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Abstract: This paper proposes and defends an atobwiat it is to act for reasons. In the
first part, | will discuss the desire-belief ane ttteliberative model of acting for reasons. |
will argue that we can avoid the weaknesses amihréte strengths of both views, if we
pursue an alternative according to which actingéassons involvetaking something as a
reason. In the main part, | will develop an accafrwhat it is to take something as a
reason for action. On the basis of this, | willnladfer a new account of what it is to act for

reasons.

1. Introduction

What is it to act for reasons? The most familissveer to this question is provided by the
desire-belief model. A radically different accoimgiven by a deliberative model, and a
third alternative is to pursue an approach thaealsoto the idea that wake treat, or
endorsesomething as a reason when we act for it. Withimadive ethics and meta-ethics,
several philosophers have argued for a view thist dader this third approachn

contrast, not much focused attention has been govéns alternative in the philosophy of
action? As a result, most of the existing accounts thiaufader the third approach have
been shaped by particular ethical and meta-ethioad and commitments. My aim here is
to propose and defend a version of the third agpré@m an action theoretical point of
view—free from any aims and commitments in ethibabrizing. In the first part, I will
begin with a discussion of the desire-belief modet | will outline what | take to be the
most important objections to this view. Then we bilefly turn to the deliberative model.

This view avoids the main problems of the desirgebenodel, but it is also too demanding

! Darwall 1983, Gibbard 1990, Quinn 1993, Korsgak8l6, Scanlon 1998, Schroeder 2007, and Setiya
2007. Schroeder says that an appediake-the-consideration-to-be-a-reas@mnow a standard approach
(152). This is true, perhaps, for ethics and mét&s, but not for the philosophy of mind, decistbeory,
and empirical psychology, where the desire-beliefiat is still the standard view.

2 A notable exception is Bratman 1996 and 2000.



in obvious respects. We will see that this diatefaivors the third approach, according to
which acting for a reason involves taking sometlda@ reason. In the main part, | will
develop an account of what it is to take sometlm@ reason. On the basis of this, I will
then offer an account of what it is to act for m&s In the final part, | will add some
further remarks and clarifications and | will ofi@sponses to two objections.

| should stress, right at the outset, that my na@mhere is to presentausible
casefor an alternative account of what it is to astr@asons. This involves many complex
issues that cannot be discussed in full detailtddienitations of space. | should stress,
also, that | do not take myself to present a ca@icicase against the desire-belief model.
Nevertheless, | think that the arguments that ll priéssent are plausible and strong enough
to motivate the pursuit of an alternative accoant] the dialectic between the desire-belief
and the deliberative model will suggest that aroaotin terms of an agent’s taking

something as a reason is a promising candidatiifar

2. The desire-belief model

The desire-belief model says, basically, that dioads done for reasons just in case it is
caused, in the right way, by a desire-belief coratiam that rationalizes its performance.
Typically, desires and beliefs rationalize by pdiwg a means-end rationale, and the agent
is acting for a reason because the action is bais@dental attitudes that correspond to an
instance of means-end reasoning (Davidson 1963).

The desire-belief model has been widely discussed jt has been widely criticized
—within practical philosophy and the philosophyaation, at least. | will restrict my
considerations here to the points that | deem magsbdrtant and that will help me to set the
stage for the view that acting for a reason is th@setaking something as a reason. | shall
begin with two points that count in favor of thewi. A first advantage of the desire-belief
model consists in its causal dimension. It cana@rplvhat it is to actor and onthe basis of
reason-giving attitudes in terms of efficient cdigsg and it provides, thereby, an account

of what Davidson called the “mysterious connectibatween reasons and actions

% There are other ways in which beliefs can conaetibns to desired ends, and there appears tghzbem
for actions that are done for their own sake. Batoan ignore these complications here. For moithisrsee
Goldman 1970 and Audi 1986, for instance.



(Davidson 1963: 11 A second advantage consists in its psychologisstesity. The view
does not require conscious deliberation about @nolscons. It does not even require
conscious reasoning from desired ends to meamsgd&sposition to reason that way is,
arguably, sufficient (see Davidson 1978: 85-86)sThicommonly thought to be an
advantage, as many actions that are not precedednsgious reasoning appear to be done
for reasons.

The most serious problem for the view stems, inopipion, from the evaluative
dimension of acting for reasons. There are varkings of cases in which an action is
based on desires and beliefs, but in which thetadyms not see anything good or
worthwhile in the action. This point has often bessde in terms of the distinction
betweerdesiringsomething and seeing it dssirable An agent may be motivated by a
desire (in combination with beliefs) without seethg desired course of action as
desirable—without seeing anything that favors, ree@nds, or justifies the action (see
Watson 1975, Darwall 1983, Velleman 1992, and Baati2000, for instance).

A closely related objection says that the desideebmodel lacks the resources to
account for deliberative action. Some actions #natdone for reasom@se based on
conscious deliberation about pros and cons. Praopsmé the desire-belief model might
appeal to the motivational strength of desiresrdepto explain what theeighingof
reasons for and against an action consists inttBaits unpromising, as there is no good
reason to think that an agent’s evaluative rankifiggasons can be reduced to the relative
strength of his or her desires (see Raz 1999n&tance). Again, the problem is that what is
desired may not be judged desirable. In particwaat is judged to be more (or less)
desirable than something else may not be more=és)) desired. Given this, the mentioned
psychological austerity can be both an advantageaatisadvantage, depending on
whether one considers non-deliberative or deliberatctions.

In response to both objections, proponents of dsére-belief model might adopt
Davidson’s later position, according to which degjrsomething just is to see it as
desirable (1978: 86-87). But this seems unconvgidiihe intuitive and commonsense

concept of desire clearly allows for desires tmataut of line with the agent’s value

* It has been argued that the theory fails, in facexplain what it is to act for reason as it aatrexplain
what the right or non-deviant way of causation ¢stgsn. | have addressed this challenge elsewhere
(Schlosser 2007, 2010b, and 2011).



judgments, and it is part of common experienceateetdesires that are not in accord with
one’s evaluations. It seems, in other words, thafgroposed response is based on an
overly narrow and implausible conception of desiguably, this point is not decisive,

but it puts, | think, considerable pressure onvilegv. (We will return to this below.)

3. Conscious deliberation and reason-taking

According to a deliberative model, an agent’s reador action are, roughly, the things
that the agent considers and weighs in conscidilsedation. A pure version of this view
says, basically, that an action is done for reaggsisn case it is based on conscious
practical deliberation. This view avoids the menéd problems of the desire-belief model
by construing reasons as the things that the agasiders in deliberation as justifying
reasons for and against the action. Some philosspake the deliberative model as a
plausible starting point (Darwall 1983, Schuele@20and En¢ 2003, for instance). But no
one, as far as | know, holds a pure version ofui@®. The obvious reason is that this view
is psychologically implausible: it seems clear, &nd widely agreed, that many actions
that are done for reasons are not preceded byiooissdeliberation.

But we can adopt a central idea behind this viethouit requiring conscious
deliberation. This is the idea that an agent’'saorador an action are the things that the
agenttakes treats or endorsess justifying reasons for the action (see Dard@83,
Gibbard 1990, Korsgaard 1996, Scanlon 1998, Ra@,18% Bratman 2000). In this way,
one can avoid the problems of the desire-beliefehaithout being committed to the
overly demanding psychology of the deliberative elodihis dialectic provides a good
reason to pursue an alternative approach accotdimpich acting for a reason involves,
essentially, taking something as a reason. FosdRke of brevity, and for want of a better

term, | shall refer to this psychological elemewoti now on as an agentsason-taking

4. The desire-belief model cont.

Proponents of the desire-belief model may resporitdis by pointing out that an appeal to
reason-taking is not only compatible with the dedielief model, but that this model
provides a good explanation of what it is to tatinething as a reason for action. Return to

the mentioned amendment of the view, accordinghichvdesiring something just is to see



it as desirable. The objection to this view wag this committed to an overly narrow and
implausible conception of desire. Proponents migply that this objection is beside the
point. They may well be aware of the fact that tiesion of desire is technical and
stipulative, and they may argue that this is nptablem, precisely because this notion of
desire is supposed to capture reason-taking. Tégestion is here that desiring something
is to see it as desirable, worthwhile, or in soerese good: desiring an end just is to see a
good and minimally justifying reason to pursue anamote the end (see Bratman 2000:
51-52). On this view, then, the possession of ael@sst is the possession of a reason-
taking attitude (see Scanlon 1998: 37-39 and Sderdz007: 150-58).

Is it plausible to suggest that the desire-belietiel provides an account of reason-
taking? Another common objection is relevant hirkeas been argued that the desire-belief
model is inadequate for the simple reason thatactgal reasoning we hardly ever, if ever,
consider our own desires as reasons, which meahsvéhhardly ever, if ever, take our
desires as reasons for actions (Schueler 2003 @mo&ler 2007, for instance). We can
distinguish here between a first-personal and enative point. Consider some examples
that illustrate the first-personal point. Suppdss Mona is contemplating a weekend trip
to Paris. In her deliberation she gives weighhtdonsideration that she has never been to
Paris and that there is a great exhibition on digpi the Louvre. Mona, it seems, takes
theseconsiderationsas her reasons for going to Paris. Somethingairodn be said about
non-deliberative cases. Suppose that Pete takesarella, because there are thick clouds
hanging over the sky, and consider Sue who jumjpsamiver in order to save a drowning
child. It is possible, and likely, that neither ®ebr Sue engages in deliberation about pros
and cons (Pete acts, perhaps, out of habit andisiey time pressure). Nevertheless, both
act for a reason, and it seems only plausible ppase that they take something, some
consideration, as their reason (a consideratiomgatioe lines of “it looks like rain” and “I
better do something, or else that child is goindrtmawn”). This is not to say that there is
nothing that these agent&nt But it suggests that they take considerationtberahan
some of their desires, as their reasons for action.

According to the related normative point, it isysible to think that, in ordinary

cases, wshouldnot take our own desires into consideration dupiragtical reasoning,



because this would be overly self-interested drsgiarding (see Schroeder 2007: 24-27).
In principle, the desire-belief model is compatibii¢h the view that acting for reasons is
always self-interested or self-regarding. But ibysno means committed to this, and the
vast majority of its proponents reject this view.

There is, however, a response that acknowledgésgoitts. It says, basically, that
what comes into view, from the agent’s perspectwve,not desires, but desired ends. Given
this, proponents of the view may assume that deaire operative in the background (Pettit
& Smith 1990), or that they are efficacious backgy conditions (Schroeder 2007). It is
worth noting that the former formulation of thisckground version of the desire-belief
model gives rise to a worry that can be mitigatedne latter. If it is assumed that desires
are usually operative in the background, thenatreethat usually the reasons for which we
act do not come fully into view. This view compr@®s the transparency in acting for
reasons to a degree that one may find worrying tldstworry can be mitigated, if we
assume that desires are background conditions velnechot among the agent’s reasons at
all. On this view, desires are reasons only inserese that they explain why the agent takes
certain things as reasons—in particular, they enpldy the agent takes certain ends as
reason-giving, but they are not themselves takeeasons for action.

Given this, we can conclude that the desire-befieflel can accommodate the
mentioned first-personal and normative considenatiand that a background version of
the model can also preserve an adequate degresnsparency. This does not settle the
guestion of whether or not reason-taking attituches be reduced to desires (or desire-
belief combinations), and further below | will aggthat such a reduction is implausible.
But we can see now that even according to the plassible version of the desire-belief
model—the background version—an agent’s reasorachosn are the things that the agent

takes as reasons.

® There are exceptions. A common example is thégterse of an obsessive desire that gives the agent
reason to seek professional help. In such casesyay well take one’s own desire into consideratiom it
seems appropriate to do so. However, this poins do¢ generalize, as such cases are clearly egoapti
Further, the desire itself does not constituteasoa-taking attitude in such cases, because wtedtdés as a
reason is not the desired end, but the considertitet one has a desire which is obsessive. Iir @tbedls,
the obsessive desire is taken to provide a redsmwmot for the right action: it is not taken tmpide a reason
for the pursuit of the desired end.



5. An agent’s reasons

We started with the question of what it is to actreasons. One may approach this
guestion by asking whatasondor actions are. | have argued that both the diigle
between the desire-belief and the deliberative maade the debate about the desire-belief
model lend support to the view that the reasonsvfach an agent acts are the things that
the agent takes as reasons for the action. Latluthe things that an agent takes as reasons
theagent’'s reasonsHow does this notion relate to more familiar oo8 and distinctions
concerning reasons for action? Some clarificatamesin order.

In the literature one can find a number of disimts that are relevant here. The most
familiar ones are the distinctions between inteamal external, motivating and normative,
and explanatory and justifying reasons (see Wikid@&79, Bond 1983, Smith 1987, and
Dancy 2000, for instance). We can set aside tBedistinction. It concerns primarily the
guestion of what reasons for actitnere areand whether or not they depend on desires,
whereas our question is what it isact for reasons. It seems plausible to think that the
second and the third distinction are equivalentabse it seems that motivating reasons
explain the performance of actions, and that narmaeasons justify them. This is an
important and a very familiar distinction, and @t®uld note that it is compatible with the
claim that one and the same reason can be bothatigenand motivating (or both
justifying and explanatory).

But this is not without problems. Any factor thatamong the causes of an action is
an explanatory reason of that action. Given this, mot clear that every explanatory reason
is also a motivating reason—a reason that motivtateagento perform the action. But as
nothing of substance hangs on this point, | stssllime that explanatory reasons are
motivating reasons. More importantly, the distiontbetween normative and justifying
reasons, on the one hand, and motivating and exolgnreasons, on the other, does not
capture an important notion of a reason for acfidnis becomes obvious when we consider
the possibility that an agent can be wrong abouwtyistifies what. In particular, an agent
may incorrectly take something as a justifyingrformative) reason for an action. If this is
the case, the agent’s reason is not a justifyingigomative) reason because it does not in
fact justify. But it is also not correct to deseiib as a reason that is merely explanatory (or

motivating). There is an impressive amount of psyagical evidence that shows how our



choices and actions can be influenced by uncons@osgubliminal factors (see Hassin et

al. 2005, for instance). Such factors are explagatasons, provided that they are among
the causes of the action. In some cases, they gt rationalize the performance of the
action. But in most cases, they have no ratiomajiforce whatsoever. In such cases,
unconscious or subliminal factors anerelyexplanatory of the agent’s behavior, and they
are clearly not thingr whichor in the light of whichthe agent acts—they are clearly not
things that the agent takes as reasons. Givenilisan see that the mentioned distinction
does not capture the suggested notion of an ageris®ns, because an agent’s reasons are
neither merely explanatory or motivating, nor dreytnecessarily justifying or normative
(similar considerations can be found in Bond 1983).

There is a long tradition in philosophy accordiagmhich reasons for action are
justifying or normative reasons, and it has beaygssted that it is a conceptual truth that
reasons in this “standard normative sense” argshiinat favor or recommend, providing
some rational justification (Scanlon 1998: 19 afyl btend to agree with this. But given
that merely explanatory or motivating factors clo de given as reasons, and given that
the agent might be mistaken about what justifieatytlaims about acting for reasons
should be qualified and regimented. To this ertdnke propose first a distinction between
four different types of reason explanations ofati

In line with what has been suggested so far, lstayshat there is (A) a
psychological explanatioof why an agent performs a certain type of acti@nd only if
the agent has (conscious or unconscious) mentakdtaat explain this, that there is (B) a
psychologicateasonexplanation of an action if and only if the ageas iconscious or
unconscious) mental states that explainratidnalizethe performance of the action, that
there is (C) an explanation of an action in terfntheagent’s reasong and only if the
action is explained and rationalized by the agamakeng something as a reason, and that
there is (D) an explanation of an action in terrngapdor normativereasons if and only if
the action is explained and rationalized by thentigéaking something as a reason which
is a good or normative reason for the action. Orb#sas of this, we can then distinguish
between four corresponding types of acting foraaasWe may distinguish, for instance,
between (A) acting for explanatory reasons, (Bnadbor rationalizing reasons, (C) an

agent’s acting for reasons, and (D) an agent'sigétir good reasons.



Finding the best names for these categories istenud terminology. An important
substantial question is whether or not there sahdistinction between the categories B
and C. Proponents of the desire-belief model wgua that C collapses into a version of B.
In particular, proponents of the background versiidhargue that an agent’s reasons just
are desired ends in combination with beliefs alchat would promote them (a version of
B). However, this leads us right back to the probthat we started with: it seems clear that
one may perform an action that is explained andmalized by some of one’s desires and
beliefs, but for which one sees no reason. If @®s $10 reason to pursue an end, then one
may see no reason to pursue the means eitherjfeM@nhas a desire for the end and a
belief about the means. In other words, what agpabe rational or intelligible in the
light of the agent’s desires and beliefs may natdmaething that the agent sees reason to
do. Note that there are two possibilities here. agent may either fail teeeor fail to
acknowledgehe alleged reason-giving force of the relevasirdebelief combinatiofi.

It seems clear that C entails B (being an explanatf type C entails being an
explanation of type B and being an action of typentils being an action of type B). A
further substantial question is whether or not Giéa desire-belief version of B. Further
below (sections 7 and 10), | will argue that tlsisiot so: explanations and actions of type C

are not simply a subset of desire-belief basedaggbions and actions of type B.

6. Reason-taking

What is it, then, to take something as a reasoadbon? To begin with, we can break this
down into the following three questions. First, wivee take something as a reason, do we
take it as a particular kind of reason? Second} ina of things do we take as reasons?
What, in other words, are the objects of reasomtgkAnd third, what kind of mental

entity is reason-taking itself? Is it a propositbattitude or does it consist in the

possession and manifestation of dispositions?

® One might think that the reason why an agent failscknowledge the reason-giving force of a deséléef
combination must be that the agenalignatedfrom the desire, in Frankfurt's (1971) sense. Big heed not
be the case. To borrow Frankfurt's own exampleijlléngy addict may not see any good reason to take t
desired substance without being alienated frond#sire itself. Fully aware of acting for no goodsen, the
willing addict may disown the alleged reason-givfagce of the desire, without disowning the desigs-the
descriptive name suggests, the agent simply dodshtarily, what he desires to do.



The first question has already been addressed, lzance suggested that taking
something as a reason for an action is to take sbanething that favors or recommends,
providing some rational justification—to take ibrfshort, as gustifyingreason. This
assumption is motivated by two considerations tliyirg is only plausible and in line with
philosophical tradition to suggest that an agent tekes something as a reason acts in the
light of something that is taken to favor, recomuaheor justify the action—seeing it
thereby as something that is worthwhile or gooado&dly, this conception of reason-
taking is also in line with the amended versiothaf desire-belief model, according to
which desiring something involves, or consistssgging it as desirable. | shall assume this
as a starting point for an account of reason-talkang | shall often omit the qualification:
claims about reasons should from now on be undmsis claims about justifying reason,
unless indicated otherwise.

What are the objects of reason-taking? As alreadgested, first-personal reflection
on practical reasoning suggests that the objeatsasion-taking areonsiderationsthe
contents or propositions that are considered intjwal reasoning (see Darwall 1983,
Scanlon 1998, and Setiya 2007). Alternatively, onght suggest that the things that are
taken as reasons dextsor states of affairgDancy 2000 and Bittner 2001). However, it
seems clear that an agent can take somethingeasarrirrespectively of whether or not it
does in fact obtain. In other words, taking somejtas a reason need not involve the
veridical recognition that a certain fact or stat@ffairs obtains. But it seems also clear
that whatever is taken as a reason for an actioatigist something that nsideredin
the sense in which one may consider a possiblesemiraction or a hypothetical
proposition. Not everything that is considerediagbical reasoning is taken to be the case,
and not everything that is considered is takenra@ason. | propose, however, that if one
takes something as a reason, then one takesetttrelcase. | propose, in other words, that
the objects of reason-taking are things that temttgkes to be the caddThis may
include, among other things, the likelihood of fetevents and conditional dependencies:
Pete takes an umbrella, because he thinks it igygoirain, and Sue jumps into the river,

because she thinks that the child is going to draofxshe doesn’t help.)

" Neta (2009) argues that it is rationally permikestb treatR as a reason for action only if one knows fRat
(or only if one justifiably believes that one knoth&itR). Note that this claim concerning rational
permissibility is a separate issue.
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7. Dispositions and attitudes

The remaining third question concerns reason-taiksaif. A first thing to note here is that
it would be implausible to construe reason-takis@&ind of mentahction Taking
something as a reason can be an action, just asgnakudgment or drawing a conclusion
can be an action. But it is implausible to suggfest it is necessarily something that we do.
Consider the analogy with judgments, for instaddany judgments are formed when we
are engaged in some kind of activity that doeshawte their formation as their goal—the
formation of those judgmentecursas we proceed. Those are genuine judgments, and it
seems that active formations of judgments are apeases. For instance, the formation of
a judgment can become an activity when there alepiendent reasons, such as time
constraints, to settle a difficult inquiry by magia judgment, or when an agent is
motivated to cease the weighing of reasons in dalerove on, as it were. The same, |
think, holds for reason-taking. | shall therefoss@ame that the paradigmatic instances of
genuine reason-taking are states or events anth#tahces of active reason-taking are
special cases. It would be interesting to see Wieatlifference between a mental process
and a mental activity consists in. But this wowddd us too far astray. | shall focus, instead,
on non-active instances of reason-taking.

The main question here, | think, is whether ormeason-taking consists in the
possession of mental attitudes thataveut reasonsTo be more precise, the main
guestion is whether taking somethiiy,as a reason for an action of typeonsists in the
possession of a mental attitude that is about thegsition thaR is a reason foh, or
whether it can be explained in terms of the possessd manifestation of mental and
behavioral dispositions that do not constitutepgbgsession of a mental attitude with that
content’ | shall call views that fall under the former agey contentaccountsand views

that fall under the latter categadispositional accounts

7.1. Dispositional accounts
One may propose to give an account of reason-takiteyms of desires. In particular, one

may propose an account in terms of the kinds gfadigions that are supposed to be

8 It might be, of course, that the possession op@siiional attitudes that are about reasons carxpkained
in terms of dispositions. But this is a separateés In particular, it might be true that propasitil attitudes
about reasons can be explained in terms of disposijtbut false that the dispositions that are ttutise of
reason-taking are constitutive of propositionatudes.
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constitutive of desires. However, | think that tisispproach is, in general, unpromising.
Firstly, it seems clear, on intuitive grounds, thaé may take something as a reasom\for
without having any desire #. For instance, consider Pete’s disposition to heddriend
Sue. Suppose that this involves dispositions te tansiderations such as that “Sue is a
friend” and that “Sue needs help” as reasons fdageactions. It seems that on some
occasions Pete may take these considerations smgetor helping Sue without having any
desire to do so. There are, it seems, plenty exasglthis kind. Secondly, there are two
ways in which one can arrive at such a desire vigither one begins with an intuitively
plausible account of reason-taking, which is trdamtified as an account of desire. Or one
begins with an intuitively plausible account of Weswhich is then identified as an account
of reason-taking. It is rather unlikely that eitloere of the two approaches will ever lead to
an persuasive outcome, because it is rather uylikal a plausible account of reason-
taking will connect, extensionally, with an intwgly plausible account of desire. That
much has become clear in the discussion of theedbsiief model. If one begins with an
intuitively plausible account of desire, one doesaarve out an account of reason-taking.
And if one begins with an intuitively plausible acmt of reason-taking, one can identify
this only with a technical notion of desire. Thastér approach results in a stipulative
definition of desire and in an identity claim theunmotivated and explanatorily vacuous,
because no insight is gained by identifying desiis reason-taking dispositions in this
way—it would make more sense to call these dispositeason-taking dispositionsr so,
rather than desires.

But perhaps this general rebuttal misses somethitgus consider some concrete
proposals. According to Scanlon’s prominent viewawis ‘generally called a desire
involves having a tendency to see something aasore (1998: 39), and he has proposed

the following ‘directed-attention’ account:

A person has a desire in the directed-attentionesémat P if the thought of P keeps
occurring to him or her in a favorable light, tieto say, if the person’s attention is
directed insistently toward considerations thasprt themselves as counting in favor
of P. (ibid.)
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Note that this would be uninformative as an accafiméason-taking, because the
phenomenon of a consideratiopesenting itselés countingn favor of something (that

is, as being a reason for something) is precisélgtus in need of explanation. But it is not
intended to be an account of reason-taking. htended to be an account of desire in terms
of reason-taking. As such, however, it is implalesili seems clear, firstly, that one can
have the desire thatwithout daydreaming aboptin this directed-attention sense.
Secondly, it seems clear that an agent can betatkéo something without taking anything
to count in its favor—think, for instance, of thesites of young children or non-human
agents (see Mele 2003: 78). This confirms my cldiat a stipulative identification of

desire with reason-taking will most probably reslan implausible account of desire.

Alternatively, one may propose to explain reasdmain terms of a dispositional
account of the functional interaction between @mssand beliefs. On this view, having a
desire consists, very roughly, in the possessiatiggositions to act in accordance with
what one takes to be the means to one’s ends (38&h, for instance). However, this
approach is still subject to the objection that orey not see any reason to pursue what one
takes to be the appropriate means, because onaghage any reason to pursue the end.

Mark Schroeder (2007) has also proposed a diresdtedtion account of desire that
seems to address this problem. In normal case;lsmeder, the considerations that one
takes as reasons are considerations about the teeans’s ends that strike one with a
‘certain kind ofsaliencé, in the sense that ‘you find yourself thinkingoaib them’ when
you think about the action (156). Perhaps this kihgalience is missing in cases where the
agent fails to see the reason-giving force of theswleration that a certain action would
promote a desired end.

This, however, cannot provide a solution to thebfgm. Consider George, who finds
himself from time to time with racist thoughts cwgipractical reasoning—thoughts about
ends and thoughts about actions that would protheta. But whenever those thoughts
come up in practical reasoning, George dismiss&s,ths they are incompatible with his
evaluative beliefs. Given this, it is plausiblestgppose that George never takes the racist
considerations as reasons in his own practicabreag. The problem remains. We are
looking for an account of what it is to take sonmeghas a reason. The fact that a

consideration about what would promote a desirebstikes one as salient, draws one’s
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attention, or presents itself, may be part of it Bis not sufficient for seeing or taking it
as a reason, because one may not see any good tegeosue the end. In practical
reasoning, all kinds of considerations may be saliethe sense that one finds oneself
thinking them, including considerations about me@adesired ends. But the fact that they
are salient does not guarantee that one takesabesasons.

Finally, any account of reason-taking in terms esice-belief combinations is subject
to the following regress problem. It has been adgaenvincingly I think, that reasons for
means are dependent on the reasons for the ehéréfis no reason to pursue the end, then
there is no reason to take the means either (Std®i®8, Broome 1999 and Dancy 2000,
for instance). Given this, any account of actingréasons should be able to account for an
agent’s taking something as a reason for anEgrsdich that this reason does not depend on
a further reason for some further end—such thatrfason does not consistis being
themeango some further enB*. Otherwise, we would face a regress of reasonsrids.
Candidates for independent (that is, non-instrualgrneasons for ends are the value of
expected consequences and considerations abostdf/petion (that té\ would be to
break a promise, for instance). A content accofilt@son-taking can easily accommodate
reasons of this kind, whereas the desire-beliefaggth cannot—at least not in any obvious

and unproblematic manner.

7.2. Content accounts

According to content accounts, reason-taking cesmbiasically in the possession of beliefs,
or belief-like attitudes, about what counts asasoa for doing what (see Scanlon 1998:
58-64)° We can distinguish between different versionshif view. According to a first
version, taking something as a reason consistavimy anoccurrentbelief about the

reason. This is too strong. It seems clear thatametake something as a reason, and act for
it, without having an occurrent attitude aboutsiistus as a reason. To the contrary, it seems
clear that the concept of a reason hardly ever®the contents of practical reasoning. One
might think that this is less clear if the concepa reason is analyzed. For instance, on

Scanlon’s analysis, to tak®as a reason fdk is to take it thaR favors A(ibid.: 17).

° According to Scanlon, reason-taking can be cogstrither in terms of beliefs about reasons oeiims of
special desire-like attitudes. He argues that ngtbif substance depends on which account one chduse
he also says that he favors the belief account§159).
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However, ask yourself, how often do explicit thotsgbr contents about what favors what
enter reasoning about what to do? The answemktis: not very often. One must, of
course, distinguish here between occurrent andsigpnal attitudes. It is one thing to
claim that takindR as a reason fdk requires that one is disposed to assent to the
proposition thaR favorsA. But it is another and much stronger thing toraléhat takingR
as a reason fok consists irhaving the occurrent belief thRtfavorsA. The same, I think,
holds for any other analysis or characterizatioreatons, simply because we usually
reasorwith reasons, natboutthem.

According to a second version, reason-taking ctsgithe possession of a
dispositional belief about the reason. Here, waukhbe careful not to conflate different
kinds of dispositional belief. Consider the follmgidistinction. Let us say that an agént
has the dispositional belief thaif Sis disposed to assent to the proposition phand that
Shas theonsideredlispositional belief thab only if it is also the case th&thas at least
once reflectively considered the proposition fhahd assented to it. Given this distinction,
one can be disposed to asseri Without having the considered belief tipaout notvice
versy.

According to Scanlon, reason-taking consists irs@®red beliefs. Initially, he
suggests, something presents itself as a reasonetsioigseemdo be a reason. But we
take it as a reason only when we form the belief itreally is a reason after some
reflection on its status as a reason (ibid.: 65-6Bis version of the view is also too strong.
When we find ourselves in a novel situation, f@tamce, we may take something as a
reason for an action, and be fully aware of ithetit having ever reflected on its rational
authority, and without having ever assented tactireesponding proposition upon
reflection. It may simply strike us as self-evidd@mt it is a good reason for the action. At
the opposite extreme, the practice of taking somgths a reason may be so ordinary and
deeply ingrained in our social and cultural ideesithat we never reflect on it. Further, it
seems that children and adolescents frequentlythakgs as reasons without having
considered beliefs about their status as reasamsn@ll this, it is implausible to suggest
that reason-taking consists, in general, in theg&son of the relevant considered

dispositional beliefs.
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According to a third version, reason-taking mayssinin the possession of
dispositional beliefs that are not consideredeérss that this view faces similar problems
as the desire-belief model, because it seems thag@nt may not endorse, upon reflection,
what he or she is disposed to assent to. Retu@etwge and let us assume now that he is
disposed to assent to racist claims, includingstgmiopositions that appear to provide
reasons for action (such as that “Africans aretodie trusted”). But George does not
reflectively endorse such racist claims, as theyimcompatible with his considered
evaluative beliefs. We may suppose that his digiposio assent to racist propositions is
not responsive to his considered judgments bedaibas acquired them during the
formative years of childhood. Further, we may siggpthhat George has never assented to
those propositions upon reflection. Given all titisnay well be the case that George never
takes those racist considerations as reasonstionaehe may, in other words, never act in
the light of those racist consideratidfis.

This problem can be avoided, if the relevant digmoss are specified in the right
way. What | shall propose here is based on antlusdies at the core of Anscombe’s
(1957) account of intentional action. That is tthea that giving the reasons for which an
agent performs an action is to give answers t@irewhy-questions—in particular,
answers that the agent would give in responsertainavhy-questions. This, I think,
provides a promising starting point for a reforntigia. On this view, reason-taking
consists in the possession of dispositions to garéin considerations in response to
certain why-questions. Provided that an agent'saes are things that the agent takes as
justifying reasons, we can say that the relevant-gurestions are questions that ask for
justifying reasons (for the action in question), ®bat | propose, to a first approximation,
is the following: takingR as a reason fdk consist in the possession of the disposition to
give Rin response to questions that ask for consideratioat favor, recommend, or justify
A

Our problem was that it may be false that one tékas a reason fak even if it is

true that one is disposed to assent to the propoghatR is a reason fof. This problem

191t may nevertheless be true that George’s raggiogitions influence some of his judgments anibast
and it may be true that he is aware of that. It enxagn be true that George’s dispositions to agseamicist
considerationsationalizesome of his judgments and actions, and he maywbeczof that as well—and yet it
may be false that he takes those consideratioreaasns for action.
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is now avoided. If the agent is dispose@jitee Rin response to questions that ask for
justifying reasons foA, then it is hard to deny that the agent tadRés be a reason fak.
Return to the example, and assume now that Gesnmya ionly disposed to assent to racist
propositions, but that he is also disposed to theen in order to justify racist actions.
Given this, it seems clear now that George doesitgkat the racist considerations are
reasons for action.

Note that this view is closer to a dispositionai@mt than the previous ones,
because it construes reason-taking in terms obdigpns togive certain considerations as
reasons. Nevertheless, even if an agent does wettha considered belief thatis a
reason forA, he or she can still be said to have a propositiattitude about the reason by
virtue of being disposed to givas a reason fdk. Given this, it is still a version of the
content account—although it would be equally plblesio call it a hybrid view.

One obvious problem with this dispositional versadithe content account is that it
fails to capture what it is to take something asason during practical reasoning, because
it refers only to the possession of dispositiohseems that in order to capture what it is to
takesomething as a reason during practical reasoniagnust refer to some kind of

occurrentmental state or event in addition to the possassialispositions.

8. An account of reason-taking

I will now propose an account of reason-taking wh&based, to a large extent, on the
considerations and conclusions of the previous@etThe last point was that the notion
of reason-taking is ambiguous. Reason-taking manb@ccurrent mental state or event
that precedes or accompanies decisions and actionay be a standing or dispositional
mental attitude; or it may consist in both. In arttemake the distinction clearer, let me
first introduce the following broad notion of pretl reasoning. Let us say that practical
reasoning is any kind of mental process in whiehafent considers reasons for actions
and which concerns—or which is directed at—the #ge@mwn agency. In other words, in
practical reasoning the agent does not only consitiat reasonthere are but the agent
considers what reasotsact uponLet us call instances in which the agent consider
sees onlypnereason for (or against) one actioon-deliberativecases of practical
reasoning. And let us call all other instances ittnadlve the consideration and perhaps
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weighing of more than one reasodeliberativecases. The important point is that practical
reasoning, so construed, may not involve an inteakstep or chain of reasoning. Rather, it
may consist simply in taking one consideration asason (for or against one action).

Given this, we can then say that according to ai®n of reason-taking, taking
something as a reason for action is constitutiverattical reasoning. According to a
second notion, taking something as a reason isandtmay never be, constitutive of the
agent’s practical reasoning—it may consist, instgathe possession of a standing or
dispositional attitude. One may, for instance, ispalsed to givR as a reason fak in
discussion with others without being disposed ke Ras a reason fak in one’s own
practical reasoning (perhaps because one hasrtherfdisposition only because one
knows thaR is a socially accepted reason). As a result, omg giveR as a reason fgk on
certain occasions, but never tdRkas a reason fok in one’s own practical reasoning. We
will return to both notions in due course. Note, iow, that we are interested primarily in
the first notion, because we are interested irgtrestion of what it is to act for reasons.

In the discussion of the desire-belief model, ledathat its causal dimension is a
favorable feature. It explains the motivationalety of reasons for action—it explains,
partly at least, what it is to aftir reasons? | shall assume that the efficacy of taking
something as a reason in practical reasoning astalbe explained in terms of causal
efficacy. Suppose th&performs the actioA for the reasoir, becaus&takesR as a
reason folA. It seems clear th&performs the action for the reas@monly if takingR as a
reason motivates and explains the action. In aecmel with the causal approach, | shall
assume that this is true only if takiRgps a reason plays a causal role in the performaince
A. What ifSdecides not té&\? Suppose th&decides td because, after consideriRgS
considered a stronger reason in favoBeig. It is plausible to assume that takiRgs a
reason played nevertheless a causal role thatlineaged atA-ing: whatever the decision,
the consideration dR movedStowardsA-ing. | shall call this thebjective componeruf
reason-taking, and | shall say that takihgs a reason fok disposes the agent fo

It was also suggested, implicitly, that taking stimmey as a reason during practical

reasoning has a subjective component. This consmtghly, in the agent’s awareness of

1 Davidson 1963, Goldman 1970, Bishop 1989, En¢ 20@BMele 2003, for instance. | have defended the
causal theory in Schlosser 2010a and 2011.
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taking something as a reason for an action. Howéwargued that taking as a reason
does not require an occurrent mental attitude thighcontent thaRis a reason (which
includes, | take it, any kind of representatioraatareness dR as being a reason for the
action). But how can we then account for the agaiakingR as a reasch

A similar problem arises for accounts of the epistebasing relation (roughly, the
relation between beliefs and the reasons that stigpam). It has been suggested that,
when we form a belief on the basis of reasons, ave la non-conceptual awareness of the
fact that the reasons support it (Moser 1989, rfetance). But it is difficult to see how this
is even possible. How could one have a non-coneéptuareness of one thing supporting
anotherasa justifying reason? How could one have a non-qotoes representation or
awarenesthat one thing favors, recommends or justifies anothée?should acknowledge,
| think, that there can be no such awareness (segntann 2006).

| propose, instead, that the subjective componamiconsist simply in an awareness
of the objective component: an awareness of thethat considerindR disposes one tA.
This does not require a direct awareness of caakdions, as the subjective component
may itself be produced by a causal mechanism épaésents or tracks the objective
component without providing access to its causakimgs. | presume, then, that the
subjective component may not be veridical. It megms to one thd® disposes one towards
A-ing, when this is not the case, and the degre@éhtoch one seems to be moved may not
correspond to the strength of the actual causkiente.

The subjective component involves a representatidhe reason and the action.
There is some reason to think that representatibastions need not be conceptual, as they
can be represented im#tor format On this view, types of action can be represehied
means of the same mechanisms that are involvdteipdgrformance of those actions—by
means of ‘motor simulation’ (Jeannerod 2006). Githes, the agent may indeed have a
sense of beinghovedtowardsA-ing. But for most cases it seems more approptaate
describe this awareness in terms of directed atenmne is aware that consideriRg
disposes one tA in the sense that consideriRglirects one’s attention Ating or evokes a
representation of-ing.*?

12 An appeal to a notion of directed attention cafdomd in Moser 1989, Scanlon 1998, and Schroed@y 2
However, their uses of this notion differ from eather, and they differ from the use proposed here.

19



How isRrepresented? | suggested that an agent who Rates reason, takesto
be the case. This may consist in the occurreneébilatR (construed, perhaps, as
conscious assent to the corresponding propositigut)l think that this is not necessary,
especially in non-deliberative cases where the tdgesnto act swiftly in response to a
representation dR. | shall therefore assume thateemings sufficient:StakesR to be the
case if it seems tBthatR.

Taken together, the objective and the subjectivepmment do not yet capture what it
is to take something as a reason. As indicatethdgse that the missing element is not to
be found in the agent’s subjective mental statejrbdispositions to give considerations as
reasons in response to certain why-questions: ipnsdhat ask for considerations that
favor, recommend, or justify the action. | shaplmease this proposal once more, because
the circumstances in which we give reasons areastiticted to situations in which specific
why-questions are addressed at us. | shall sdqenahat we take something as a reason by
virtue of being disposed to give it as a reasomomnmative discussigmwhich includes,
roughly, all situations in which we explain, jugtibr simply discuss our actions by giving
justifying reasons. Sometimes this occurs in respda being questioned or challenged by
others. But normative discussion may also consistflective discussions “with oneself”,
as it were.

Further, | shall assume that dispositions to givesglerations as reasons are
defeasibleWhen asked to explain and justify an action, gted thereby to reflect on it,
one may realize that what one took as a reasom ¢g®ad reason for the action at all. One
might then feel embarrassed to give it as one’saaone might withhold it, and one
might lose the disposition to give it as a readtevertheless, | submit that one takes
something as a reason only if one is, for the ti@i@g, disposed to give it as a reason in
normative discussiott.

Given that these dispositions are defeasible, ta@yot be analyzed in terms of
simple counterfactuals about overt behavior. Iripalar, the fact tha®is disposed to give

R as a reason in normative discussion cannot beceeldo the fact th& would giveR, if S

13| have borrowed the termormative discussiofrom Gibbard 1990. According to Gibbard, normative
discussion must be unconstrained (74-75). Thistiseguired on my view, as constraints such asasoci
pressure or intimidation are among the condititwas may interfere with the manifestation of disfiosis to
give reasons.
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were prompted to give reasons fom normative discussion. What comes closer is the
counterfactual tha® would think abouR, if Swere prompted to give reasons foin
normative discussion. But even this is defeasibli-seaits of things can disrupt the
manifestation of a disposition.

Without attempting a reduction or an analysis, ae, dlowever, say the followird.
Having the relevant disposition to give somethiag@aeason in normative discussion
explains what it is to seeatk a reasorbecause one is thereby disposed to give it in
response to questions that ask for consideratimtddvor, recommend, or justify. The
important point is that one may be disposed to goreething as a reason without
possessing a considered belief concerning itsstaa reason—without having ever
assented, upon reflection, to the propositionithiata reason. This is perfectly plausible, as
we begin to see and give things as reasons asila@éspbringing, imitation, and
socialization, rather than reflective assent tar ttagional authority.

Note, finally, that the disposition to give somaetiias a reason in normative
discussion rationalizes the objective componersedims clear that this should not be a
coincidence: whestakesR to be the case, and when this disp&sA, then it should be
the case that this disposgto A because & disposed to givR as a reason. It seems
therefore only plausible to assume, again in aceatil a causal approach, that the agent’s
disposition to give the reason in normative dismrssust be causally explanatory of the
objective component. Given all this, | proposeftiikowing account of what it is to take

something as a reason for action in practical r@ago

StakesRas a reason fak in practical reasoning if and only if

(1) StakesRto be the case,

(2) TakingRto be the case disposg#o A,

(3) Sis aware of the fact that takifjto be the case disposes heAio

(4) Sis disposed to givRas a reason fok in normative discussion, and

(5) 4 is a non-deviant cause of2.

4 There is good and independent reason to thinkdipbsitions cannot be analyzed in terms of caos.
For overviews see Fara 2005 and Schlosser 201hdt@mce.

15 Provided that dispositions astates they are not causally efficacious events. Buy tten be causally
relevant, and we can construe them as bglingturing causegsee Dretske 1988).
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This account appeals to the notiomoh-deviantausation. It is a difficult task to explain
what this involves. Elsewhere | have argued thawsal chain is non-deviant if each of its
segments consists in the manifestation of whatvétalled aationalizing disposition|
cannot go into any of the details of this accowerehas this would lead us too far astray.
Suffice it to say that the disposition in 4 is bétright kind: it rationalizes 2. For more on
this see Schlosser 2011.

An obvious complication arises for cases in whizh agent is already settled on
doingA. If the agent has already decided\{dhen takindR as a reason may have no effect
on the agent’s disposition fa One possible solution is to restrict the scopthefaccount
to cases in which the agent is undecided (concgihiea question of whether or notAp
Alternatively, we could qualify 2 as follows: takjfiRto be the case either dispo&t® A
or it causally sustainSs disposition toA, such that takingrto be the case would have
disposedsto A (hadSnot already decided ®). Accordingly, 4 would have to be a cause
of whichever disjunct of this amended version ab2ains.

This is an account of what it is to take somettaa@ reasofor an action in practical
reasoning. Sometimes we take something as a regsomstan action; sometimes we
weighthe reasons for and against an action; and sometive consider and weigh the
reasons for and against more than one courseiohad@this adds further levels of
complexity that are beyond the scope of this papetffice it to say that the offered account
can be used as a starting point for an accountat wis to take something as a reason
against an action, and that it provides a plaustaging point for an account of what it is
to weigh reasons for and against an action.

Further, there are occasions where an agent isnipdisposed to givR as a reason,
but where the agent is awareR$ rational authority in practical reasoning. Tistthe
agent’s awareness Bf in takingR as a reason fagk, may involve a representationi®fas a
justifying reason foA. This can be distinguished, furthermore, fromreféective and
considered judgment thRtis a justifying reason fok. If an instance of reason-taking
involves an explicit awareness or a consideredmelg abouR’s status as a reason, we
obtain more robust types of reason-taking. It \&rfieom agent to agent, how many
instances of reason-taking are more robust, irreganse, depending on how reflective an

agent is. And for individual agents this will chagver time. Often, we first find ourselves
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with a disposition to give and take something asason, and later we endorse this on
reflection with a considered judgment. In otheresasve may acquire a disposition to give
and take something as a reason in response togititat it is a reason. A fully rational
agent would lose any reason-taking dispositioregponse to an opposing judgment, and it
seems plausible to assume that an agentasanal agent only if that agent’s reason-
taking dispositions are at least to some extemporsive to the relevant judgments.

When we ask why an agent was taksognething as a reason, we might not be able
to refer, truthfully, to an awareness or judgmenntaerning its status as a reason. Talkng
as a reason fok may consist solely in the possession and manifestaf the relevant
dispositions: the manifestation of a dispositiofb¢éomoved t&\ in response to taking to
be the case; the manifestation of a dispositidretmome aware of this; and the possession
of a disposition to giv® as a reason f@k in normative discussion. It may, for short,
consist solely in the manifestation of a dispositio takeR as a reason fok. A more
informative explanation of why the agent was takkws a reason may be gained from an
explanation of why the agent has acquired the Uyidgrdispositions. But an explanation
in terms of an explicit awareness or considerednueht about the reason may not to be

had. | take this to be a favorable feature forrdasons given above (section 7.2).

9. Acting for reasons

Given this account of reason-taking, the followatgount of what it is for an agent to act

for a reason (category C, and possibly D, as djstshed in section 5) suggests itself:

SperformsA for the reasomRif and only if
(1) StakesRas a reason fok,
(2) SperformsA, and

(3) TakingRas areason fok is a non-deviant cause 86 A-ing.

As pointed out, the notion of reason-taking is ajubus. So it seems that this account
requires disambiguation. It would be too strongeiquire that acting for reasons must be
based on reason-taking in practical reasoning,Usecaany habitual actions that are done
for reasons are not preceded by practical reasohisgould be noted here that actions can

be more or less habitual—there are degrees of audiwity in acting for reasons. Compare

23



the following two cases. Suppose that Sue stopausecthe traffic lights are red, and that
Pete locks the door when he leaves the houseelfirth case, it is plausible to suppose that
Sue consciously notices something that she takasemson for stopping (the red lights).
Pete, in contrast, may not notice or consider angtthat he takes as a reason for locking
the door. In the first case, the reason-taking bepartly habitual, whereas in the second
case it may be fully habitual.

One might think that in both cases the agent im@dor a reason only if the
possession of the habit is suitably related to pesasions in which the agent took the
relevant considerations as reasons in practicabreag—only if either the acquisition or
the sustainment of the habit can be explainedigway. But | think that this is not
necessary. Return to the examples. Both Sue aedist have acquired the relevant habit
at a young age and without acting on the basisaganing in which the relevant
considerations were taken as reasons. They maydesmreable, at that age, to give the
relevant considerations as reasons in normatiausisson. But they may have started to act
in accordance with those considerations not becidueyetook them as reasons in their own
practical reasoning, but because they simply statbeng what they were told to do. As
noted above, such a conformity should not be cdewdil. In particular, their dispositions
to give the relevant considerations as reasonsrimative discussion should be causally
explanatory of their actions. | propose that if tekevant dispositions are causally
explanatory, then their actions are done for regasorespectively of whether or not they
have ever taken the relevant considerations asmeas their own practical reasoning.

Note, further, that it is implicit in the proposadcount that the performance of the
action is intentional. According to one plausibitelavell-established theory, causation and
guidance by an intention is sufficient for intemt@ action (Brand 1984, Bratman 1987,
Bishop 1989, Mele & Moser 1994, and En¢ 2003, igtance). Given this, | propose to

qualify the account as follows:

SperformsA for the reasomR if and only if
(1) StakesRas a reason fok: either

(a) StakesR as a reason fdk in practical reasoning, or

(b) Sis disposed to givRas a reason fak in normative discussion,
(2) Shas the intention t8,
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(3) SperformsA,
(4) Either 1a or 1b is a non-deviant cause of titention toA, and

(5) The intention tA non-deviantly causes and guidgs A-ing.*

Again, | shall put aside the issue of non-deviantsation, under the assumption that the
causal relations in 4 and 5 involve manifestatiointhe right kind of dispositions (see
above). The disjunctions in 1 and 4 must be inttgal as non-exclusive as la entails 1b,
according to the account of reason-taking in pcattieasoning. Further, in order to
accommodate cases in whiSlalready has an intention £9 we should allow that the
causal relation required in 4 can be a relatiocanisal sustainment, such that either 1a or

1b, or both, either cause or causally sustainrtention toA in a non-deviant manner.

10. Desires and motivation

The proposed view does not exclude an explanatomyodivating role for desires, but their
role is not as important and not as central as @esae-belief model. A detailed account of
the possible roles of desires is beyond the scbpgesopaper, partly because this would
require the defense of a theory of desire—a difffitask that is beyond the scope of this
paper. But further reflection on some examples sufpport some suggestions.

Let us consider an example of the kind that is comisnused in order to illustrate
and support the desire-belief model. Suppose teagdes to the fridge in order to get, say,
a Matrtini. It seems clear that Joe is acting fogason, and it seems clear that this involves
a desire. The latter claim admits of different iptetations. Suppose, firstly, that Joe has an
occurrentdesire for a Martini. On the view that | have prsed, the agent’s reasons are the
things that the agent takes as reasons. In themiregample, there are two obvious
candidates for this: the consideration that theddartini in the fridge and that drinking

Martini will be pleasurable. As mentioned, therga®d reason to think that reasons for

16 Strictly speaking, it is too strong to requiretttiee intention toA must caus&s A-ing. If Ais a non-basic
action, therss performsA by performing some basic acti@n The relation betweefring andB-ing may
involve causation or some other typeacf-generatior(see Goldman 1970 and Eng 2003). But for any type
of act-generation, the intention Aoomust non-deviantly cause an intentiorBtand this intention t8 must
non-deviantly cause and guifs B-ing. For basic actions, the notion of guidance lsaconstrued either in
terms of sustaining causation or in terms of cafesadback loops. For non-basic actions, guidanoeea
construed in terms ofratchbetween the type of action and the agent’s agtlan-(which is part of the
intention’s content). For more on these issuesfeedstance, Bishop 1989 and Mele & Moser 1994.
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means are dependent on and provided by the refmomsds. Given this, we can assume
that Joe’s reason for going to the fridge is predithy the consideration that drinking
Martini will be pleasurable. Call this consideratid. What role does the occurrent desire
play in Joe’s taking/ as a reason? It is implausible to think that theré is Joe’s reason
for takingM as a reason. As pointed out, desires do usuallgaroe into view from the
agent’s perspective. Given this, the desire iglmagent’s reasorfior anything. Moreover,
the reason for going to the fridge is provided ley ¢xpected pleasure. But one does not
need, and one does not usually havieyider reason to take that as a reason.

There are, | think, two plausible candidates ferithie of the desire. Firstly, it seems
plausible to suggest that the occurrence of theedhslps to explain thmkenof Joe’s
takingM as a reason (at that particular moment in tinmepdrticular, we may think of the
occurrent desire as being one of the stimulus ¢mmdi of Joe’s disposition to také as a
reason. Secondly, it seems plausible to suggeistitbaoken of Joe’s taking as a reason
is constitutive, partly perhaps, of the desirendty be, for instance, that tokens of reason-
taking are constitutive of occurrent desires in boration with certain feelings (such as
thirst, for instance), or it may be that some tekefreason-taking are constitutive of
occurrent desires due to their salience, atterdramving intensity, frequency, or so. In any
case, note that types of reason-taking are herileotified with types of desires. This is
important because it seems possible that an agentnstantiate the former without
instantiating the latter. For instance, considscenario in which Joe goes for drinks with
his colleagues in order to celebrate a busineds Itleaperfectly possible that Joe takds
as a reason for ordering a Martini on this occasithout having a desire for a Martini, or
even without having any desire for a drink.

Let us now turn to cases in which Joe’s desir@tsan occurrent mental state or
event. One possibility is that it isstandingdesire. Consider, first, an example where the
attribution of a standing desire is very plausilappose that Alinka wants to become a
famous and respected writer. There are thingsstiaivould not take as reasons and things
that she would not do, if she did not have thairdeShe reads and studies literature. She
goes to evening classes. She sees reasons toseédltiregs, and it is plausible to think that
she would not see these reasons, if she did net that desire. It seems only plausible to

call this a standing desire, and it seems thatdbssre helps to explain why Alinka takes
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certain things as reasons. Note, however, that evéns case it is likely that the standing
desire explains the reason-taking only partly.lifika did not have the desire, she would
not consider and take certain things as reasortst Byprobably also true of her that she
would not take these things as reasons if sheatidppreciate literary quality and
achievement or if she did not see something vadusbbecoming a writer.

Joe’s case is rather different. There is no obvieason to attribute a relevant
standing desire. Joe might have an occurrent diegigeMartini. Or he might act out of
habit (the habit, say, of having a drink after wotkhe is acting out of habit, then it might
be that he takes certain things as reasons asfparaicting that habit. Not every habit, |
take it, involves a standing desire. If he actsadutabit, then it is at least possible that he
does not possess any relevant standing desireou$e; Joe might possess a standing
desire for drinks or Martinis. But nothing in thesdription of the example demands the
attribution of such a desire.

Can reference to desires explain why an agensoded to take something as a
reason? The most straightforward explanation wbel@ be provided by type-identities.
However, | have already argued that the identifocadf reason-taking dispositions with
desires is implausible, and habitual actions prewtre counterexamples. Every day we
perform many habitual actions for reasons, butauthaving any apparent desire to
perform them. Even Joe’s actions in the pursué Martini may be pure habit, neither
accompanied by an occurrent desire nor motivatea $tanding desire. Moreover, it is
guestionable that even the acquisition and possess$ia disposition such as Joe’s
disposition to také (the expected pleasure of drinking Martini) agason is best
explained in term of desires. When he first triddaatini, he may not have had a desire for
a Matrtini or even for a drink. Perhaps he drank finst Martini just because someone
suggested that he should try. If so, then he piglzdguired the disposition to takéas a
reason not because he acquired a desire for dgmkartini, but because he discovered that
helikes drinking Martini!” In fact, for many of our dispositions to take agrtthings as

reasons, the best explanation of why we have aadjtitem may be provided in terms of

" For empirical evidence in support of the distiantbetween wanting and liking see Robinson & Beid
2003. They argue that the neural “wanting” system lge dissociated from the neural “liking” system.
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upbringing, socialization, various kinds of leawmpir in terms of judgments about what
there is reason to do.

To summarize, both occurrent and standing desae®e partly explanatory of
reason-taking, and reason-taking dispositions neagdnstitutive of desires. But taking
something as a reason and acting for it may, as¢ largued, neither constitute nor involve
any kind of desire. The main point here is theoiwihg. We have seen that reason-taking
dispositions are operative across a variety oediffit kinds of cases. It emerged also that
different types of desire play different roles iffetent cases and that this cuts across the
class of actions that are based on reason-takiagriaus ways. It emerged, that is, that the
relationship between reason-taking and desiretli®eraomplex and that a general
identification or reduction would therefore be impsible.

What about motivation, then? Does taking somethig reason always motivate?
What does the motivation consist in? What is itrse? The most plausible suggestion
here is that the motivational force of reason-tgldonsists in its objective causal
components. Given this, it follows, on my view, ttheason-taking is always motivationally
efficacious, because the objective causal compasemcessary for genuine reason-taking.
It should be noted that this does not mean thahgeereason té entails being motivated
to A, because it is possible, on the proposed view aia judges that something is a
reason for an action without ever taking it asasom. But it is also possible, of course, that

practical judgments are, as a matter of fact, abvagtivating.

11. Objections and Replies

Before concluding, | shall briefly address two aiens that will help me to add some
more clarifications. The first objection consisidMichael Smith’s argument for the
Humean theory of motivation, according to whichaations are necessarily motivated by
desires. Given that all actions are based on motiyaeasons, the Humean theory follows

from the following three premises (Smith 1987: 55):

(1) Having a motivating reason isfer alia, having a goal,
(2) Having a goal is being in a state with which torld must fit, and

(3) Being in a state with which the world mustigidesiring.
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Smith defines a motivating reasonA@s a state that @otentially explanatorpf the
agent’sA-ing (ibid.: 38). Presumably this means that, agdcay to the first premise, having
a motivating reason tA s, inter alia, having a goal that is potentially explanatoryehg.
On the view that | have proposed, the motivatioaafon by reason-taking is a two-stage
process. The first stage involves dispositions @inatconstitutive of reason-taking, and the
second stage involves dispositions that are caitisttof the functional role of intentions.
Employing Smith’s definition, the first stage isnsitutive of having a motivating reason,
because reason-taking is potentially explanatolctibn: reason-taking could result in
action by way of the formation of an intention. Hoxer, it is false that being in the first
stage entails having a goal that is potentialljl@xatory of the agent'’a-ing, because it is
possible, and likely, that the agexttquiresthat goaby forming the intentiarThe first
stage may result in the formation of an intentiwhich would,inter alia, be the formation
of a goal that is potentially explanatoryAdng. But it does not follow, and there is no
obvious reason to think, that the agent must ayréade that goal before the intention is
formed. This shows that the first premise doeshodd for the view that | have propos¥d.

It should be noted that the rejection of the Humi@ory is compatible with the
claim that bottbeing motivated té anddoing A intentionallyentail thatone wants t@\,
in a suitably broad sense of “to want to”. This ogptual claim does not entail the
metaphysical thesis that there is one type of nhetdage that underlies all instances of
motivation and intentional agency. In other womisge can coherently hold that motivation
and intentional agency entail that the agent wsosething and deny that all instances of
motivation and intentional agency require the pneseof one and the same type of mental
state with one and the same functional role (napuggire).

According to a second objection, the view thatuehproposed is too demanding. It
seems clear that the behavior of young childrenbeaexplained in terms of reasons well
before they acquire or develop the ability to tHkags as justifying reasons. In particular,
they can act for good reasons well before theygraamreasons in normative discussion.
Likewise, it seems that many non-human animalsbeasaid to act for reasons even though

they neither give nor take things as justifyings@as.

18 Similar points can be found in Wallace 1990 antly8e2007.
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| have distinguished between four types of reasmta@ations and four
corresponding types of acting for reasons. Givés) tltan acknowledge that the actions of
non-human agents and, say, three-year-olds cardb@reed in terms of reasons and that
they can be done for reasons—in more than one senfset. Further, when non-human
agents and three-year-olds act for reasons theygetay wrong in the sense that they may
pursue means that are not conducive to their &rfids.means that they are able to act for
goodreasons in the sense that they can perform adtiahsre, in fact, good means to their
ends. However, it also seems clear thgtmature human agents, are able to act for reasons
in more robust ways. We may take ourselves to stifipd in taking certain means to
certain ends, and we may take ourselves to bdigastn pursuing those ends. Non-human
agents do not possess these abilities, and thesesjds have not yet acquired or developed
them. For all | know, these distinctioase real, and this suffices, | think, in response.

Where does this leave us with the question of whatto act for reasons? | have
argued that acting on the basis of what one takbg & reason cannot be reduced to acting
on the basis of desire-belief combinations, anaviehpointed out that one may be mistaken
in what one takes as a reason. Given this, it ma#ese to reserve the locution that “an
agent is acting for reasons” to cases in whichathent takes something as a reason, and it
also makes sense to reserve the locution thatdantas acting for good reasons” to cases
in which the agent correctly takes something asalgeason. Thimakes sensé claim,
but one may just as well choose different termg hEhis is not a problem as long as it is
acknowledged that the disagreement is merely abeuerminology—as long as it is

acknowledged that the underlying distinctions aad.r

12. Conclusion

| have proposed an account of what it is to actdéasons on the basis of an account of
what it is to take things as reasons for actiod, the latter has been explained, in part, in
terms of dispositions to give things as reasom®immative discussion. This view has been
motivated mainly by an engagement with rival acdésdn particular, with the familiar
desire-belief model. As mentioned at the outsetaimywas not to refute the desire-belief
model, but to present a plausible case for anratste account. So it might seem that the

sole motivation for the proposed alternative cdssisthe fact that there are unresolved
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issues with the desire-belief model. But we doa¥dto see it that way, because the
presented arguments and considerations show dlsiak] that the proposed alternative
account captures an important insight about hurgen@y—the insight that we are
creatures of valuation, habit, and social intecaicis much as we are creatures of desire.
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