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A PUZZLE ABOUT KNOWLEDGE IN ACTION

ISKRA FILEVA

Introduction

There must be a connection between acting for reasons andrigavhat
we are doing and why. This is evidenced by the fact that sonesti we an-
swer questions about reasons for action by saying somed#thiagt knowl-
edge in action, rather than reasons. Thus, suppose | askWiby, are you
tapping on the floor?” There are various things you can sagspaonse —
for instance, you can say that you are typing and that tapphite you are
typing is a habit of yours, or that you are tapping to the béa song you
are quietly humming to yourself, or that tapping is a goodreise for the
ankles, etc. All of these answers cite possible reasonsy@utnay, instead
of giving me some such reason, say simply: “Oh, | did not eealiwas do-
ing that.” This latter reply is not telling manythingabout your reasons for
acting. So it may seem that, in one sense, it is not a reply touegtion at
all. Yet, “I did not realize | was doing it” is a perfectly l¢gnate response
in this case: it would certainly not do for me to follow up orbit insisting,
“OK, but | did not ask you whether yorealizedthat you were tapping on
the floor. What | wanted to know ishyyou were tapping. You must tell me
that” | cannot do this because it seems clear that if you were ware of
the fact you were tapping on the floor, you could not possilslyehdone it
on the basis of reason®ut it follows from here that there is a connection
between acting for reasons and knowing what one is doing duyd w

What is this connection?

Many philosophers of action, especially those of a non-&@ispersua-
sion, have built on our intuitions about cases such as the joisedescribed
in order to argue that the connection between knowing whatisrmoing
and acting for reasons is a necessary one in this sensentbased action
entails knowledge of what one is doing. One cannot act for reasons un-
less one has knowledge of one’s own action. Anscombe (19&Heman
(1989), Moran (2001), and Wilson (2000), to mention but a f@aminent
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examples, have all supposed thi¥he view reflects both our pre-theoretical
intuitions about cases such as the tapping one above anthmogsry plau-
sible theory of reasons and reason-based action: reasoiisatatheory, are
considerations whiclguide action and which must be distinguished from
blind forces — such as impulses and irrational phobias —rtieatpushus
around in the absence of clear knowledge of what we are doidgvay. But
one cannot bguidedby reasons if one does not knamhat those reasons
are. Hence, acting for reasons implies knowledgeriot one is doing and
why.

There is, without doubt, something right about this pictdrehere is an
important connection between acting for reasons and krgpwhmat you are
doing, and this connection, surely, has something to do thighfact that
reasons are not blind causal forces but rational motivatinges. An im-
pulse or a nervous tic which make one tap on the floor withoungoaware
of it do not count ageasons and the action they effect does not count as
an actiondone for reasongither. But, the story goes on, reasons are differ-
ent from nervous tics: reasons move us not by making our baeict in
certain ways but by convincing us to pursue particular cesicf action, by
presenting considerations waderstand So when we act for reasons, we
know whywe are doing what we are doing.

Intuitive, though, as this picture may be, there is a conafilbin: we are
sometimesnistakenabout our reasons for action. But reasons partly deter-
mine the description of an action and when we are in error talnarureasons
for acting, we are in error about what we are doing. So we ametmes
mistaken about what we are really doing. Yet, actions donignorance,
or partial ignorance, regarding one’s own reasons may welhtas reason-
based. It follows that the connection between acting fosoaa and know-
ing what one is doing is looser than entailment: one can acefmsons and
not knowwhat one is doing. Consider a preliminary illustration. Soge
Emma’s elder sister Jane opens a letter sent to Emma. Imsigingoes that
slowly and after a period of deliberation. At first she worsdethether she
should unseal the envelope, hesitates for a moment, théseddo go ahead
and break the seal. Suppose also she acts in the belief shi&knous the
contents of the letter, say in order to be able to protect Ernoma some-
one’s dangerous influence. However, she is a curious pessaathre and,
although a desire to protect Emma is what $tieksmotivates her, she ac-
tually motivated mainly by curiosity. If this description of Jam@hotivation
is accurate, did Jane act for reasons?

LI note in passing that these philosophers differ with regaitthe question whaypeof
knowledge is the knowledge at stake — is this knowledge rimservational, for instance? Is
it non-inferential? Etc. For present purposes, we needwetl@n these differences.
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It seems so: for whatlsecould Jane’s action have been based amoif
reasons? Her opening Emma’s letter was neither instinatioeimpulsive,
nor unintentional. It was preceded by deliberation, theas wo coercion
or absence of self-control on her part. This is the type abador which
an agent is praised, blamed, and held accountable. It islifantents and
purposes, an action done for reasons. But Jane is mistaken &by she
acts and, from here, abouthat she does. For she thinks that all she does
is attempt to protect her younger sistehile, in fact, sheattempts to satisfy
her own curiosity

Still, there must beomeconnection between acting for reasons and know-
ing what one in doing and why. If there wasn't, your answeriti bt realize
| was doing that” in response to my question “Why are you tagmn the
floor?” would not be an answer to my question at all: if thereagonnec-
tion between knowledge of what one does and acting for reagaan, on
good grounds, follow up on your response by saying, “I am s&irg you
whether youealizedthat you were tapping on the floor, what | want to know
is whyyou were tapping.”

Here, we have the seed of a problem which standard causelist-tesire
models of action, on the other hand, face. This problem hes detected
earlier by David Velleman and Kieran Setiya, and it is théofeing: belief-
desire models have no resources to explain why there shewdyxzonnec-
tion between acting for reasons and knowing what one doesvapdThus,
imagine an agent motivated by a desire and a belief whaonbdsmowledge
of why he does what he does. For instance, suppose you aiadappthe
floor motivated by the desire to interrupt my work, but you gtate un-
aware of that desire. Indeed, you think you would be glad tp hee with
my work, for you are a good officemate. And it is true that if uest help
from you, if | ask you to copy an article for me, for instanceuywould do it
(as you have in the past). Still, it may well be that, althoygh see yourself
as a good officemate and this is how | see you, too, you wislgnsuiously,
to see me fail, and you are tapping on the floor motivated byd&sre to
interrupt my work so that | may miss the deadline for my prbjeblote
that on the belief-desire model, your tapping in this lattese qualifies as a
reason-based action because it meets the necessary aogsuffonditions
on reason-based actions: it is properly motivated by a elesid a belief.
Yet, intuitively, it isn’t a reason-based action, and thisra problem with a
theory which implies that it is.

Setiya suggests that in order to avoid this type of problemnmust in-
corporate practical knowledge — understood as knowledgehaft one is
doing and why — as aecessarygondition of reason-based action. Setiya’s
proposal, | will argue, has important virtues, but it shatesweakness of
standard non-causalist models in that it goes too far withktiowledge re-
guirement:knowledgeof what one is doing is not a necessary condition of
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reason-based action since one can be wrong about what oméng ahd
why, and still act for reasons; sormennection to knowledges.

Now we have a sketch of the “puzzle about knowledge in actioeferred
to in the title of this essay: on the one hand, it appears ttatgfor reasons
and knowing what one is doing are importantly connectedherother hand,
an agent can act for reasons but be mistaken about what stalisdoing
and why. What, theris the relation between knowledge in action and acting
for reasons? In order to provide an answer to this questiemeed a model
of reason-based action which, unlike standard beliefrdesiodels, helps
make sense of the connection between acting for reasonshamdrig what
one is doing, but unlike standard non-causalist modelss doepostulate a
necessarnconnection between reason-based action and knowledgeaif wh
one is doing and why. What | intend to do here is develop sucldein

1. Setiya on the problem with the belief-desire model and itgisn

| suggested above that standard causalist belief-desidelscast the net too
widely: actions such as your tapping on the floor motivatedhgyuncon-
scious desire to interrupt my work come out as reason-basd¢ldose mod-
els. And | mentioned that the shortcoming of such models ikahthey fail
to incorporate a connection to practical knowledge, or Hedge of what
one is doing and why, as one of the conditions of reason-baskoh. But
even if belief-desire models are too permissive in the wdgihted, it is not
obviousthat the missing ingredient is a connection to practicabkedge.
Perhaps my suggestion was too hasty, perhaps what is missogething
else.

Kieran Setiya (2007) discusses this question, consideretiaer possibil-
ities, and rejects them in turn. | believe he does so righiilye problem is
that his own positive proposal does not work. Below | willlés¥ him up to
the point at which he and | part company.

In making his case, Setiya takes cue from a story told by Fesutire-
told by Vellemar? The story is autobiographical and goes as follows: one
day, Freud’s sister enters his room and comments on theaimkstn Freud’s
desk. She says that Freud’'s beautiful desk is marred onlhdytesence
of Freud’s old inkstand. Later, Freud sweeps the inkstaral particularly
clumsy way. According to Freud's own interpretation of tlase, in sweep-
ing the inkstand he was motivated by the desire to get hisrdsty him a
new inkstand and the belief that she will buy him one shoutdalld one get
broken. But, as both Velleman and Setiya note, Freud's mdiearly does

2\elleman (2000, pp. 2-3) quoted at Setiya (2007, pp. 33-35).
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not qualify as “reason-basedl.’So an action performed on a hidden motive
only does not count as done “for reasofisSetiya calls this type of action
“merely motivated”, and | will adopt the same expressiomn]dok of a better
term. The question is, why doesn’t Freud’s action qualifyesson-based?
Whatis missing?

The most obvious reply, perhaps, would be — intention: Fréoeks not
decideto do what he does, and he doesintend at least not as we normally
use the word “intend”, to achieve a particular end. Setiyasiers this
possibility but rejects it. He does so on the ground thatettaee cases of
performing an actionntentionally which aren’t, for that matter, cases of
acting for a reaso® He illustrates this claim with the following sketch:
“Suppose | am convinced that | ought to be a lawyer, but ongabse | am
pressured into it by my parents. As | go through law schoadlliytbelieve
that | am suited to this kind of work. | do not respond to theesluhat
indicate otherwise: the fact that | spend much less time ingrkhan my
peers, that | often feel lethargic, that | never get good ggadlwould never
act on these reasons as grounds on which to quit. Still, | tdgbide to
quit, and be moved to do so, unconsciously, by beliefs thatespond to
these facts — finding my own decision both capricious and tamexplain.”
(Setiya, 2007, p.35).

Setiya correctly concludes from here that intention alooeschot suffice
to turn amerelymotivated action into one dorier reasons The more inter-
esting question is, if intention doesn’t make the cut, wiuss?

A second possible route to take is to suppose that an agertiecanid
to act for a reason if and only if heeeshis reason as goodone and as a

3Setiya (2007, p. 33) writes that Feud’s behavior: “meetscth@litions of the standard
model (i.e. the belief-desire model-my clarification).sitaused by the desire for an end and
a belief about how to achieve that end. And this causationmsdeviant, since the desire to
break the inkstand guides the movements of Freud’s arm ie@wg it to the floor. Despite
all this, Freud did not intentionally break the inkstand dweddid not break it for a reason”.
It is worth noting, however, that the account which Setiyacpeds to offer is @ausalist
one. In Setiya’s view, an action is caused by intention, &edtention plays a causal role
in sustaining the action.

4Note that there have been some attempts to see Freudiarespfmations as “based
on reasons” and Freud himself as showing that behavior viberwise take to be irrational
is really rational. On the former point see Church (2005)ui€h (1987), and Bermudez
(2002). For a qualified defense of the latter, see Alexanti@8Z). The account | develop
here should not be lumped in the same category as those ajrawgbch as Church and
Bermudez. While | do believe that the rationality of uncaoss and subconscious states is a
topic worth exploring, and | do share with Church and Bernautie view that an action can
qualify as reason-based even if we don’t know why we do it, hdbsubscribe to the thesis
that unconscious mental statbemselvesount ageasons What | say in this essay should
suffice to demonstrate why.

SThisis a change in Setiya’s view regarding the relation leetwreasons and intention-
ality. Cf. Setiya (2004, p. 370).
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sufficient justification of his action. The reason may noffaict, be good: it
suffices that the agetdkesit to be good, at least on that particular occasion.
This theory, which has been dubbed the “guise of the goodirihés trace-
able back to Plato and Aristotle and has been, more recefdfgnded by
Anscombe (1963), Velleman (1989), and Raz (1999). If thevisstenable,
we shall have a satisfactory answer to the question why Frethe inkstand
case does not act for reasons: Freud does not take brehldrigkistand-in-
order-to-make-his sister-buy-him-a-new-one to lgpadreason for action.
It seems intuitively plausible thét Freud had taken himself to be acting on
goodreasons (for instance, if he had made a conscious deciskmead the
inkstand in order to make his sister buy him a new one, and d&khtthat
to be agoodreason for breaking the inkstand), then his actig count as
done for reasons.

Setiya, however, joins discussants such as Michael St¢@R&9) in the
view that it is possible to act for a reason one considers bidillustrates
the point with an example adapted from Burnyeat (1980):consider (...)
someone who enjoys philosophy for the sense of power it cam gven
though he does not see such pleasures as worthwhile in thie lda asks
derisive questions at talks because that will humiliatevikging speaker.
This is his reason for acting — he does so intentionally — leutdtognizes
all the while that it is not a good reason to act,” (Setiya, 2q2237).

Setiya concludes from this example that one can act for aneasich
one does not see as “good” in any way. The “guise of the goottiwsy,
therefore, leads to a dead end, too.

This objection appears sound to me, as well. But | wish to nitake
further points in this regard. It is possible to counter tbgotion by saying
that the philosopher in the described example does seesiomebod in his
reason for action — the action satisfies his own desire foridante and is
expressive of his lack of empathy. If he had no desire for damce and did
not lack empathy, if withessing visiting speakers hunmelthprovoked in him
compassion, not pleasure, it would be hard to make senses @iction —
the action would become unintelligible: we see the actiantadigible only
because we suppose that the philosopher in question find& aldasure in
what he does. So the action does present itself to him undégthise of the
good”, although he may not believe that the pleasure he takasmiliating
the visiting speaker is a good reason to act all things censtd

This counterargument would be misguided because the “glithe good”
theory is meant to baormative an agent acting, according to this theory,
sees not simply “something good” in what he does (such asrtieizated
pleasure of humiliating someone), he takes his reasons tmbe reasons
for action. This normative theory is untenable: while itrniget thatin the
usual case people see their reasons as good (and sometimes, attttbute
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themselves reasons they do not actually have in order td #weiconclusion
that they are acting on bad reasons), this isaiaysthe case.

But one can, perhaps, propose a revised version of the “glitbe good”
theory, one purged of normative overtones. Maybe we canhsedyah agent

acts on reasons when he sesemethinggood about what he does, even if he

does not believe his reasons to be good all things considered

Even such a revised conception will not work, though. Thimissecond
point. It is possible for an action to fall short of counting “aeason-based”
although the agent performing it does see something goaat #v® reasons
he attributes to himself. Suppose, for instance, that eoperants to know
what time it is. However, instead of looking at his wrist watte goes to
check the clock painted on a canvas hanging in his livingerolt may well
be that this persodoessee something good about his reason for action:
does what he does because he wants to find out what time it isisbaction
does not count as done “for reasons”. | shall return to thetipre“why not”
shortly. The answer will help us specify a condition on reakased action.
Let me now go back to my main life of argument.

If neither intention nor the “guise of the good” is the migsimgredi-
ent here, what is? Setiya suggests the following: whatrdjetshes ac-
tions with purely psychological explanations, such asehafsFreud or the
willy-nilly-about-to-become-a-lawyer person, from aectsdone for reasons
is that when we act for reasons we knaiatwe are doing angvhy. Those
philosophers of action who subscribe to a normative vieweakon-based
action are quite right to maintain that action-done-fas@ns involves be-
liefs about oneself and one’s reasons and is thtlective but “reflection”
here, he insists, should be understood as the activitgaignizingone’s
reasons as one's own, not @faluatingthem, asreflexivity, rather tharre-
flectivity. He says: “And in writing about the “reflective” characteraafting
for reasons, | have in mind not reflection as an activity obws, but the fact
that a belief about oneself is involved in taking somethiagae’s reason to
act. The point is simply that in acting for a reasoknbw(my italics) what
my reason is (...). While | may not have thought about it camssly, | do
not need to investigate myself, as | would another personyder to give
my reason for acting: | already know,” (Setiya, 2007, p.45d earlier: I
don’t have to ask myself why | am walking to the shops if my ceator
doing so is to buy a hammer,” (Setiya, p.40).

His arguments for this conclusion are nuanced and subttkl eannot do
full justice to them here but, for present purposes, thishmuitl do: despite
the elaborate reasoning behind it, this conclusion doasork. It doesn't
because it cannot help explain why Jane’s action in the casgan with
counts as one done for reasons although Jane is wrong abatitsivé is
doing and why. We need, therefore, another model. But béftuna to the
task of providing one, | wish to make one more point.

he
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In fairness, in the later of the two pieces of Setiya’s whichadw on here,
Setiya acknowledges the possibility | am interested in laysshat such
cases count as at best “marginal” cases of acting for a remst@lso that
we are: “...properly unsure about the description of selfeptive action.
But it does seem possible,” (Setiya, p.44). Since Setiya seeh cases as
“marginal”, he does not make an attempt to accommodate tHéam we
dismiss these cases in the way Setiya does?

The remark | just quoted is cryptic, and | am not sure what éyx&etiya
means by “marginal” here — if the thought is that an actionedionerror of
why one acts does not meet the standardgesfectlyreason-based action,
then | agree, and will come back to this point at the end; butrecactions
based orbad reasons, and Setiya does not cotimiseas “marginal.” If,
on the other hand, he wishes to claim that such actions ayeraws, then |
disagree. Things may be relatively straightforward witticars such as go-
ing to the store to buy a hammer, but they are not at all stri@igiard with
actions such hiring or firing someone (you could hire a migarandidate
in the belief this is the most qualified candidate; but youlhlze motivated,
in part, by the desire to prove to yourself you are not a rafostinstance),
beginning a new business enterprise (you may think you etheyhrill of
the risk but, in fact, be motivated by the desire to show ta yather you can
do this), etc. And even with an action such as going to thestaptivation
may not be what it, at first, appears: it might be that | am gaintipe store
to buy a hammer, just as | think | am and that’s that; but it majko be that
in addition to this, | am motivated to go to the store and bugmmerright
now because | want to take some time off my work, although | may les|
unaware of this additional motive.

We have now rejected belief-desire models, belief-debitemtion mod-
els, reflective endorsement of one’s own reasons modelsg(dsée of the
good” models), and Setiya’s “reflexive recognition” accbuiwWVhat other
option is there?

2. A proposal

Setiya has taken a step in the right direction — in accounfiimgeason-
based actions, we need a condition which helps capture tingection be-
tween acting for reasons and knowing what one does and whySatiya
attempts to include precisely such a condition. Setiyads d@bht in relax-

ing the constraints postulated in normative accounts: atiwaaccounts re-
quirereflective endorsement one’s own reasons as a necessary condition of
reason-based action. Setiya’s model demands merrelffexive recognition

of one’s reasons. But we need to loosen the constraintsefustiil — even



A PUZZLE ABOUT KNOWLEDGE IN ACTION 9

reflexive recognition is a too restrictive condition. Sohiet) weaker suf-
fices: all that is necessary is that the agent poss@mse explanationf what
she does and why, that there is something which she takes ssalsen. The
explanation need not lheue: the agent need not, properly speaking, “recog-
nize” her reason for what it is — she mayisrecognizet. The key here is
that an agent acting for reasons is able to adfaneanswer to the question:
“Why are you/am | doing this?” where the answer cites reasommitative
reasons (and not coercive forces, natural forces, or soafetsing); but the
answer need not beorrect On this proposal, what makes Freud’s sweeping
of the inkstand fall short of a reason-based action is thetfet Freud has
no explanatiorof what he does and why (it takes post-factum analysis on his
part to come up with an interpretation). If Freud had an engian, some
explanation, his action would have qualified as reasonebdsar instance, if
Freud had, alternatively, broken the inkstand in the bélestvants to check
whether the inkstand is sturdy enough to fall on the floor euthbreaking,
while truly motivated by the desire to break it and make hégesibuy him a
new one, his action would have qualified as based on reasons.

But we need to refine this initial account. In order to see vidyus go
back to Jane and Emma. Suppose Jane opens Emma’s lettetmabialief
she wants to protect Emma but in the belief she wants to sewe¢héher
forecast. In this case, thei@something which Jane cites as her reason for
action, but her action does not count as done for reasons. \t¥ The
problem is that Jane doesn't really have an explanationeven a false one,
of what she does; all she has is tbemblanceof an explanation. There
is absolutely no ground for her to suppose that the weathecdst could
be found in Emma’s private lettérand so the cited “reason” does not help
make sense of her action. Acting for reasons requires amaex{bn such
that the reasons cited therein succeed to make the antalligible.

We can now see why even a revised “guise of the good” accoilstt flae
condition we need is not that one see the reasons one hasli@gwelseone
has) “under the guise of the good”, but rather, that thossoremsucceed in
making one’s action intelligible from an interpreter’s poof view.

There is a long tradition of taking intelligibility to be a mkaof reason-
based action. Nagel (1970, pp. 33—4.) famously appealeatadigibility
in order to distinguish motivation by reasons from causaliatee. Raz
(1999), Dancy (2000), and McDowell (1998) have made sinatguments.
My last modification is in line with this tradition, but therga twist. Other
philosophers require that the agent actingrizgivatedby the reasons which
make her action intelligible. My account does not requirat:ttthe agent

6Barring contrived scenarios, for instance, one in whichgtreernment keeps the fore-
cast secret from citizens, Emma has an “informant” who naéisthe forecast in private
letters, and Jane knows this.
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acting must possess (or be able to provide) a reasons efiplarad one
which succeeds to make her action intelligible; he or shel me¢, however,
be actually motivated by the reasons cited in the explanatiguestion.

But it is important to note that the intelligible explanatizvhich the agent
possesses, even if not correctnigt, thereby,motivationally inert It has
positive motivational force in the following sense: a raabagent cares
about whether she has an explanation of her actions or ndtwanld, in
general, be deterred from acting if she has no intelligilysto tell to
herself about what she does and why. An agent who acts faneas partly
motivated by the (true) belief that she can make sense of\eraations,
even though she may not have a true belief as to why shé autsat | claim
is that this is enough: in order for an action to qualify asosabased, it does
not have to be the case that, in addition to this, the iniblégexplanation
which the agent possesses is, in faaig, and that she iseally motivated
by the reasons cited in it. It suffices that she is motivatedheyfact she
hasan intelligible explanation. Herein lies the truth aboutanp made by
Velleman time and again, namely, that rational agentsestavachieve self-
understanding. Whas true is that rational agents strive for, what one might
call, self-intelligibility — we are inclined to abstain fno actions for which
we can give no reasons to ourselves. It is a further questrmther we are
interested in genuine self-understanding and so inclinég/ to uncover our
own hidden motives. Sometimes we are and sometimes we ar8utobur
actions may qualify as “done for reasons” even when we are not

There is more truth both to Velleman’s point concerning theedtowards
self-understanding and to accounts which postulate a sagesonnection
between acting on reasons and knowing what one is doing, vesywend
that truth will point us in the direction of a further refinemief the present
account: our reasons for action drely known to us when our actions are
describedat a relatively low level of action identificati®nsuch as that of

7If she likes the explanation, she may also find herself mmdain addition, by the
kind of explanation which she has (for instance, an explanatisictwdepicts her as a caring
and generous person), but this sort of motivation is not,anegal, a necessary condition
of reason-based action. An action may count as reason-lessedif the agent positively
dislikes her own explanation of her action (for instanceaneJwho is aware of her real
reason for opening Emma’s letter). This is why the normateesion of the “guise of the
good” account fails.

8Though not the lowest level, since our actions are not kn@wstat the level of micro-
physical processes. | note in passing that Anscombe dentine &ea of pushing what is
known as the content of one’s intention “back” in this wayeS¥rites, “it is an error to try to
push what is known by being the content of one’s intentiorktza back; first to the bodily
movement, then perhaps to the contraction of the muscles tththe attempt to do the thing,
which comes right at the beginning,” Anscombe (1963, 830gretshe is motivated by a
thought with which | entirely agree: we do not normally thiokour actions at the level of
bodily movements and may even be unable to perform an adtige tried to think of it at
that level — say, | won't be able to play the Chopin waltz | wamplay if | think about the
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bodily movements. Jane isn't wrong about why she makes ttiylbmove-
ments we’d refer to as “opening a letter” — she makes themusecahe
wants to read the letter. What she is wrong about is the regiserhas to
want to see the letter. If Jane makes the bodily movementd re&r to as
“opening a letter” yet sincerely believes that she does timeonder to make
a phone call, we would not think she is acting for reasbridore gener-
ally, a person acting for reasons must hamewledgeof what she does at a
relatively low level of action identification.

But we do not think of our actions only at the level of bodily vements.
We also give more encompassing descriptions of them. Mereaetypi-
cally think of our actions at a higher level of identification, anot ;easoning
about what to do is, in the usual case, reasoning about wid s de-
scribed'® and we could be mistaken both about why we act and about what
we are doing when the action is described at this higher, mmmrempassing
level, although we are correct about what we are doing andwign the
action is described at a lower action identification level.

Conclusion

In the beginning of the present paper, | formulated a puziatautknowl-
edge in action and promised a solution to that puzzle. Thelpwkas this:
acting for reasons and knowing what one is doing must be itapty con-
nected. If they are not, it would be impossible to answer st about
reasons for acting by saying something about knowledgetiaracBut we
do, quite legitimately, answer questions about reasonayng something
about knowledge, or lack of it, instead. On the other handagant may
act for reasons but be mistaken about what she is really damigwhy.
What then,is the precise relation between knowledge in action and acting
for reasons? | said we need an account of reason-based atiicimaccom-
modates actions containing an error regarding one’s owivaiimn and so
helps solve the puzzle about knowledge in action. | have rmeraplished
my task and wish to summarize the results and make a few fimadries.

movements of each of my fingers. Whatist true is that our intentions at a high level of
action identification have to denownto us: all that's necessary is that we have an intelligible
story to tell to ourselves as to what they are and are parthwated by the fact we have such
a story.
9Again, barring contrived scenarios, for instance, one ifctvthe letter is equipped with

censors, and when Jane opens it, someone’s phone rings.

= empirical evidence that we typically think of our actoat the highest level of
identification possible, see Kozak, M., Marsh, A.A., & Wegri2.M. (2008). They present
results which support the thesis that we think of our actiblow identification levels only
when we are incompetent at what we do, or else when we aretaimcabout whether we
should do something or not.
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| argued that a piece of behavior qualifies as an action donesfsons
when (a) the agent acting possesses a (possibly putatas)ne explanation
of the action; (b) the explanation successfully makes thieramtelligible;
(c) the agent is at least minimally motivated by the fact shespsses a rea-
sons explanation in the following sense: she would be detdrom acting if
she did not possess an explanation of what she does; (d) ¢iné¢ passesses
knowledge of what she does when the action is described #tavedy low
level of identification such as that of bodily movements.

Now | wish to qualify the conditions listed further still, dto consider two
possible objections to my account. The first qualificatiothésfollowing. A
reason-based action is, if | may put the matter this way,@efftly internally
motivated. That means: we can be wrong about our reasongtiondut
eventual mistakes have to be, in some intuitive sense,own | am not
going to fully specify this sense of “ownership” here, butillvilustrate the
point with an example. If an experimenter psychologist feey brain the
belief that | am performing an action for a reasowhile in fact, my action
is a direct result of the brain states produced in me by therxgnter,
my action doesn’t count as done for reasons even though itmestall
of the above listed conditions: | do have an explanation catwido and
why, the explanation succeeds to make my action intelkgilaind 1 have
knowledge of my action when the action is described at aivelgtlow
level of action identification. While a mistake regarding awn reasons for
action is compatible with my acting for reasons, a mistak&lwhomes as a
result of a direct intervention in my brain is not ¥o.

The second qualification is this. | mentioned that the actimplanation
which an agent possesses must successfully make the attprestion in-
telligible. What I wish to note here is that there is no shaprilary between
explanations which do and such that do not successfully ido Gray area
cases will likely be observed in situations where peopleuader stress or
find themselves in very unusual circumstantes.

Turn we now to the objections. | began this analysis on thenpae that
we can be wrong about our own reasons for action. But why shoné

Htis difficult to say whether this condition rules out actiaumder post-hypnotic sugges-
tion. | am inclined to say that it does, but | won't go into tiesue here.

12Consider an illustrative example. Death mates in Nazi caination camps are reported
to have played the “pretense game” of being Nazis. They madé iforms and armbands
from scraps and gave to each other the salute “Heil HitldtiteaSurely, they must have had
some explanation of what they were doing and why. What exgpiam could that have been?
Suppose they thought that they wanted to have some fun. DBgesxplanation successfully
make the action intelligible in the required way? Should/thave been deterred from acting
for lack of a better explanation? The answer is, | believe —thlfges” and “no”. The
explanation does, indeed, verge on the rationally unaabépiyet, in some sense, it does
“make sense” and does confer some intelligibility on thegvédr in question. See Bettelheim
(1948).
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accept such a premise? It is certainly possible to hold tkedlwaysknow
our own reasons for action or that we don't have sufficienugds to as-
sume the contrary. After all, there is, at least, some ewddhat the reason
which the agent cites to herself has something to do with bgora— the
evidence is that she cites the reason to herself. But thehidwtive? What
can possibly serve as evidence that she has any such? Neaelispsychol-
ogists often talk about hidden motives and intentions, but believe them?
Can there be a proof that Jane does not open the letter intordestect her
sister, just as she thinks?

Though | believe that skepticism of this sort is likely to kia theory”
only, the requirement for presenting evidence is quitetitegite, and so the
guestion must be addressed. The nature of hidden motiveimtamtions is
a topic of another and lengthy discussion, but | wish to sayeghing briefly
by way of demonstrating the possibility of the phenomenoquestion.

The content of our reasons for action is partly determinedvhgat we
come to perceive as success and failure in action. Upon iocgasur own
perceptions of success and failure may give us a clue as ttuader the
surface” motives and goals. Thus, suppose that the lettergjzens is signed
by K. Edwards. Jane believes that “K. Edwards” stands foir&Edwards”,
a friend of Emma’s (one who has, in Jane’s view, supplantad raREmma’s
life and is currently exerting “dangerous influence”). Howee the letter
is, actually, from Katherine Edwards, a business partngroriseeing that
the letter is a business letter, Jane feels slightly disapgd — Emma’s
business is not what she wanted to learn about. Her disappeih might
be a signal for her, if she reflects on it, that her real matwain opening
Emma’s letter was to satisfy her own curiosity: after allaif she really
wanted was to protect her little sister, she should feel tiadetter is from
a business partner and not from someone whose influence aisteris, in
her view, dangerous. But she does not feel glad. She feelppbinted. Her
disappointment will make sense only if we supposed that dserel which
moved her to act was not the desire she thought she had. Soforutte
existence of hidden intentions.

The second and final objection | am going to consider is tHevidhg. The
conditions | offer, it can be claimed, are not conditiongeffectlyreason-
based action. One may well have the residual intuition thaacion only
really counts as done for reasons when the agent performing it kandws
he acts and is truly motivated by the reasons she gives telhers

| have no particular quibble with this intuition, actually.am engaged
in, as one might call ithon-idealtheorizing here. It is all right to spell out
the standards afleally reason-based action, and it is certainly interesting
to ponder those as well. But we need to make sense of our oydiveys
of explaining each other's behavior. Just why are we inditeregard the
opening of the letter case as an example of action done feonsa and
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we are not inclined to regard this way Freud’s inkstand casgetiya’s law
student case? Standards of ideally reason-based actiootdaglp answer
this question.

Our reasons for action are partly transparent to us inssfauaown pro-
cesses of thinking are. But motives which often remain osigtit influence
our actions as well and play a role in the way we make choicash #o-
tives often require a careful and honest self-scrutiny tamevered. What
I've argued here is that we need not engage in such selfusgrim order
for our actions to count as done for reasons; though, of eopexfectly
reason-based actions are not actions which memiyntas done on reasons.

University of North Carolina — Chapel Hill
USA
E-mail:i fil eva@nui |l . unc. edu
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