


3.1.2 Strategic information transmission via 8cheap talk9





being left at one9s own devices seems 

one9s 
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master9s

8 9

expert9s reactions 

the layperson9s interest. This literature 



ill use Goldman9s 

Evans9 seminal sociological study 

8 9

Especially C.A.J. Coady9s pioneering work on the philosophy of testimony



agent9s

The next heuristic I will discuss is Goldman9s idea of assessing 

becomes 8exoteric9, such as witnessing a succe

3

experts9

Stegenga9s insights on robustness

by especially referring to Graber and Chatterjee9s 

Almassi9s conditions of detrimental incentives as guidance I further assess 



Goldberg9s paper: <If that were true I would have heard about it 

by now=. 

the discussion of what I call Goldman9s 8salient 

success9 heuristics for assessing expert9s past track records and argue whether this strategy 

experts again, following Ambrus and Lu9s discussion of imperfectly informed experts, i.e. 

3

3



8 9

8 9. Unsurprisingly though, different usages of 8expertise9 conflict

8 9



I think it is useful to start with a discussion of Goldman9s most recent account of expertise

In the course of Goldman9s engagement with the concept of expertise, he reformulated and 

being constituted by real abilities in one9s domain instead of, for instance, via a social role.

8 9

the condition of 8 9

8 9 experts <(…) who know what they are talking about=

one9s true beliefs to find new true beliefs to new questions of one9s domain, which he later abandoned. 
3 3

8 linked8 8 9



account in contrast to 8fixed criteria9 

3

3 3 3

3

Coady both did, one can include a comparative condition such as 8being more competent 

than most people9 and still require that this competence is based on real qualifications in a 

depend on each other9s specialisation

8 9

reserve the term 8expert9 for. 3 3

3

Luckily, Collins and Evans9 clear classification allows comparisons with other accounts 

Ford and Hayes9 evolutionary selection theory of expertise or Turner9s public influence 

8 9 8 9

8 9



misunderstandings when we call those who we think are real experts 8experts9 and add an 

adjective like 8supposed9, 8 9 or 8putative9 to the noun 8expert9 when we want to 

3

3 3

9s belief that experts 

3 3

3

I think we should reserve the term 8expert9 for those 

8expertise9 as a multi

3



First of all, this approach is compatible with Goldman9

3

3

3 3 3

collect a discipline9s generated 

3



3 3 3

oriented. Moreover, I think we should not include 8 9 in what makes one an 

Quast9s deontic interpretation

comparing it to Goldman9s functional notion 3 3

3

conception is just a slightly revised version of Goldman9s NO

Croce refers here to Goldman9s functional definition of expertise I cited earlier but calls it NO



3

9s goal is to find 

8experts9

knows nothing about it. Goldman calls this the 8new domain9 intuition as the common example 

3

3 3

Goldman9s truth



8 9

3 3 3

3 3

8understanding9 of their field, 

3 3 3

3

Be it evidence, understanding or 8justified, true belief9, this aspect of conceptualising 

expert9s 8knowledge9 

or 8competence9.



anything more than a regular 8high school education9. Or rather, 

8ubiquitous expertises9

3

discipline9s 9s

who proposes to use 8novice9 for advanced 



3 3

3

debates on 8epistemic injustice9



3

3

autonomous use of one9s rational faculties, akin to uncritically parroting rumours. 

3

3 3

<The floating of other men's opinions in our brains makes us not one jot the more knowing, though they happen to 

philosopher, I suppose it will hardly make anyone else so.= 



of past content from one9s brain and 

8 9

3

(see A. Goldman and O9Connor 2021)

3

3

3 3

cites Sextus Empiricus9 doubt in resolving this issue: <

=



3

. In my thesis, I follow Gigerenzer9s 

9s constraints discussed 

O9Connor 2021, 873



<

.=

These characterisations resemble 8inferences to the best explanation9

agent9s epistemic environment, empirical observations 

agent9s involvement but 

3

3

8 9 8 9

3



3

I think Lane9s distinction between intrinsic uncertainties and those conditional on present 

9

9s reason to defer to expert authority is not to 

Lane9s first two varieties both as 8intrinsic uncertainty9. 

3

, i.e. 8intrinsic uncertainty9.



, since only those concern the 8content9 of the expertise

technical insight, they, prima facie, are unable to distinguish 8normal9 uncertainty from 

3

8ubiquitous9 8 9

8 9

use expert testimony by calling this process 8transmuted 

expertise9. Using social facts that are accessible to 

3 3

3

3 3 3



3 3

, which I call 8basic information9. Th

3 3

3

supported by game theoretic 8disclosure games9 that are another type of communication model next to cheap talk 

3 3



an expert9s testimony

8If that 

were true, I would have heard about it by now9. In short, this heuristic judgment refers to the 

reaches her, and how important the news is being deemed by one9s epistemic peers and sources 

3



, we also need to be certain of the expert9s honesty.

3 3 3

3

3



3

9s

3 3

3

In his paper, Duijf contends he is arguing against the 8widespread9 belief that 8one should always trust expert, 
i.e. those who are more competent in a domain, regardless of misaligned incentives9. Duijf does not elaborate in 

3 3 3
3 3 3 3



motives, generalizes Elliot9s conditions in this regard.

3

ambiguous information: 8A 

the next year9 and 8a partial solar eclipse will happen on 

9. The first testimony is more 

interval of reality, such as 8 in the first quarter of the coming year9 

Conversely, 8basic information9 as I characterised in 

3



Secondly, Almassi9s incentive criterion 

3

3

calibrate laypeople9s 

3 3



expert9s

layperson9s suitable choice. Both the expert9s and 9s

while it is conventionally assumed that the expert9s likelihood is 

experts9 of the expert9s 

, the expert9s level of competence seizes to be an indicator of trustworthiness.

3

Even though Duijf9s model explicated what was just an intuition before, his approach is still 

3

Goodwin9s 8she would not risk…so I can 

trust9 9

Here, Duijf9s research question slightly deviates from mine because I focus on cases where the layperson9s 



9s on expert9s incentives

3 3

9

3

3 3

8c 9

conceptualised in Crawford and Sobel9s seminal paper <Strategic Information Transmission=. 

3

8nature9 selects 

prior assumption. It is necessitated by Harsanyi9s solution strategy 

calibrating laypeople9s intuition about the range of reasonable answers 3



8 9

each agent9s 

would always maximize the receiver9s utility

The name 8cheap talk9 refers to the fact that communication in such games is, 

3 3

. The sender9s messages would be called testimonies (or more informally 8advice9) in 

ion of Almassi9s ambiguity criterion 8wiggle room9 in 

3 3

the receiver9s best response is to 

about the sender9s actual type, though not about the range of potential 
each player9s possible actions, rationality and rules of the game are common knowledge. 

the other player9s action, meaning that no player could benefit by deviating from this strategy. 
Furthermore, the beliefs regarding each action of the other player need to be consistent with the player9s strategy 

3
3



as the receiver9s action is also her 

. In this case, the sender9s message is fully truthful and informative 

3 3

has about her type. In equilibrium, the receiver knows the sender9s strategy, i.e.,

the sender9s message is not correlated with the sender9s signal. 

her to ignore the sender9s message 

of the sender9s message by the rec

3 3

The interesting part about cheap talk games, however, is what happens when the sender9s 

the receiver9s optimal point

3 3
3 3 3



ust as each agent9s preferences

3

3

has a reason to deviate. Knowing that, given the receiver9s belief, she would act 

However, if the sender9s bias is not too 

3 3

the threshold each prefer the receiver9s action that optimizes on their interval over other actions

3

3



the sender9s interests 

3 3

3

3

3

en incentives. Almassi worries in this regard: <(…) that non

publication requirements and codes of professional ethics demand.= 



3 3

9s

8reduce trust9. 

3 3

3 3

the expert9s testimony

Almassi9s (

9s interest.

Crawford and Sobel9s cheap talk model. After all, there the sender 
anticipating the receiver9s anticipation of her bias

8normal language9, which connects the insights of the model with the philosophical and 



3 3

3 3

learns involves intrinsic uncertainty, the expert9s competence is 

the size of the bias is common knowledge. In the model, the layperson9s knowledge about this 

world context, the laypeople9s assessment of the size 

abstract away from the laypeople9s inability to perfectly assess the potential ambiguity of 

expert9s bias. 

3



crucially depends on the expert9s sensitivity to punishment the layperson9

3 3

expert authority. Colloquially speaking, it follows the idea of 8he would not risk…so I can 

trust9, which Goodwin deems a widespread principle in our society all

3

3

3 3 3



, that this is likely caused by the debate9s implicit 

3

and experts will degrade the epistemic value of the latter9s testimony. If 

the expert9s bias is, however, small enough 



8detecting biases and assessing their bargaining power in disincentivising them9. They 

how laypeople9s bargaining power 

I will now address Goldman9s most original contribution to the expert

3

8
9

where 8 9

the same principle, such as scenarios where 8systems9 are being repaired like 



8treatment9

the 8salient success9 3

which kind of 8salient success9

3 3

Robert9s game theoretic models 

3 3



3 3

3 3 3 3

3 3

3

8 9

9s

3 3



3 3 3

Remember, for example, C.A.J Coady9s 

expert9s trustworthiness by judging 

O9Connor 2021; A. I. Goldman 2001)

8how9 to count it

8counting agreement9 

8 9



This also means that 8counting agreement9 cannot be any less 

demanding than 8the assessment of incentive structures9

3 3

expert9s

3

9s 

overtly seek peer validation. After all, expert9s funding and 



3

3 3 3

3 3

8count agreement9 

deriving from a matrix of 8originating in a justified/unjustified process9 and the view being 

8right/ wrong9. Firstly, a consensus can be 

3 3 3



3 3 3

3 3 3

Starting with Goldman9s

8 9

calls the 8belief thesis9 3

or is justified in believing this, then the subject9s opinion should not be swayed 

fier9s belief is 

wrong. In Bayesian terms, additional testifiers need some kind of 8new9 evidence that is not 

partially dependent on the original testifier9s belief but not fully, leaving open room for 

3

independence principle, but I will use Lackey9s formulation in this thesis. 

Goldman chose the double negative 8non independence9, though I see no reason to not just call it dependence. 
3



3

Besides scholars endorsing or refining Goldman9s heuristic of 8comparing the agreement of 

experts on a testimony9, Miller parallelly proposes three 8indicators9 

these criteria 8indicators9, I think this term is misleading as they a

3 3

argument for 8counting agreement9 and emphasise

Jacob Stegenga9s

3

Condorcet9s 
3

3

(…) sufficiently large groups of individuals in which there is a sufficiently large subgroup of individuals who 

jority voting. The application of these mathematical theorems to concrete real‐

eventually reach the 8correct9 belief if most testifiers are real experts and their expert testimony is more likely to 

3



(…) 

8experimenter9s regress,9

underlying 8real9 world

3

This is a problem since often: <We lack systematic methods for 

qualitative or intuitive notion= 

3 3

3



I think it now becomes clear how Goldman9s and Miller9s accounts rely on the rationale of 

with Stegenga9s study, I think to have established a more complete picture of criteria relevant 

laypeople9s reason to trust without requiring a strong consensus. 3

3

Goldman9s

9s justification 

the latter9s



3 3

3

the additional testifier9s non

she might be held accountable as well. Lackey9s 

argumentation, here, closely resembles Goodwin9s analysis of how trust in experts is centrally 

3 3

9s 9s

9

to 8non discriminatory9 reflection and the copying of testimony without assessing the truth of 

layperson9s 3

3 3 3

This is underlined by Goldman9s choice of extreme 

Miller9s worry regarding 



Nevertheless, David Coady9s and Lackey9s contribution is

3

3 3 3

8increasing or decreasing 9 

. Certainly, Goldman9s 

gain certainty in one9s competence and honesty beyond deeming a person perfectly suitable and 

3 3

3



argumentation regarding Goldman9s belief

3

Finally, Miller9s third 8indicator9 of socially diverse agreement is a real indicator as such 

hinking. Millers9 idea is that if several putative experts of 

3 3



this 8the problem of extension9. Accordingly, robustness is highest at 

3 3

limit of laypeople9s ability to process testimonies is 

3 3



, 8counting agreement9 is indeed a valuable

3



s9

3 3

he receiver9s strategy of 

the senders9 messages conflict,

Sobel outlines Ambrus and Lu9s model in the following manner: <Break the interval of types into n2 
n − 1, and j = 1, 

observes θ in interval (i, j). Sender 2 reports m2 = j + i mod n when she observes θ in interval (i, j). The Receiver 
responds optimally to the message.= 3



3 3

Lu9s model shows a way how we could think

s9 

3

Almassi9s terms, greater

latter9s 8 9

the experts9 and laypeople9s

the latter9s ideal point is already substantially deviant

3 3



the senders9 messages are biased without conflicting, rendering the testimonies inscrutable by 

3

one9s a higher impact on one9s own 

Moreover, the idea of more deliberately managing one9s own money by engaging with 



3

3 3 3

3

3

3



3

8personal finance9, this discipline is quite young <

consumer educators.=

3 3

8 9

3 3



8 9

3 3

<(…) the study and use of tools such as financial statements, checking and savings accounts, 

3

Personal finance is also a cognitive expertise. Questions like 8how I should invest my savings 

to receive the most returns9 or 8what the most efficient way is to reduce my debts9 depend on 

s9

discipline9s

9s interests and abilities. 



3 3

from other more 8basic9 expert 

. These I will call 8basic personal finance expertise9 in this thesis. From these 

referring to expert9s attempts to predict the future development of financial parameters like the 

client9s 

3 3

to laypeople9s 

The literature on expertise in social sciences also sometimes conceptually detaches 8expert judgment9 from the 

3
3



3

http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2014/65/oj


3

Do not confuse the discussion here with Quast9s 8localisation problem9. 3



dimension: Social agents can have 8reasons9 for acting. 

of what it means to 8properly9 act

8 9 8 9

8 9

8 9

Hausman9s words: <

= 

8objectively9 justify their work by differentiating the essential mechanisms of 

perspectival social science and one9s social position 

3



<unintegrated residues= (…

free ideal in science, social scientists might 8objectify9 this aspect by 

3

easy, since <economic theories bear so centrally on people9s interests, there are bound to be 

ideological biases at work in the discipline=

3 3

9

3 3



3

3

3

8proper 9 

3
3



(…) 

3

Kuhn9s

3

3



3

3



3

3

xperts9



3 3

8 9 

3 3 3

in their judgment, the more 8overconfident9 economists 

<

= 

3

3 3

the habit of 8off timing9, i.e., 8



9 Another popular move is invoking 8close call counterfactuals9, i.e., 8

9

omitting probability measurements, allowing 8wiggle room9 hoc frame one9s prediction 

3 3 3

so far notwithstanding, Tetlock9s 

3 3 3

from Isaiah Berlin9s <The Hedgehog and the Fox=

these empirical findings, Tetlock and his colleagues developed the 8Good Judgement 
Project9 tried to better delineate the 8foxy9 way of thinking that enables the most accurate predictions 

3



The foxes9 self

and, as a result, <overpredicted= fewer departures, good or bad, from the status quo.

3 3

To follow up on this more nuanced investigation, I introduced Almassi9s conceptual analysis 



3



3

3

a person9s decision 



law might transparently address a goal like 8generating the 

9

backgrounds might impact various social group9s interests 

9s social group. 

the former9s

3

3

3 3 3 3



m the provider9s 

ing the provider9s products 

on recommending 8in house9 products, which are provided by an investment firm owned or 

8kickbacks9 from choosing one investment outfit rather than anothe



3

9s testimony.

option9s

3

contracts are made at arm9s length, then 



3

3

one9s house bank 8 9

3

advice from dependent experts. Having Inderst and Ottaviani9s analysis 

expert9s effort of information collection is included 

3

could be 8wary9 in Inderst 

and Ottaviani9s sense



3 3 3

enough to disincentivise it (one needs to be able to 8punish9 as well), neither 

3

3 3 3



3

Almassi9s opportunity criterion, 

that Goodwin9s 8 9



uncertainty, which impedes Goodwin9s mechan

expert9s opportunity to bias. 3 3

9

<the reputational benefits of stan

obscurity.= 3 3

3

3 3 3 3



8 9

3

8Österreichischer 

Verband Financial Planners9 issue certificates such as the CFP (Certified Financial Planner) 

(see 8FPSB9, n.d.; 8About FPSB | 

FPSB9, n.d.; 8Verband Financial Planners9, n.d.; 8Verband9, n.d.; 8Karriere9, n.d.)



3

(see 8FMA Austria9, n.d.; 8Financial Market Supervision in Austria9, n.d.; 8Tasks of the FMA9, 

n.d.; 8European Supervisory Architecture9, n.d.)

client9s



(see 8FMA Austria9, n.d.; 8Financial 

Market Supervision in Austria9, n.d.; 8Tasks of the FMA9, n.d.)

3

3 (8FMA Austria9, n.d.; 8Financial Market 

Supervision in Austria9, n.d.; 8Tasks of the FMA9, n.d.)



Goldberg9s argument 

Laypeople confronted with testimony of the kind 8follow 

my strategy and become rich9 or 8invest in these products and receive 

9



, I want to discuss whether or how Goldman9s 8salient success9 heuristic could 

9

9s trust.

3 3

involve predictions but Goldman9s rationale also works with other kinds of salient success

deems investment advice as a context where the 8salient success9

3

8investment advice9 

to increase one9s 

8successful9 stock traders for advice, implying that such 

8

9



3

3 3 3

8 9

Goldman9s 8salient success9 

because of one9s investments. 

contribution one9s investments 

had on one9s finances. 

. Hence, Tetlock9s thorough longtime empirical studies show that by implication salient 



3 3

tructuring one9s debt, developing a 

one9s are therefore not subject to Tetlock9s critique. This 

Hence, Goldman9s heuristic cannot be applied to 

3 3

of 8counting agreement9 

3



independence, I defended Goldman9s received view against recent 

3

3 3 3

therefore connected this debate with Stegenga9s 

3

3

3 3



3

3 3

<Although it seems plausible that genuine experts in the natural sciences, or pure mathematics have 

highly dependent on their sources.= 



conflated with the copying of another9s research. 3

3



3

his embellishes the relevance of Miller9s social 

3 3

3 3 3

performed people working alone.= 3



relevance of robustness in Tetlock9s forecasting with very high intrinsic uncertainty further 

by connecting Goldman9s Bayesian intuition

3

affect the former9s trustworthiness. 

as the expert9s attempt to eadingly precise testimonies and laypeople9s 



Ergo, Ambrus and Lu9s model extension could be especially 

3

To look more closely into the rationale behind that point, I want to refer to Lane9s study on 

uncertainty 8or9 detrimental

the laypeople9s possibility to induce more honest testimony by comparing multiple 

3 3

<(…) equilibrium constructions provided in the literature require the senders to exactly reveal the 

along the equilibrium path.= 

3



senders9 signals. 

3 3

8threaten9 

3 3

3

3 3



3

dyads, i.e. two 8sender 9 and one receiver. 

3

9s

Even though testimony remains biased since the client9s 

3

9

Consequently, the customer9s naïve beliefs also 

3



These 8fast and frugal9 judgments depend on indicators 

Collins, Evans and Weinel9s 

3



Tetlock9s and Angner9s

Guided by Almassi9s conditions for detrimental 

expert9s misconduct. 



Goldman9s heuristic of observing 8salient successes9 of expert 

3



3

3 3 3

After all, I have argued that a sensible conceptualisation of 8expertise9 notwithstanding, 
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