception is very familiar if we think about this type of intentional
         interpersonal deception. In these cases, if I were intentionally trying to deceive
         you into thinking that I was from San Francisco, then there are a handful of things
         that would be true of me. First, I would be fully aware of the truth of the matter:
         I am from the suburbs of Los Angeles. Secondly, I would not only have the intention
         to deceive you, I’d also be fully aware of that intention. Last of all, I would be
         conscious of the ways that I put that intention into action. That is, I would be aware
         of the ways that I would try to deceive you. It would be clear to me that, say, my
         claim that I am from San Francisco is a lie made in order to get you to a false belief.
         
      

      
      Since this conception of intentional deception requires that I be transparent to myself
         in those ways, then any notion of self-
deception based on this conception leads to the puzzles. If I try to trick myself
         in the way that I was trying to trick you above, then it seems difficult to imagine
         a way that this trickery could work. If I am aware of the truth, of my intention to
         deceive myself, and of the fact that I am lying, then my like cannot work; I will
         never come to believe that I am from San Francisco. This is the Dynamic Puzzle. 
      

      
      Furthermore, if I believe that I am not from San Francisco, and yet somehow despite
         the Dynamic Puzzle I come to believe that I am from San Francisco, it seems that I
         am left in the puzzling mental state of believing that I am from San Francisco and
         that I am not. This is the Static Puzzle. Of course, there are other ways to think
         of self-deception and what happens in the mind of the self-deceiver that avoid this
         puzzle. However, as long as one holds SDS, the self-deceiver must be aware of what
         he or she is up to and therefore must always be aware of the true belief. Based on
         our focus on the Strict Reading, I can’t hide my knowledge of my true hometown from
         myself. So, if I somehow manage to trick myself into thinking I am from San Francisco,
         I must also know that I am from the suburbs of Los Angeles. 
      

      
      The methods and strategies of self-deception, like the intention to self-deceive,
         must also be like cases of intentional interpersonal deception. I will give more detail
         to this in the following chapter, but for now I hope to make it clear that there is
         reason to think that there are as many ways to deceive oneself as there are ways to
         deceive others. Whatever methods one might use to intentionally trick another person,
         one could also use on oneself. A deceiver could avert the deceived’s attention, lie
         to the deceived, act as though something false is true, fail to mention something
         to the deceived, discredit the deceived’s truth-tracking evidence, and so on. 
      

      
      Additionally, there is no reason to think that a self-deceiver is limited to the use
         of only one of these. Like interpersonal deception, a desperate self-deceiver might
         try many of the methods over time or even at once. The goal for the Strict Reading,
         given the commitment to SDD, is to make self-deception as close as possible to the
         act of intentional interpersonal deception and deceivers will often use more than
         one method to trick another. To take the case above, if I want to deceive you about
         where I am from, I might do more than lie; I could also show off my knowledge of the
         Bay Area, take on the mannerisms or speech patterns of someone from that locale, divert
         your attention from my Los Angeles Dodgers hat collection, and so on. Whatever I could
         do to you, I could also do to myself.
      

      
      b. The Attempt to Believe What is Unwarranted or False

      
      The idea that self-deception is one of many ways we can try to maintain or modify
         our beliefs will be the focus of the following chapter, but for now, in order to help
         clarify the Strict Reading, we should focus on a few aspects of this part of the definition.
         Like interpersonal deception, self-deception is an attempt to influence someone’s
         beliefs. If I attempt to deceive you into thinking that I don’t drink coffee when
         I really drink a lot of it, then I am aiming to get you in a particular mental state:
         believing that I don’t drink coffee. If I, therefore, try to deceive myself, then
         I do the same; I am trying to effect my own beliefs. 
      

      
      Why would self-deceivers do this? The answer to this question is the same as the answer
         to the question of why one person would deceive another. The answer to both questions
         is limited only by human motivation. Any of the infinite reasons that one might want
         to modify another’s beliefs could also be reasons to modify one’s own beliefs. 
      

      
      Classic cases involve a self-deceiver who tries to come to believe something positive
         about him- or herself: about his or her future, past, emotions, personality, abilities,
         and so on. It feels good to have positive beliefs about oneself or, at least, to believe
         those positive things truly describe oneself. It would be nice to think that I am
         a better athlete than I am. This might be especially so if being a good athlete is
         important to my self-conception. If I convince myself, then I get all of the positive
         feelings that I would have if I were actually a good athlete. Besides good feelings,
         there also might be other good reasons, like social or adaptive benefits, to having
         a positive self-perception.[45]   Or, the benefits could result from other aspects of self-deception like its ability
         to aid in interpersonal deception. Robert Trivers in The Folly of Fools gives a comprehensive study of this possibility (along with some others).[46]   I don’t here want to commit myself on the extent to which my work can rest on his,
         since his notion of self-deception is explicitly unconscious and depends on a divided
         self.[47]   There is, however, no reason to think that some of the ways his notion of self-deception
         is adaptive are also ways my notion can be adaptive too. That is, we might disagree
         on the conception of self-deception, but agree on the evolutionary and adaptive mechanisms
         that would explain its existence. The same point could be made for much of the work
         in Lockard and Paulhus’s collection of works on adaptation and self-deception.[48]  
      

      
      Of course, people aren’t motivated to believe only positive things about themselves.
         Sometimes self-deception can involve the avoidance of believing something negative
         about oneself. Carolyn Saarni and Michael Lewis get at this in the introductory chapter
         of the book they edited.
      

      
      
         We feel ashamed when our self-esteem flags. . . . We feel afraid about being found
            out about a misdeed. We feel threatened by another’s dominance or power over us. .
            . . We feel envy or greed and want to possess that which a rival has, whether it be
            a strong final quarter’s earnings or romantic attention.[49]  
         

         
      

      Getting rid of these negative beliefs might be another target of the self-deceptive
         project. If I am, say, ashamed of my negative self-esteem, then I could try to convince
         myself of the opposite: that I am not ashamed. I realize my self-esteem is low, but
         I take it to be a positive and not a negative. Perhaps I try to convince myself that
         I am a humble person. I could also, however, try to convince myself that I don’t have
         bad self-esteem. 
      

      
      Now, sometimes these two motivations go hand-in-hand: maybe I could avoid a negative
         belief by coming to the opposing positive belief. To go back to the self-esteem case,
         I could, as I mention above, try to trick myself into believing that I am not ashamed
         or that I don’t have bad self-esteem. I could also, however, try to convince myself
         that I have good self-esteem. If I could do this, I get all of the benefits of avoiding a negative
         belief about myself and all of those associated with having a positive belief about myself. 
      

      
      The good or bad feelings we might feel don’t have to be limited to self-perception,
         though. We might have strong motivation to see the world in particular ways. I would
         feel better, as I mention in the introduction, if I thought I had good reason to believe
         that the Colts would win the Superbowl. I might also want to believe positive (or
         negative!) things about a company, racial relations, world peace, and so on. 
      

      
      Perhaps the most common case of this sort is thinking something positive about a loved
         one. Saarni and Lewis acknowledge this point too.
      

      
      
         But we also feel caring and protective when we are aware that we have knowledge that
            could hurt someone we care about. . . .  We feel concern and this inhibits our disappointment,
            for example, at our spouse’s ill-chosen but well intended gift. . . . We feel sympathy
            for the unfortunate, even as we also struggle with feeling aghast at their circumstances…[50]  
         

         
      

      If I know a family member’s chances of finding employment are low and this bothers
         me out of concern for that person, I might try to deceive myself about his or her
         chances of getting a job. Robert Solomon also raises this type of motivation.[51]  
      

      
      
         It is important to emphasize that to insist that deception and self-
deception are motivated is not to say that the motive in question must be essentially
            selfish. It need not be one’s own self-interest that is at stake, much less calculated
            self-interest, and one’s interests need not be antagonistic or inconsiderate toward
            others; indeed, one’s motivation may be precisely their interests. (Parental self-deception
            about children and the infatuation of the lover for the beloved are the most obvious
            examples.)[52]  
         

         
      

      Indeed, if we are the kind of people who are concerned with others and their happiness,
         well-being, or interests, then our care for those people could motivate us to self-deceive.
         
      

      
      There is another type of motivation for self-deception that should be considered here.
         We might be able to imagine someone who, for one reason or another, wants to come
         to believe something negative about him- or herself. This is called “twisted self-deception”
         by Mele.[53]   These cases can be somewhat more difficult to call to mind than cases of believing
         something positive about oneself or something negative about others, but they surely
         exist. Mele raises a case of a jealous husband who is self-deceived about his wife’s
         fidelity.[54]   Put more generally, twisted cases involve self-decievers who believe that p even though they do not desire that p.[55]  
      

      
      Twisted cases commonly are taken to be problems for many types of views of self-deception.
         For example, with respect to Mele’s view, it is not immediately apparent why a person
         would be motivationally biased to believe something he or she does not want to be
         so. For my view, it might appear curious that a self-deceiver would intentionally
         try to deceive him- or herself into believing something negative. We can, despite
         this difference, use Mele’s view as inspiration for answering how twisted self-deception
         might work for my view. 
      

      
      Mele begins by noting that, though twisted self-deceivers believe that p despite not desiring that p, the possibility is left open that the belief could be motivated by some other desire.[56]   In particular, the husband may have a strong desire that he not be unknowingly
         cheated on. This strong desire might activate the heuristics and biases, and cause
         him inadvertently to search for and play up evidence that his wife is cheating regardless
         of how flimsy it might be. 
      

      
      If self-deception is only a process, then it is first important to note that the husband
         does not actually come to believe that his wife is cheating on him; there is only
         the attempt to deceive himself by acting as though she is. The question becomes, then,
         why this husband would attempt the deceptive pretense that his wife is cheating when
         there is evidence to the contrary and he does not want her to be cheating. My answer
         follows Mele’s in that it posits that the husband’s desire not to be embarrassed by
         his wife’s cheating without his knowing is much stronger than the desire for his wife
         not to be cheating. This leaves him with a choice: either be made a fool of by believing
         that she is not cheating when she is or think his wife is cheating when she is not.
         Given that he strongly prefers the latter, he enacts strategies—even deceptive ones—to
         try to protect himself from coming to believe that his wife is not cheating; he would
         rather falsely come to believe that his wife is cheating than take the chance that
         she might be cheating on him without his knowing it. Of course, he never comes to
         the belief given in the deceptive pretense, but the important point for now is that
         his desire to believe something negative and false outweighs his desire (if there
         is one) to see the more positive truth.
      

      
      Whether we are being motivated to come to believe something positive or negative about
         ourselves, others, or the world, the motivation that starts the self-deceptive process
         will usually be a strong one. There has to be a good reason not only to take up this
         project, but also to continue with it. The fact that the project contradicts our normal
         truth-tracking epistemic practices and that the project continually fails to work
         make it so that a person must have strong motivation to start and keep it up. Whatever
         our motivation for self-deceiving is, it needs to be important enough to keep at this
         process that isn’t working.
      

      
      Finally, I should mention what I mean by “unwarranted” when I hold that self-deception
         must be an attempt to believe what is unwarranted or false. I use this term simply
         to mean that the evidence a self-deceiver has is such that it is not sufficient to
         come to the targeted belief. So, there are two possible reasons the self-deceiver
         cannot come to his or her preferred belief: it is false or the evidence does not warrant
         thinking it is true. Despite both of these, the self-deceiver will try to come to
         the belief anyway. Of course, as we have seen, the awareness of the falsity or unwarranted
         nature of the belief will sabotage the project of deceiving oneself. But the project
         is taken up anyway.
      

      
      c. What it Means to be a Self-Deceiver

      
      To say that a person is currently self-deceiving, then, is to say that he or she is
         currently taking up the project of intentionally using the strategies and methods
         of interpersonal deception on oneself in an attempt to believe what is unwarranted
         or false. This, however, is not the only way we ascribe self-deception to someone.
         Not only could a person be in the process of self-deceiving, he or she might also
         be described as a self-deceiver in general or as someone who is generally self-deceived
         about a particular topic. These are more than claims about what a person is currently
         doing; these describe something more broad.[57]   It is a pattern of behavior.
      

      
      The self-deceiver or someone who is self-deceived about a particular topic over a
         period of time might be odd when we think about how they relate to the Process View.
         Surely, any self-deceiver taking up the project of deceiving him- or herself over
         a good span of time is not constantly enacting deceptive methods. Maybe he or she gets engrossed in a movie, or focuses
         on reading a paper, or—at the very least—falls asleep. How can this person be a self-deceiver
         even during these moments given that self-deception is a particular act of trying
         to trick oneself?
      

      
      On my view, describing someone as a self-deceiver or as a person who is self-deceived
         about a particular topic is nothing more than an ascription of a general tendency.
         That is, a person who tends to take up self-deceptive projects or a particular self-deceptive
         project is a self-deceiver. Yes, someone who deceives him- or herself about his or
         her intellectual capabilities will not constantly be thinking about those capabilities
         or the deception, but someone who repeatedly and throughout a substantial length of
         time—a month, year, or lifetime—tries deceptively to augment his or her abilities
         to him- or herself can be described during that time to be a self-deceiver.
      

      
      This means that being a self-deceiver in general or about a particular issue is like
         being an alcoholic. Even the worst alcoholics do not drink continuously without interruption;
         being an alcoholic means that a person has the tendency to drink to excess and/or
         to a level that causes problems. Being a self-deceiver (about some matter) in general
         simply means that a person tends to take up the self-deceptive project of using the
         methods and strategies of interpersonal deception on him- or herself. 
      

      
      V. A Common Concern

      
      Now that the Process View has been given, it is possible to raise and respond to the
         most common concern about it: the Process View contains the position that self-deceivers
         never come to a belief through the deception and this is false. That self-deceivers
         can come to their desired belief is taken to be a common, if not essential, part of
         self-deception. So, any theory of self-deception, like the Process View, that cannot
         explain how one can reach a false belief is not worth taking seriously. This is often
         expressed in a handful of ways. This section will end with four ways this concern
         is motivated and I will make the case that they are not really problems for the Process
         View.
      

      
      The first is based on the idea that any deception, including self-
deception, must result in a false belief. After all, it is argued, if I try to deceive
         you into believing something and you don’t believe it, then I have not actually deceived
         you. At best I have attempted to deceive you. To call it “deception” would be too
         far. It seems the same could be said about self-deception on my view: at best it describes
         the attempt to self-deceive and not actual self-deception. For it to be the latter,
         the attempt needs to succeed. 
      

      
      This argument, however, makes an important assumption about how self-deception should
         be defined. It assumes that lexical considerations should be used when defining self-deception.
         That is, self-deception must respect certain parts of some definition of interpersonal
         deception. The Puzzle-Based Approach, however, does not contain this assumption. It
         holds only that self-deception should be defined by the puzzles. Neither of those
         puzzles, we have seen in the first and current chapters, involve a commitment to the
         Success Assumption. The Static Puzzle is focused only on what would happen if the deception succeeded and the Dynamic Puzzle tells us that it cannot succeed. 
      

      
      That the Puzzle-Based Approach is distinct from lexical considerations is somewhat
         confusing since cases of interpersonal deception are often used to help generate the
         puzzles. Those cases, however, are not supposed to define self-deception. They are
         intended to give us an introduction to thinking about why self-deception is so puzzling.
         That is, they help us see that self-deception is puzzling in a way that interpersonal
         deception is not.
      

      
      Rather than lexical concerns, the second concern about my rejection of the Success
         Assumption is based on examples of behavior. Surely it is the case, the argument goes,
         that we can all point to examples where self-deceivers come to a belief. My response
         is the same as the one given above: this assumes that examples should be used when
         defining self-deception, which is not the case for the Puzzle-Based Approach. These
         cases that we all can supposedly think of are only apparent cases of self-deception
         and not actual cases because self-deception, by definition, cannot result in a belief.
      

      
      It is, of course, possible and even reasonable to make an argument that lexical or
         example-based considerations should be relevant when figuring out what self-deception
         is, but I have argued in my early
 chapters that doing so leads to problems. Until these problems can be overcome, the
         Puzzle-Based Approach is the better way to define self-
deception and neither lexical nor example-based considerations are
 relevant according to this approach.
      

      
      The third concern about my denial of the Success Assumption is not based on lexical
         or example-based considerations. What if the attempt to deceive oneself happens to
         work and the self-deceiver comes to believe what is unwarranted or false? I maintain,
         for the reasons given in the Dynamic Puzzle, that self-deceivers cannot come to a
         belief. If self-
deception is knowingly and willingly trying to trick oneself into believing something
         known to be unsupported or false, then the trickery cannot work. One will always be
         aware of what one is up to and therefore see through one’s deception. One could certainly
         try to hide one’s intent to deceive or one’s deceptive methods, but the hiding cannot
         work because one knows what one is up to. 
      

      
      For example, try to come to believe you are not reading this book right now. What
         could you do? You could try to convince yourself you are reading a magazine through
         focusing on the pages and not seeing the spine or cover that is indicative of books.
         However hard you focus on this, though, you know that you are forcing your focus in
         this way. It is, after all, something you are actively trying to do. The activity
         of focusing will not let you forget why you are trying so hard, and therefore you
         cannot come to believe you are reading a magazine. In fact, the harder you try, the
         more you will be reminded of your trying. This should be reminiscent of Sartre’s metastable
         position for bad faith.
      

      
      Trying to deceive oneself into thinking that a book is a magazine is, of course, a
         silly example. I had to pick something that I knew that the reader was currently engaged
         in. I think, however, that the same reasoning why the self-deceptive attempt above
         cannot work also applies to why a deception about anything cannot work. For more helpful
         cases of how the deceptive project must fail, one can look to the cases given in my
         final chapter.
      

      
      It still, however, might seem that the self-deceptive project might succeed. Let’s
         again take the Sally’s case.
      

      
      
         Sally, a busy executive, is told that she must attend a sales meeting in three months.
            She wishes very much not to attend. Rather than simply miss the meeting, Sally intentionally
            writes the wrong date in her engagement book. She knows that she will be very busy
            and she knows that she is predisposed to forgetfulness. She hopes that when the time
            arrives she will come to believe that the meeting is on the date indicated in the
            book and that she will, in consequence, miss the meeting. Sally’s reasoning is straightforward
            here. It may be that events transpire as she anticipates. The result is that she has,
            as some assert, engaged in intentional self-deception.[58]  
         

         
      

      This could seem like a case of the self-deceptive project succeeding. After all, Sally
         intentionally used the methods of interpersonal deception on herself; she intentionally
         fabricated evidence to mislead herself. It just turned out, contra the Dynamic Puzzle,
         that it worked in this case.
      

      
      If, however, we recall what happened in my second chapter, my response should be unsurprising.
         The immediate cause of Sally’s false belief is not the deception; it is her faulty
         memory. This isn’t a case of self-deception; it is a case of forgetting. How can I
         draw this distinction? Sally’s case can be explained only by splitting her mind temporally.
         This means she has two different mental states that are separated by time. And, to
         hold this is to reject a necessary part of the Strict Reading—SDS—and the Puzzle-Based
         Approach demands we use this reading of self-deception. 
      

      
      So, if the Strict Reading applies to Sally—that is, if she is a self-
deceiver as the Process View describes—then she must currently be in the act of self-deception
         (or tend to be acting that way) in order to say she is self-deceiving. If she puts
         aside the project long enough to forget what she is doing, she has come to her belief
         not because of engaging in the deceptive project; she did so because of her memory
         lapse. 
      

      
      Interestingly, Scott-Kakures argues something similar in a recent paper.[59]   He argues that for cases like Sally’s, the agents “do not intentionally cause themselves
         to have false beliefs” and instead “we ought to conclude that a self-deceiver, so
         regarded, deceives herself unintentionally.”[60]   His reason for this is “if self-deception, à la, intentionalism, is to be compellingly
         defended and explained, the phenomenon must be realized . . . in a single, coherent
         self.”[61]   I obviously agree.
      

      
      I should briefly note that Scott-Kakures takes this as reason to move away from intentionalist
         views like mine. His reasons are familiar. He thinks that an intentionalist view must
         hold three positions: self-
deception involves something like the strategies and methods of interpersonal deception,
         it occurs in a single coherent self, and it results in a false belief. With respect
         to the last point, he notes that the intentionalist picture holds that a self-deceiver
         “intentionally causes herself to come to have a false belief.”[62]   Put in the terms from earlier, Scott-Kaures assumes that SDS, SDD, and the Success
         Assumption all apply to intentional self-deception. I, as also seen earlier, deny
         that the Success Assumption needs to, and furthermore can’t, be a part of self-deception.
      

      
      The final concern based around the lack of resulting false belief state starts with
         a question: do self-deceivers know their project will fail? If the answer is “yes,”
         then it seems hard to see why anyone would self-deceive. Fortunately, in most cases,
         I think the answer is “no.” Understanding that one’s self-deceptive project must fail
         involves knowing a lot: what self-deception is, what the puzzles of self-deception
         are, that the project one is currently taking up is an instance of self-deception,
         and so on. Since most of us aren’t professional or lay philosophers writing or thinking
         about this type of self-deception, it follows that most of us don’t recognize our
         actions as self-deceptive when they are and understand how the puzzles apply to those
         actions. 
      

      
      Now, the self-deceiver, over a period of time might realize that the deceptive project
         isn’t working: he or she isn’t coming to the desired belief. This person might even
         realize, after some introspection, why it isn’t working. However, if the desire to
         believe something is strong enough, he or she might persist in the pursuit by trying
         other methods. Of course, he or she might also give up, but as long as he or she doesn’t
         diagnose the theoretical and philosophical reasons for his or her failure, it is possible
         to take up the project again at a latter point. 
      

      
      What if, however, someone does understand that he or she is self-deceiving and that the puzzles apply? In other
         words, given that all self-deception happens with full awareness, and both you and
         me know that the deceptive process can’t succeed, what do we do? Are we no longer
         capable or interested in self-deception? Why would we do something that cannot work?
      

      
      Even those of us who are knowledgeable about self-deception can, first of all, take
         up a self-deceptive project without knowing that it is an instance of self-deception
         and therefore also without knowing that the puzzles show that it cannot succeed. That
         is, I can try to deceive myself by averting my attention or lying to myself without
         categorizing these acts as self-deceptive. These kinds of cases happen every day;
         we might, for instance, lie to another person without thinking of it as a lie. The
         tendency not to categorize our actions as we are doing them will be enough, in most
         cases, to result in the lack of awareness of that some of them won’t be successful.
      

      
      We might not always be in this state, though. It could surely be the case that someone
         who tries to deceive him- or herself realizes that it is a case of self-deception,
         and is aware that the puzzles apply to the act and that it therefore cannot succeed.
         This state of affairs might even grow out of the cases discussed in the paragraphs
         above. I might, for instance, ask myself what I am doing when my attempt to lie to
         myself fails repeatedly. Answering this question might correctly put me in the state
         of knowing I am self-deceiving. Would I keep doing it even in this case?
      

      
      Of course, the answer might be “no.” The fact that the project of deception cannot
         work is sometimes enough to abandon it. To some and in some cases, it might seem that
         there is no reason to keep at something if it will yield none of the desired results.
         However, there might be other benefits that come along with deceiving yourself even
         if the deceptive act cannot work. We will explore this further when we think about
         social self-deception in the following chapter. 
      

      
      I also think it is the case, though, that self-deceivers don’t have to give up the
         game if they acknowledge that their act is self-deceptive and therefore that they
         can’t get to their desired false belief. As noted above, self-deception usually occurs
         in cases that are very important to the self-deceiver. They might be so important,
         in fact, that he or she tries to push away the label of self-deception or the knowledge
         that the self-deceptive project must fail. The self-deceiver, if his or her self-deception
         is recognized as such, would be bothered by this and could try to avoid this through
         self-deceptive means. The self-deceptive project, in these rare circumstances, would
         involve not only trying to believe what is false or unwarranted, but also the attempt
         to avoid acknowledging that attempt as self-deceptive. 
      

      
      Note that I used the word “attempt” above; intentionally pushing away the realization
         that one is self-deceiving is impossible once one has become conscious of this for
         the reasons described by the Dynamic Puzzle. However, the desire to believe something
         might be so strong that the self-deceiver will try to push this thought away through
         deceptive means. Indeed, the struggle of trying to believe what is unwarranted or
         false might be better than the full acceptance of the idea that one will never reach
         one’s desired belief. 
      

      
      Self-deception, on my conception, is something that is difficult and isn’t very pleasant.
         The puzzles explain why the former is so, and we are in a position to see why the
         latter holds as well. First, self-deception is often a response to a negative belief
         or an attempt to believe something positive that one knows is false. It often is not
         very nice to be unable to think positively about oneself, and failing to get rid of
         a negative belief could be particularly vexing. Second, engaging in self-deception
         is work, and it is tough work at that. This is, as was noted in my introduction, a
         Sisyphean project. We might be not only bothered by the lack of results, but also
         the process itself. Finally, and as we’ll see more in the following chapter, there
         might be negative social consequences for self-deception.
      

      
      Despite its unpleasant nature, it is something we go through anyway. When having a
         belief is very important to us, some of us will occasionally try to do anything to
         come to that belief. There might even be some cases where self-deception’s unpleasantness
         itself is preferable to the full acceptance and coping with a negative belief or with
         not having a positive belief. If I fully accept a belief, I might think about the
         consequences and implication for that belief. If, however, I self-deceive, I focus
         on deceiving myself into believing something false and not spelling out the implications
         of the falsity of that belief. 
      

      
      We might, therefore, engage in self-deception for two reasons: we want to come to
         a false belief or we prefer the act of deceiving ourselves to spelling out the full
         implications of that belief being false. The former is both necessary and sufficient
         to motivate self-deception while the latter is needed only in specific cases. If a
         person is self-deceiving, knows he or she is self-deceiving, and is aware that the
         project of self-deception must fail, then that person may or may not use that motivation
         to continue with the self-deception anyway. 
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      Chapter 4

      Exploring and Situating
 Self-Deception
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      I. Introduction

      
      So far, I have argued that self-deception is the process of using the methods and
         strategies of intentional interpersonal deception on oneself, and that this is something
         that can and does happen. But even if this is a satisfactory account of self-deception,
         it is merely an abstract formulation. We are still missing both more detail about
         the mechanisms of self-deception and more discussion of how self-deception compares
         to other mental processes. In this chapter we will zoom in on the details of self-deception’s
         workings and zoom out to see how it fits with other ways we can try to maintain or
         alter our beliefs.
      

      
      We will start with the former. I have suggested that there might be as many ways to
         deceive oneself as there are to deceive others intentionally. I will make the case
         for this claim in section II. There we will work through a fairly substantial, but
         by no means comprehensive, taxonomy of interpersonal deception in order to show that
         self-deceivers can do the very same things to themselves. There are many different
         ways to distinguish among different types of self-deception, but we will look primarily
         at two: the target of the deception and the strategy used. These are two different
         ways of mapping the same territory. We will see that we can distinguish one type of
         self-deception from others by looking at what the deception is aimed at or, alternatively,
         at what deceptive technique is used.
      

      
      By “target,” I don’t mean the person the deceiver is trying to fool; that is usually
         settled by whether the deception is aimed at others or oneself. Instead, I mean what
         the deceiver is trying to manipulate in order to get the deceived to the desired belief.
         We will work through a few of the options for what can be manipulated: the evidence
         for the desired belief, the reasoning about the evidence for the desired belief, the
         counterevidence against the desired belief, and the reasoning about the counterevidence
         against the desired belief.
      

      
      We can also build a taxonomy by looking at the different ways the manipulation can
         happen. That is, we can look at the different strategies one could use to deceive
         another person, and use those to analyze the ways one could self-deceive. We will
         break these up into two categories: deceptions that involve language and those that
         don’t necessarily do so. It is possible, we will see, to do both to oneself.
      

      
      Once we have a good feeling for the possible internal workings of self-deception,
         we can try to locate it among other mental phenomena in section III. In particular,
         we will be able to compare it to other ways of maintaining and accepting or rejecting
         beliefs. This will give me the opportunity not only to situate my understanding of
         self-deception in the spectrum of other mental processes, but also to say something
         about other purported views of self-deception. With respect to the other views in
         particular, I don’t have a lot of problems with them per se. However we have seen I do think there are significant problems that arise when we
         think they are all views of self-deception. But this doesn’t mean they aren’t perfectly
         good accounts of something similar to, but not identical with, self-deception. Explaining
         how my view fits in with these accounts and other familiar mental processes gives
         it a background and context.
      

      
      Before I end this chapter with an overview of the work done in this book, I will briefly
         discuss the diagnosis and treatment of self-deception, if I can put it somewhat metaphorically.
         Put less grandiosely, I will look at how we can discover self-deception in ourselves
         and others in order to root it out. How these goals are accomplished is very distinctive
         for each purported view of self-deception, and mine is no different. Figuring out
         how we can find and avoid self-deception, therefore, tells us a lot about the view
         itself. We will then use the discussion of diagnosis and treatment as the final piece
         that allows us to complete the two goals of this chapter: to explore the workings
         of self-deception and to situate it among other mental processes.
      

      
      II. The Targets and Strategies of Self-Deception

      
      Most of the focus of this section will be on the strategies one could use to self-deceive.
         The reason for this is simple: there are a host of them and working through them will
         tell us a lot about self-deception. The previous chapter told us mainly that self-deception
         was the intentional application of the methods of interpersonal deception to oneself,
         but little was said about what those methods might be. We will correct this here and
         make the case that there are as many different ways to deceive oneself as there are
         ways to deceive others. To make this argument, we need a rough taxonomy of the strategies
         of interpersonal deception and an account of how those strategies apply to self-deception.
         Before we get to this taxonomy, though, two clarifications are in order.
      

      
      First, it might seem odd that I am allowing that there are types of self-deception
         given that I critiqued Mele’s approaches to defining self-
deception because they allowed for a diverse set of phenomena to be counted as self-deceptive.
         However, recall that the problem was not with the diversity itself; the problem was
         that the diversity led to widespread disagreement. If I am right, then the Strict
         Reading—intentionally and with full awareness applying the methods and strategies
         of interpersonal deception to oneself—is the only definition of self-deception, and the Process View is the best account of the Strict
         Reading. All of the cases of self-deception below do not lead to different theories
         of what self-deception is; they instead are different instances of one specific thing.
         Accounting for this one thing would not allow for the high level of disagreement that
         is currently found in the literature on self-deception.
      

      
      Second, the list below is by no means comprehensive. The purpose is to spell out what
         the Process View of Self-Deception might look like and to explore some of the ways
         someone might intentionally deceive him- or herself. A completely comprehensive list
         of self-deceptive strategies would be difficult, since self-deception has many different
         facets. What follows below are some of the more common ways to deceive another person
         and, therefore, ways one could deceive oneself.
      

      
      a. The Targets of Self-Deception

      
      There isn’t, however, just one way to divide up interpersonal deception in order to
         compare it to self-deception. We will start by organizing it according to the potential
         targets of the deception. That is, I might have many different means or strategies
         of deceiving (lying, distraction, concealment, etc.), but I could also have many different
         ends or targets in mind when I use those means. We might ask, for example, about the
         end or target of my lie since I could lie about many things to get you to a false
         belief. I could try to manipulate your evidence for the false belief, your reasoning
         about the evidence for the false belief, your evidence for the opposing true belief,
         or your reasoning about the opposing true belief. There are other possibilities out
         there, but briefly considering these four potential targets will help us be more precise
         when considering the potential strategies later in this section. We will take all
         four in turn.
      

      
      For simplicity’s sake, let’s take a particular case and a particular strategy of deception.
         Though we will give more detail about lying below, keeping the strategy the same throughout
         these different targets will help clarity. Let’s return to Walt from our first chapter.
      

      
      
         Walt is manufacturing drugs for a local gang. He, however, is a teacher, husband,
            and father and needs to keep the drug manufacturing a secret. He, in particular, needs
            to hide this from his wife, Skyler. She, however, has good evidence for what he is
            really up to: he associates with a known drug dealer, he suddenly has come into a
            lot of money, and there is a fair amount of mysterious time he spends away from the
            home. With all of this in mind, Skyler reasons as follows:
         

         
         
            	
                Walt is associating with a known drug dealer.

               
            

            
            	
                Walt suddenly has come into money.

               
            

            
            	
                Walt spends significant time away from home.

               
            

            
            	
                Therefore, Walt is manufacturing drugs.

               
            

            
         

         
      

      What could Walt do when confronted with her reading? He could lie, but there isn’t
         solely one way to lie to Skyler in this instance.
      

      
      First, he could manipulate her evidence by lying to her about the truth of her premises.
         He could, for example, explain to her that (1) isn’t true; he instead is meeting with
         an old student of his. Or, he could deny that he has the money she thinks he has and
         thereby argue that (2) is false. If he could knock out one or more of her premises,
         then it seems he has undermined her evidence for (4). She is free, then, to come to
         the false belief that Walt isn’t manufacturing drugs.
      

      
      Second, he could target her reasoning. Yes, he might argue, he is associating with
         a drug dealer, but he is doing so to help reform that person. And, he has certainly
         come into money, but that is because someone generously gave the money to him. Finally,
         that time away from home isn’t mysterious; he is trying to find extra work or running
         errands for the family. So, the premises are true, but they don’t lead where they
         seem: Walt isn’t a drug manufacturer.
      

      
      Sometimes, however, the best defense is a good offense, and Walt could build an argument
         of his own for his desired false conclusion. That is, he could do more than defend
         himself from her argument; he could make his own that contradicts her conclusion.
         His third and fourth options, then, are to lie to her about the counterevidence and/or
         the reasoning about the counterevidence. He could, as an example of the former, argue
         the following.
      

      
      
         	
             I don’t know about drug manufacturing.

            
         

         
         	
             If I don’t know about drug manufacturing, then I can’t be a drug manufacturer.

            
         

         
         	
             Therefore, I can’t be a drug manufacturer.

            
         

         
      

      
      Of course, (1) is false and is a direct lie, but if he can get Sklyer to accept it,
         then he has given her a reason to think that something was wrong with her own argument
         above. He could do the same by manipulating the reasoning about good evidence.
      

      
      
         	
             I have never done anything like drug manufacturing before.

            
         

         
         	
             Therefore, I am not manufacturing drugs now.

            
         

         
      

      
      In this case, (1) might be true, but (2) doesn’t follow. His lie, in this case, consists
         of encouraging poor reasoning that leads to a false conclusion.
      

      
      Of course, Walt need not take up only one of these. He is free to use any and even
         all of these in the course of a deception to get Skyler to the desired false belief.
         This is especially so if it is important to Walt to deceive Skyler about how he is
         making his money. Despite the fact that these all might, on occasion, work together
         to deceive someone, it is important to note that there are many different potential
         targets of one’s deception.
      

      
      This is important because the same holds for self-deception. If someone wants to deceive
         him- or herself into believing something, then he or she is free to do so in any of
         the ways covered above. Let’s say Walt wants to convince himself that, despite being
         a drug manufacturer, he is a good person. He would, first of all, have to deal with
         the evidence to the contrary.
      

      
      
         	
             I manufacture drugs.

            
         

         
         	
             Those who manufacture drugs are doing something immoral.

            
         

         
         	
             Therefore, I am a bad person.

            
         

         
      

      
      This conclusion would make him uncomfortable, so he could try to undermine the evidence
         for it. Maybe (2) is false because if he didn’t make the drugs, then someone else
         would. It isn’t immoral to put drugs on the street, he might think to himself, if
         it is inevitable that they’d get out there anyway. Or, he could try to convince himself
         that, even though (1) and (2) are true, they don’t lead to (3). After all, even a
         good person can do something immoral now and then. The sole purpose of both of these
         moves is to lie to himself about the truth of (3) and therefore open up the possibility
         that the opposite of (3) is true.
      

      
      He could also, however, build an argument that counters this worrisome conclusion.
         Maybe there are independent reasons for the false belief that Walt is a good person.
      

      
      
         	
             I put my family first.

            
         

         
         	
             Putting one’s family first is a good act.

            
         

         
         	
             Therefore, I am a good person.

            
         

         
      

      
      He is free to lie to himself in this way in order to attempt to come to this conclusion.
         There are two potential lies here. First, (1) might not be true. What he might ultimately
         want is the power and freedom that the money of drug manufacturing offers. If, however,
         he could convince himself that (1) is true, then he would be on his way to believing
         (3). Second, even if (1) and (2) are true, he might need to deceive himself about
         how they lead to (3). Doing one good thing is certainly not enough to make one a good
         person, but if he wants to believe (3), then he’d need to convince himself that is
         so.
      

      
      All of this is to say that self-deception can take up the same targets as interpersonal
         deception. A deceiver might manipulate the deceived’s evidence, reasoning about the
         evidence, counterevidence, or reasoning about that counterevidence, and a self-deceiver
         might do these things to him- or herself. Interpersonal deception and self-deception
         share this very important feature.
      

      
      There is, though, one crucial difference that should be mentioned here. I will go
         into further detail below, but remember that the project of deceiving oneself must
         fail. This is very different from interpersonal deception. Walt’s maneuvers have a
         chance to work on Skyler, the rest of his family, and his friends, but they can’t
         work on him. The reason is stated in the Dynamic Puzzle; unlike those around him,
         Walt will always know his intention to deceive and his methods of deception. He will,
         therefore, never come to his desired false belief.
      

      
      Remember that this isn’t a problem for the Process View. This method of defining self-deception
         doesn’t hold that it needs to be identical with interpersonal deception; it instead
         says that self-deception must be based on the use of particular methods of interpersonal
         deception in certain conditions. We called the description of those conditions SDS
         and SDD in chapter 1. Those conditions lead to the puzzles, which lead to the view
         that the project of self-deception cannot succeed. Self-deception, then, is identical
         with classic cases of interpersonal deception insofar as they have the same targets
         and—as we will see below—use the same strategies, but there is nothing according to
         our method of defining self-
deception that makes it so they both must share the same end result: a false belief.
      

      
      b. The Strategies of Self-Deception

      
      We can distinguish among different types of self-deception not only by the targets
         of the deception, but also the different ways self-deceivers can aim at those targets.
         In other words, we will explore the different strategies one might take up when deceiving
         oneself by looking at the ways one might deceive others. In the previous section,
         we focused on lying. Here we will delve more into lying (i.e., deceptions that involve
         language) and start to explore deceptions that don’t necessarily involve language.
      

      
      Lying is a very common way of deceiving, but it isn’t the only way to get someone
         to believe something false. Though, for example, I might be able to divert your attention
         away from the truth with my words, I could also do it by pointing, glancing, or staring.
         And, of course, I could do so using both my language and my actions: for example, when I point and say, “Look over there!”
         To discuss self-deception fully and clearly, though, we will keep our analyses of
         them apart from each other. For this reason, the next section will be focused on lying,
         the one following will turn to deceptions that don’t necessary depend on language,
         and we will end by discussing a special case of deception that doesn’t easily fall
         into either of the previous two categories: the use of other people to deceive. I
         will call this social deception.
      

      
      i. Deception that Involves Language (Lying)

      
      Though we can sometimes speak as though lying could be independent from language,
         as when we note that somebody lied with a glance, this use is metaphorical. Lies use
         language, whether it is spoken, written, or, as we will see with the case of self-deception,
         thought. If lies are used to deceive other people, and self-deception occurs just
         when one applies the strategies of interpersonal deception to oneself, then self-deception
         could involve lies to oneself.
      

      
      That we’d eventually get to lying to others and oneself is probably unsurprising given
         our previous focus on bad faith. Sartre, as you might recall, called bad faith a lie
         to oneself, and the puzzles that followed from this started the current analytic thought
         on self-deception. So, in this section, we will discuss some ways to lie and how a
         person might try this on him- or herself. Let’s focus on four ways to lie: fabrication,
         equivocation, exaggeration/understatement, and omission. And, since we have already
         discussed Walt’s case as an instance of lying to his wife and to himself, we can use
         it to exemplify these four types of lying.
      

      
      Fabrication is what is commonly first thought of when lying is brought up. Instead of relating
         the truth, a liar might invent a falsehood and tell that to the person lied to. For
         instance, Skyler might ask Walt where he was when he was manufacturing drugs, and
         he might tell her that we was getting diapers for their baby. The truth of the matter
         is hidden by a story Walt fabricated, which is designed to get her to believe something
         false: he was not out manufacturing drugs.
      

      
      There is nothing stopping Walt from using this same strategy on himself. Let’s say
         he wants to believe his illegal activities aren’t harming his relationship with Skyler.
         As in the case above, he knows the truth of the matter; he knew then what he was really
         doing instead of getting diapers, and he in this instance knows that the secrecy and
         danger of his new livelihood is causing great distance between him and his wife. If
         this is something that bothers him, and let’s assume it does, then he could try to
         fix their relationship or quit his illegal activities. Or, he could go the self-deceptive
         route and try to fabricate a new truth for himself; maybe they are as close as ever
         instead of falling apart. Saying this aloud or thinking this to himself obviously
         won’t be enough to get him to believe it since he is fully aware of the truth of the
         matter, but if he is desperate to believe that everything is fine with his marriage,
         he might try anything. Fabrication might be one of those things. He could continually
         tell himself their relationship is fine when it is not.
      

      
      An outright statement of something false rather than stating what is true is not the
         only way we can lie to each other. There are more subtle ways of getting each other
         to believe something false using language. It is possible, as one option, to use equivocation to lie to each other. It is possible for me to speak ambiguously so that you are
         led to a false belief.
      

      
      For example, to take our ongoing case of Walt, let’s say Skyler asks him where he’s
         been and what he’s been doing. He could say that he was doing what he was forced to
         do given their circumstances. If this is a lie by equivocation, then it would depend
         on two understandings of what Walt might be forced to do. On the one hand, Walt might
         have been forced into drug dealing in the sense that it was the best of the bad decisions
         laid out before him. On the other hand, a reasonable person like Skyler might think
         that Walt could never be forced to make drugs. She might hold that illegal activities
         are outside the bounds of what Walt could be forced to do. She would then interpret
         what he was up to as something more innocuous: maybe he got a second job or was going
         to a class on money management. So, there are two ways of understanding the idea of
         being forced and, if Walt knows that Skyler would think this way, he could, in order
         to deceive her, purposefully state that he is doing what he is forced to do. He would
         know she would understand it the false way. Equivocation isn’t as straightforward
         as fabrication because there is an element of truth in it. Both, however, are lies
         aimed at getting someone to believe something false. In this case, the belief is that
         Walt is not dealing drugs.
      

      
      A self-deceiver can try this on him- or herself. To show how, let’s say Walt now wants
         to deceive himself into believing that he isn’t doing something bad by manufacturing
         drugs. To do this, he could tell himself that he is forced to do this and that a person
         can’t be blamed for what he or she is forced to do. This too requires a double meaning
         of what it means to be forced. He knows there are other options, but he could try
         to convince himself they aren’t viable. Of course, this can’t work. If he knows there
         are other options, the idea that he is forced can’t take hold. Again, if he really
         wants to think he isn’t doing something bad, he is free to take up this project.
      

      
      Another type of lie that is more subtle than fabrication is exaggeration or understatement. Instead of fabricating the truth wholesale, this works in degrees. In these cases,
         liars bend the truth toward falsity by making something seem better, worse, more likely,
         less likely, more or less difficult, more or less easy, and so on than it really is.
         If, for instance, Skyler were to find out about Walt’s illegal activities and he were
         to say that there were very few other possibilities, then this would be an instance
         of exaggeration. He might truthfully know there weren’t a lot of things he could have done instead, but by saying there were very few possible
         actions, he has falsely exaggerated what was or wasn’t available for him to do.
      

      
      This is a strategy that is available to the self-deceiver, too. We could imagine that
         Walt wants to believe what he is doing isn’t bad. He might try to convince himself
         that his actions aren’t as bad as they are. That is, he would try to minimize the
         degree of his immoral actions. This would represent an attempt to understate his bad
         decisions. As always, as the liar, he knows what he is doing is bad and this will
         keep his lie from working, but he could try to reduce the degree of his badness if
         it is important for him to see himself as a good person or, at least, as a better
         person than he is.
      

      
      Finally, we can lie through omission. This lie is somewhat different from the others in that the deception occurs through
         what is not said rather than what is. This is still included in the lying through language section
         because it is still intimately tied to language. Even though it might be possible
         to lie by omission by not saying anything at all, many cases involve articulating
         something while leaving an important part of the truth out.
      

      
      Take Walt, again. If Skyler, without knowing what he has been up to, asks him about
         his activities, he is free to answer that he has been making money for the family.
         This is true; he rarely uses the money on selfish purchases. However, he is leaving
         out something important and true: he is making the money by manufacturing drugs. Skyler
         might end up, just as Walt intends, believing falsely that he isn’t doing something
         illegal. He has gotten her to this false belief not because of what he has said, but
         because of what he didn’t say.
      

      
      And, finally, self-deceivers can also try to lie to themselves through omission. In
         order to believe he is a good person, Walt could also try to tell himself that he
         is just making money for the family without focusing on the illegal and immoral deeds
         he had to do to make that money. Of course, the attempt to avoid this means that he
         knows what he is trying to avoid and therefore he will always be aware of what he
         has been doing. If, however, he really wants to try to come to believe he isn’t doing
         anything illegal, he is free to try to avoid this through omission.
      

      
      Self-deceptions that involve lying to oneself all involve either the use of language
         or the avoidance of using language to try to come to a false belief. Lying to oneself
         is often about the stories we tell ourselves. Again, these stories could be spoken
         aloud, written down, or thought in one’s mind, but the aim is always the same: to
         come to a belief that is false or unwarranted. As we will see in the section on social
         deception, the lies to oneself that are spoken aloud or written down might have the
         additional advantage of convincing others of the falsity one is putting forward, but
         the principle focus of these lies in this section is that they are aimed at oneself.
      

      
      ii. Deception that Doesn’t Necessarily Involve Language

      
      The types of deception that will be discussed here are not necessarily based on the
         use of language. As we will see, there might be instances that involve language, but
         it is possible to use the types of deception covered here without having to use it.
         These often work by manipulating the deceived’s attention in some way. Though there
         are many ways to do this, we will cover concealment, mimicry, and distraction.
      

      
      Let’s take a new case in order to work through this kind of self-
deception. One will be sufficient to fully explore this type of deception.
      

      
      
         Tom works at a small-town Parks and Recreation office. He is interesting in dating
            Ann, a friend of a coworker, and wants her to think of him as an arbiter of taste
            and as someone who is always on the cutting edge of the latest trends. His work and
            geographic location, however, make it so that he is neither of these things. Tom decides
            to deceive Ann about where he is from and what he does.
         

         
      

      First of all, he might conceal these things from Ann. This could be verbal as in the
         case of fabrication or the lie by omission, but he could also do this without using
         language. He could hide his driver’s license from her, for instance. Secondly, he
         could mimic someone who doesn’t live where he does or doesn’t do what he does for
         a living. He might, for instance, dress in a certain way or make a show of listening
         to certain music. Of course, language might also be involved; he could affect an accent,
         talk about things happening in other, more culturally relevant, cities, and so on.
         If he acts in the right ways, he might be able to mislead Ann about where he’s from
         and what his profession is. Finally, he could always distract her when she gets close
         to the truth and, again, this could be verbal or not. If she mentions that their mutual
         friend suggested where Tom was actually from and what Tom really does for a living,
         he might distract her verbally by changing the topic or non-verbally by looking at
         something in the distance or feigning a coughing fit. If he can distract her from
         this topic, then he would be on his way to deceiving her about who he is.
      

      
      Self-deceivers can use all of these methods on themselves. Let’s say that Tom wants
         to deceive himself into thinking he is on the cutting edge of the latest trends, even
         though he knows he is not. Concealment, mimicry, and distraction and all are available
         to him in this project. Even though he knows he owns and loves a good amount of music
         that would be considered dated, he could literally try to conceal that music from
         himself since it is evidence of his dated tastes. He might, then, put his CDs in the
         back of his closet or hide his digital music in a folder he never opens. He could
         also try to act as though he is the person he would like to be. Unlike Gendler’s notion
         of self-deceptive pretense discussed earlier, this is an act of mimicry aimed at obtaining
         a particular belief. He would, say, act as though he likes particular contemporary
         music groups in order to try to come to believe he actually does like them. Finally,
         he could also simply try to distract himself. When he has an urge, say, to pull those
         CDs out of the closet or open up that computer file, he could try to focus on something
         else like finding music videos of more current bands.
      

      
      All of this serves one purpose; coming to a belief he knows to be false. This must
         fail, though. Try as he might, he knows the facts about who he is and what he likes.
         No amount of concealment, mimicry, or distraction could change that, because he will
         always know both that he is trying to trick himself and that he is using the methods
         he is indeed using. He cannot, for example, successfully turn his own attention away
         from the truth because he must, in order to try to do so, always know what he is trying
         to avoid.
      

      
      I should briefly note that some might question how this works with concealment in
         particular. What if Tom, for example, hides those CDs and then forgets about them?
         Doesn’t this seem, contra my claims, to be an instance of the project of self-deception
         succeeding? I think not. To see why, look at my discussion of the case of Sally in
         section V of chapter 3. There I argue that this is simply a case of forgetting and
         not self-
deception.
      

      
      iii. Social Self-Deception

      
      I have made a major assumption in order to organize our discussion of interpersonal
         deception and self-deception above. From what I’ve written, it might seem as though
         only two people are involved in interpersonal deception and only one in self-deception.
         This is not necessarily so for either. This section will explore when interpersonal
         deception involves more than two people and when self-deception involves more than
         one. I will call these social deception and social self-deception, respectively.
      

      
      Since our discussion of self-deception has been guided, as the Puzzle-Based Approach
         requires, by a particular understanding of interpersonal deception, let’s start with
         social deception. We will discuss three ways that more than two people can be involved
         in interpersonal deception. There could be:
      

      
      
         	
            a. More than one deceiver,

            
         

         
         	
            b. More than one deceived, or

            
         

         
         	
            c. Others being used as part of the strategy of deception.

            
         

         
      

      
      I’ll give more detail about each below, but I should first note that these are not
         mutually exclusive. An interpersonal deception can involve one or all of these.
      

      
      It is easiest to explain (a) and (b), since these are probably what jumps into one’s
         mind when one thinks of the possibility of more than two people being involved in
         a deception. A group of people could come together to trick an individual person as
         when parents collude to trick their child into thinking that Santa Claus exists. This
         would be an instance of (a). Or, a single person could decide to trick a group of
         people, as in the case of a child’s covering up his or her misdeeds to his or her
         parents. This represents (b). Of course, there is also the possibility of one group
         tricking another group. For example, conspiracy theories usually involve holding that
         there is a group of people—the government or a select group within the government—tricking
         another group—the citizens. And this would be a combination of both (a) and (b).
      

      
      Our last option, (c), might not be as obvious as our other two, but we will see that
         it is especially helpful when we apply it to self-deception. It might be easiest to
         start with a case. Let’s say you are at a party with someone you want to impress.
         You know this person is a big baseball fan, but you don’t know anything about the
         sport. If you tried to deceive this person directly, you would certainly get caught.
         Direct conversation about the topic would expose your lack of knowledge. Perhaps a
         good strategy instead is to go to the other people in the party and deceive them into
         thinking you are knowledgeable about baseball. If they too know nothing, or even are
         only minimal fans of the game, then you could trick them more easily than your main
         target. Eventually, word might reach the person you are trying to impress and he or
         she might come to believe this falsehood without your even saying a word to him or
         her.
      

      
      In this case, the deceiver uses others to trick the deceived. However, the others
         aren’t in on the deception; the deceiver is tricking them in order to trick the deceived.
         This distinguishes (c) from (a). Furthermore, instead of aiming to trick the others,
         the deceiver is trying ultimately to trick the deceived. The others are merely tools
         used to get the deceived to believe something false. This distinguishes (c) from (b),
         in which the deceiver cares primarily about deceiving the others.
      

      
      Again, remember that (a), (b), and (c), though they can be distinguished from each
         other, can all come together. One group could use another group as means to get a
         third group to believe something false. Perhaps cults use this method to bring new
         followers into the fold. We have to be careful to separate them conceptually, though,
         because self-deception will probably involve some of these more than others more regularly.
      

      
      It is, for instance, tough to think about (a) holding for a self-deceiver, especially
         on my preferred conception. Tough, however, is not impossible. In self-deception,
         the self-deceiver is both the deceiver and the deceived, but this doesn’t mean he
         or she couldn’t involve other deceivers. If it is really important to me to believe
         something and I think you might agree that it is important for me to have that belief,
         then we might come together to try to trick me.
      

      
      However, (b) and (c) might make more sense. We could imagine a self-deceiver who would
         like both him- or herself and others to believe something. That person would then enact a deceptive strategy to
         try to get both parties to believe it. For instance, I might at a tasting party mimic
         a person knowledgeable about wine in order to convince myself and others that I am
         sophisticated, and I might desire that everyone—including myself—believe I am worldlier
         than I am. This would be an instance of (b) for self-deception.
      

      
      Our other option, (c) for self-deception, works basically the same but can be distinguished
         from (b) by looking at the intent of the self-deceiver. In the case of the party,
         I might also put on airs of knowing about wine in order to trick others, but the ultimate
         purpose of tricking them is to use them as tools to trick myself. We might even imagine
         that I don’t particularly care about what the others at the party think of me, and
         that I care only about thinking I am more sophisticated than I am. In this case, getting
         to my belief is the end and deceiving everyone else is merely the means to that end.
      

      
      I think that (c) is more common than it might first appear. For instance, having yes-men
         is, if they are involved in a self-deceptive act, usually going to fall under (c)
         and not (b). Since the yes-men are by definition subordinate, it is probably usually
         the case that the boss doesn’t care much about what they think. He or she is concerned
         only with using them as means to feeling good about his or her decisions. Or, if someone
         wants to believe that he or she is healthy, that person might deceive his or her physician.
         The end goal isn’t to modify the doctor’s beliefs; instead, the self-deceiver might
         think that if he or she can convince the doctor of his or her health, then this will
         be yet another ruse used to try to come to the desired belief.
      

      
      There is, however, a considerable concern with using social self-
deception; by using it, self-deceivers have opened the door to the judgment of others.
         Of course, with self-deception there always is the worry that someone might judge
         you as being dishonest with yourself, but social self-deception changes things a bit.
         Others might judge a non-social self-deceiver negatively, but that self-deceiver may
         or may not care about what others think about him or her. In contrast, a social self-deceiver’s
         deception depends on others and therefore their opinions have to matter. For social self-deception,
         it is indeed the case, as Roy Baumeister puts it, that “other people are both a problem
         and an opportunity for the self-deceiver.”[1]  
      

      
      c. Connecting Interpersonal Deception and Self-Deception

      
      I hope to have shown that self-deception works a lot like intentional interpersonal
         deception. Given all of the similarities above, I think there is good reason to suppose
         there are as many ways to deceive oneself as there are to deceive others. As a self-deceiver,
         I am free to apply whatever has worked on others to myself. Self-deception is as broad
         and as rich as interpersonal deception.
      

      
      Of course, the project of deceiving oneself cannot work. This is a crucial difference
         between it and the project of deceiving another. But this isn’t a bug of the Puzzle-Based
         Approach; it is a feature. The approach demands that our definition of self-deception
         be based on a particular type of interpersonal deception, and it turns out that if
         we do so, the project of deceiving oneself must fail: we can’t come to our desired
         belief.
      

      
      We are, then, led to an interesting situation: self-deception seems to be something
         unique even though it is based on something very familiar. There are many relationships
         that we can take up with both others and ourselves. I can self-abuse or I can abuse
         others, and I can succeed at treating either badly. I can be self-confident or confident
         in others, and I can succeed at being assured in either. Self-deception and interpersonal
         deception are like these in that I can engage in both, and both involve the same mechanisms.
         However, what is different and unique about self-deception is that its project, unlike
         its interpersonal version, cannot succeed. I cannot intentionally get myself to believe
         something I know to be unwarranted or false.
      

      
      III. Self-Deception as One of
 Many Different Mental Processes
      

      
      If self-deception is so distinctive, we might try to figure out how it is related
         to other things our minds are capable of doing. To start to answer this question,
         we can look to another question: what is to be done with all of the other views of
         self-deception? They can’t be considered self-
deception, if my arguments in my first two chapters are right. That is, holding that
         they all are self-deception or only some of them are self-deception would be to take
         us back to where we were at the beginning of this book. The debate over what is the
         best account of self-deception would begin again.
      

      
      I don’t think the views should be discarded, though. I have a lot of respect for the
         other theories; I just don’t think they are theories of self-deception. For instance,
         I think Mele has given a perfectly good account of unintentional motivated believing,
         but not of self-deception. In fact, I think Mele has expanded the research on how
         our motivations can lead us to believe false things, and this is very important work.
         I think the same could be said for many of the other theories discussed earlier in
         this book.
      

      
      I think, therefore, there is good reason to hold that we are capable both of what
         Mele discusses and of what I am interested in, but it is important to distinguish
         them in order to avoid confusion. To help make this point, let’s look at Roy Baumeister’s
         supposed study of self-
deception of some students.
      

      
      
         These students took a personality test and then received phony feedback about themselves.
            By random assignment, some were given favorable, even flattering feedback, whereas
            others received sharply critical, unfavorable feedback. The researchers secretly timed
            how long each individual spent studying the bogus feedback. As long as they thought
            no one but themselves would see the feedback, they showed a clear tendency to avoid
            the bad news. In other words, the ones who received the harsh criticism spent much
            less time reading it than the ones who received glowing praise, even though it was
            exactly the same amount of information.[2]  
         

         
      

      Could Mele’s view accurately account for what is happening here? The answer is “certainly.”
         My view could also do so and so could many of the other views mentioned in this book.
         If we are going to study Baumeister’s phenomenon further, we need additional experimentation
         to see whether, for example, the students avoid their bad feedback unintentionally
         or intentionally. In chapter 2 we have seen the problems with pushing both together
         under a shared conception of self-deception, and so being explicit that we are studying
         self-deception when we are indeed studying it is important. Doing so takes nothing
         away from the work of Mele, Baumeister, or any of the others mentioned in this book.
      

      
      Furthermore, leaving the conversation of what self-deception is behind is better for
         all involved. Self-deception as described by the Process View would get its due and other researchers would continue their study without having to argue continuously
         that their view counts as self-
deception. Mele, for instance, could leave aside making arguments that his theory
         is actually a theory of self-deception and focus on furthering his research on how
         motivated belief works. This is important.
      

      
      So, how does self-deception as the Process View defines it fit in with other non–self-deceptive
         phenomena? If I am right, then self-deception can be thought of as one resource among
         many that we might use, or try to use, to maintain or regulate our beliefs and desires.
         Take a case of desire, for example: imagine someone who wants to go to a baseball
         game, but has an important deadline coming up. He or she will be torn between two
         desires: a desire to go and a desire to stay behind in order to work. This person
         would eventually settle, based on some sort of reasons, to act on one of those desires.
         As long as we put aside concerns about akrasia, this does not seem puzzling. This
         person was considering two conflicting things—which desire to act on—and then chose
         one to follow.
      

      
      I want to suggest that we can think of self-deception as being similar to the case
         of the baseball fan; the self-deceiver is considering two contradictory things—in
         this case, two contradictory beliefs—and is trying to choose one—in this case, which
         one to believe. In trying to resolve the question “p or ~p?” a self-deceiver might try deceptive means to come to one belief or the other.[3]   The emphasis here is that self-deception is a process one might use to resolve
         the conflict of potential beliefs that contradict each other. Self-deception is obviously
         not the only way to resolve that conflict, but it can be understood best when it is
         seen on a continuum with other maneuvers one might use.
      

      
      Of course, since the self-deceiver is considering only potential beliefs, the analogy to desires is imperfect. The baseball fan with the deadline
         actually has both desires while the self-deceiver does not have both beliefs. This,
         though, is a benefit of the considerations above. Recall that the Static Paradox occurs
         when a person believes both that p and that ~p. Instead, self-deception—if I am right—does not consist of dual contradictory beliefs;
         it is a way of deciding between two possible beliefs that contradict each other or between a belief one holds and a possible belief
         that contradicts the held belief. That is, self-deception is a process and not a state
         of belief.
      

      
      This view can be clarified more by comparing self-deception to other means of maintaining
         and accepting beliefs. That is, there are a host of reactions a person might have
         when considering the question “p or ~p?” and, once self-deception is compared to different ways this question might be answered,
         many of its supposed puzzling features disappear. I will consider belief acceptance
         and maintenance separately.
      

      
      To start with the former, let’s say that a person is considering something he or she
         has not thought of before. The question arises, “p or ~p?” This person will search for or be given evidence on either side. Let’s also assume
         that the evidence is strongly in favor of p, but this person would rather believe ~p or have ~p be the case. There are a few ways he or she might respond to this. This list is by
         no means exhaustive, but the options below offer insight into what self-deception
         could be.
      

      
      
         	
            I.   He or she could follow the evidence and, despite the desire to the contrary,
               come to believe that p.
            

            
         

         
         	
            II. He or she could note that p is most likely the case, but decide to continue to search for further evidence using
               normal epistemic means.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Both options above we might want to call rational. Most importantly, they both recognize
         the weight of the evidence leading to p. In the case of (II), the dissatisfaction with the conclusion leads to a suspension
         of belief that p, but the person in question will resolve the matter using valid forms of searching
         for evidence.
      

      
      These two cases can be contrasted with other ways the person in question might attempt
         to answer the question “p or ~p?”
      

      
      
         	
            III. Due to the desire to believe that ~p or for ~p to be the case, this person’s considerations of the question are unintentionally
               biased and he or she disregards the stronger evidence for p and comes to believe that ~p.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      There are many cognitive heuristics and biases that can explain this type of behavior
         and Mele makes use of these to explain this kind of case. The important upshot is,
         though, that (I), (II), and (III) are thought to be less puzzling than the Strict
         Reading of Self-Deception. There is nothing puzzling, with respect to (III) in particular,
         about a person unintentionally being biased toward a desired conclusion.
      

      
      If we understand self-deception to be as the Process View describes it, then we have
         a fourth option.
      

      
      
         	
            IV. Due to the desire to believe that ~p or for ~p to be the case, the person tries to trick him- or herself into believing that ~p is so.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      This, I hold, is the right way to understand self-deception. Self-deception occurs
         when one is trying to choose between believing that p or that ~p and, due to a desire to believe that ~p or for ~p to be the case, the self-deceiver tries to trick him- or herself into believing that
         ~p even though it is false or unwarranted. That is, self-deception just is the process
         of trying to trick oneself into believing that ~p when confronted with good reason to believe the opposite. Note again that the self-deceiver
         never comes to believe that ~p. In fact, we might even imagine that the self-deceiver sees where the evidence goes
         and comes to believe that p. But, as long as this person is in the process of trying to come to believe that
         ~p through deceptive means, he or she is self-deceiving.
      

      
      This works for belief maintenance as well. If a person believes that ~p and then strong evidence to the contrary surfaces that p, he or she is free to try to trick him- or herself into ignoring the evidence for
         p or to play up the weaker evidence for ~p. His or her awareness of the stronger evidence for p and of his or her deception will not let this person keep the belief that ~p, but he or she is free to use whatever means necessary to try to hold onto that belief.
      

      
      Of course, the person who believes that ~p and then is given strong contrary evidence can also enact variations of (I), (II),
         and (III). That is, he or she could accept the new belief, withhold judgment while
         searching for further evidence, and be biased to keep the weaker belief that ~p. The important point is that self-deception, when seen in light of (I), (II), and
         (III), seems less puzzling. It is one of many different reactions to the question
         “p or ~p?” Like (I), (II), and (III), it is not undermined by either the Static or the Dynamic
         Puzzle. We, then, have a picture of self-
deception that can be differentiated from other ways to maintain and regulate beliefs.
      

      
      Indeed, if I am right, then self-deception represents a way we would engage with our
         beliefs that has been unexplored since Sartre’s thinking about bad faith. There are
         cases where we intentionally and with full awareness try to modify our beliefs by
         literally trying to trick ourselves. Other views of self-deception and other methods
         of belief maintenance and regulation do not allow for this and, if we want to give
         it its due, then we need to think carefully about self-deception as the Process View
         describes it.
      

      
      Furthermore, if we don’t give self-deception its due, we will miss an important way
         our motivations can engage with our beliefs. Sometimes, the world is kind and it gives
         good reason to think it is as we want it. Other times, it might not be clear whether
         our desires line up with how the world is. When this is the case, we might engage
         with the usual ways of acquiring or maintaining our beliefs. Unfortunately, these
         aren’t the only possible cases. In some instances, the world is uncooperative and
         gives us evidence that our desired belief is false or likely to be false. We could
         go where the evidence takes us and end up being dissatisfied with our situation, but,
         if the belief is important enough, we might self-
deceive. Of course, the world or our desires might change, but if they do not, we
         are left with one final option: trying to get ourselves to believe what we desire
         to be true. Self-deception is a last-ditch attempt to be comforted in a world that,
         due to our desires, is uncomfortable.
      

      
      IV. Diagnosing and Treating Self-Deception

      
      Another reason I raised the case of the conflicted baseball fan was to draw out a
         particular fact about my view of self-deception: it is an intentional decision. Just
         as the fan could decide to go to the game or not, a potential self-deceiver could
         choose to self-deceive or not. Furthermore, in both of these cases, these decisions
         are made with full awareness.
      

      
      This raises a distinguishing feature of the Process View; it, unlike some other views
         of self-deception, is something that people do to themselves and doesn’t simply befall
         them. Furthermore, since self-deceivers never come to believe what they desire, if
         there is something bad about self-deception, it is not doxastic in nature. The potential
         problem with self-deception must be with making the decision to try to deceive oneself;
         it must come along with actions that one takes if one is literally using the methods
         of interpersonal deception on oneself.
      

      
      If self-deception can be bad, then we need to explore how we can discover when it
         is happening and how to root it out. In more grandiose words, we might say that we
         should think about how to diagnose and treat self-deception. Of course, doing so will
         be different depending on whether we are dealing with others’ self-deception or our
         own. We will examine both below.
      

      
      At first glance, it might seem easy to diagnose yourself when self-deceiving. It is,
         after all, a project you take up with full awareness of what you are doing. So, if
         there is a difficulty in diagnosing yourself, it isn’t an epistemic one: you know
         what you are up to. Knowing that you are self-deceiving is different from admitting you are doing so, however. Noting this distinction gets at the difficulty of diagnosing
         yourself.
      

      
      If I am engaged in the project of self-deceiving, then a quick way to fail at tricking
         myself would be to admit that I am doing so. Put in interpersonal terms, if I admit
         to you that I am deceiving you, then the deception will not work. As a deceiver, therefore,
         the self-deceiver needs to try whatever he or she can to avoid admitting the deception.
         Let’s say I am trying to deceive myself into thinking that I am healthier than I really
         am. One strategy I could take up is to try to divert my attention from my tendency
         to eat junk food. If, however, the possibility that I am self-deceiving comes up,
         then I need to avert my attention from an additional item: that I am indeed trying
         to avert my attention. So, I would in this case need to attempt to avert my attention
         from two things: my love of junk food and my self-deceptive strategy. To admit the
         latter is to give up the attempt of avoiding believing the former. The difficulty
         with diagnosing self-deception, then, isn’t epistemic; it is one based around the
         will. Self-deceivers, for as long as they are engaging in the project of deceiving
         themselves, won’t let themselves admit what they are doing.
      

      
      Despite the fact that, for my view, the difficulty of diagnosis occurs because of
         will-based issues and, for other views, it happens because of epistemic reasons, it
         might be interesting to note that there is a similarity between the two types of views.
         Mary Haight notes that “if I try to report my own self-deceptions, I can speak only
         of the past: if I am trying now to suppress some unwelcome truth, I cannot say that
         this is what I am doing or I give the game away.”[4]   This is true for both types of views.[5]   For the more epistemic-based views, the problem is that those currently self-deceiving
         might not know what they are up to and therefore cannot admit what they are doing.
         For my view, they won’t allow themselves to admit it.
      

      
      If this is my understanding of how to diagnose self-deception, then how to treat it
         follows fairly easily: self-deceivers need to decide to stop actively trying to trick
         themselves. Of course, as long as the desired belief is important to them, they won’t.
         Therefore, self-deceptions continue only insofar as the desire for them to continue
         is strong.
      

      
      Diagnosing others is more difficult than diagnosing oneself. Not only is there the
         general problem of knowing other minds, but self-
deceivers will normally hide their deception from others. If everyone around a self-deceiver
         knows what he or she is up to, then keeping up the deception would become even more
         difficult than it already is. For this reason, many self-deceivers will engage in
         social self-deception as discussed above.
      

      
      It isn’t impossible to discover others’ self-deception, though. Robert Solomon makes
         the following point about interpersonal lying.
      

      
      
         One of the most distinctive and most neglected features of lying is that it is surprisingly
            hard to do. As anyone who has tried to protect even a small casual lie can tell you,
            the amount of thought and care that is required to keep in mind all of the logical
            implications and possible contradictions (“If I was at Sam’s place, then I couldn’t
            have seen Thelma at the Casino, but if I didn’t see Thelma then how could I have known
            about the party at Shelby’s house?”).[6]  
         

         
      

      There might also be physical markers of liars: sweating, fidgeting, avoiding eye contact,
         and so on. If this is so for interpersonal deception, then it would also hold when
         self-deceivers try to hide their deceptions from others. The ways I might find out
         that another person is lying to me (finding contradictions or noticing the physical
         signs of lying) could also help me find when another person is lying to him- or herself.
      

      
      There isn’t much to be said about treating others since calling the falsity of their
         desired belief to their attention cannot work. They, after all, already know that.
         Pointing out that they are self-deceiving also won’t work; if they want to keep up
         their self-deception, they’ll keep acting as though they aren’t self-deceiving. The
         only recourses available are those that we usually use to convince others to do what
         they don’t want to do. Of course, people will do as they please, and continuing to
         self-deceive despite your desires for them to stop is always on the table. This surely
         is a frustrating state of affairs, but doesn’t have to be any more frustrating than
         the idea that people will use their freedom however they desire. That is, other people’s
         self-deceptions might cause despair as Sartre describes it,[7]   but they won’t cause any more or less than anything else other people can do.
      

      
      We can, then, organize views of self-deception based on what is categorized as the
         primary mechanism. For most views, it is epistemic. For instance, if I do something
         bad due to Mele’s motivated believing, I do it because of a failure of knowledge.
         We would say that I didn’t know better. For my view, when something bad results from
         the self-deception, it happened as a result of my initiation of the self-deceptive
         project. It was due to something I intentionally did, not due to something I failed
         to know. What is at the root of self-deception is therefore very different for my
         view.[8]  
      

      
      I should briefly mention a topic that has been looming and that has been ignored in
         this section: the morality of self-deception. I don’t think there is any reason here
         to commit myself to a particular view of the morality of self-deception. Whether it
         is bad, occasionally bad, or even sometimes good is a question that would take us
         too far afield. Not taking a stance on this also allows me to leave open the question
         whether self-deception is simply a particular type of weakness of will. Since it could
         be that self-deception sometimes is a good decision, it isn’t clear whether it always
         is, as Mike Martin defines “weakness of will,” as “voluntarily acting against one’s
         better judgment about what ought to be done (morally, prudentially, as a matter of
         etiquette, etc.).”[9]  
      

      
      V. Conclusion: A Telling of this Book in Reverse

      
      I hope, in these final two chapters, to have given more detail to the Process View
         of Self-Deception. It consists of the position that self-
deception is the project of intentionally attempting to use the methods of normal
         interpersonal deception on oneself. A corollary of this is that the project of self-deception
         must fail. One cannot successfully come to
 believe something through these means. In interpersonal deception, I
 believe something to be true (or likely to be true) and get the deceived to believe
         the opposite. As the Dynamic Puzzle states, this can’t work for self-deception and,
         as the Static Puzzle states, if it did, self-deceivers would be left in a puzzling
         mental state. These puzzles don’t show that self-deception is problematic; they help
         define what it is. I am self-deceiving when I take up the project of tricking myself
         into a false belief and, unfortunately, this project cannot succeed. I am self-deceiving
         as long as I am taking up this failing project.
      

      
      To argue for this conception of self-deception, I need to show that this can and does
         occur, and that this way of thinking about self-deception should be preferred over
         others. I try to answer the former in the work done above and in my third chapter.
         When we are in the position of deeply wanting to believe something that is false or
         likely to be false, we might try literally to trick ourselves. The Dynamic Puzzle
         tells us why this trick cannot work and the Static Puzzle describes the peculiar consequences
         that follow if it were to work, but we can engage in this project nonetheless.
      

      
      But why, out of all of the views of self-deception, should we prefer this one? I cannot
         simply give a first-order argument for my view. The reason is simple: any consideration
         I give is likely to be deemed false or irrelevant by some of the others writing on
         the topic. Does my view account for examples of self-deception better than other views?
         No, it could be argued, there are better accounts or, even worse, the examples I discuss
         aren’t cases of self-deception. Could it be that my view accounts for making the concept
         of interpersonal deception reflexive? Some might say no or, even worse, that there
         are other conceptions of interpersonal deception. Who is right? Without any discussion
         of method, we can’t answer these first-order questions and that is why, in my first
         and second chapters, I look at the methods of defining self-deception.
      

      
      What, then, is the best way to define self-deception? I argue in my second chapter
         that all of the popular ways fail to define self-deception because they all allow
         for too much disagreement. We need a different way to help us establish good ground
         rules for figuring out what self-deception is. We didn’t randomly end up using these
         problematic methods; they grew out of a particular misinterpretation of Sartre’s work.
         As I argue in chapter 1, Sartre raised for bad faith the two puzzles that ended up
         being associated with self-deception. Those writing immediately after Sartre mistook
         those puzzles for paradoxes and immediately tried to solve them by changing Sartre’s
         project: using the puzzles to help define bad faith. If the puzzles, as those writing
         after Sartre allege, show that bad faith is impossible, then we must use other means
         to define it and this lesson translates to self-deception as well. For the reasons
         described above, neither of the puzzles show that either bad faith or self-deception
         is impossible.
      

      
      We were led to our widespread disagreement over what self-
deception is because of confusion over the methods we should be using to define self-deception,
         and this was caused by a mistaken assumption of what Sartre was up to. My work, then,
         is a call to return to the origins of the topic. We should be asking ourselves the
         question, how can a person intentionally try to deceive him- or herself? This is a
         version of a question Sartre was asking for bad faith, but those writing on the topic
         shifted the conversation away from this. Since the other ways of defining self-deception
         cause confusion and encourage researchers to talk past each other, we should return
         to this original question (which is, I hope, answered in my third and fourth chapters).
      

      
      We can see now both that this book contains a three-part process and why the three
         parts are necessary.
      

      
      
         	
            i.   The Puzzle-Based Approach should be used to define self-deception.

            
         

         
         	
            ii. The Puzzle-Based Approach defines self-deception as the Strict Reading.

            
         

         
         	
            iii. The Strict Reading of Self-Deception is best explained by the Process View of
               Self-Deception.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Chapters 1 and 2 contained an argument for (i). Chapter 2 argued for (ii) and chapters
         3 and 4 gave my reasons for (iii). Though the end point of my work here is what most
         researchers on the topic are looking for—an explanation and definition of self-deception
         given in (iii)—I needed to explain why the Strict Reading should be preferred. To
         do this, I had to argue that the Puzzle-Based Approach is the way we should be defining
         self-deception. None of these projects can exist without the other and so I hope you
         were willing to work through all of these steps with me.
      

      
       

      
       

      Notes
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