128 RATIONAL AND SOCIAL AGENCY

42. Even in cases of this kind, I think we should hesitate to conclude that che articudes
of the differenc parties are not in the way of beliefs or judgments. Again, con-

straings of interpersonal convergence can apply even in the profound absence of de
facto convergence,

43. Bratman, Structures of Agency, pp. 158-159.

44. Ibid., compare pp. 230~1231, 24324 4.

45. Forasustained development of this point, see Nomy Acpaly, Unprincipled Virmue.
An Inquiry into Moral Agency (Oxford: Oxford Universicy Press, 2003), chapeer a.

46. Brankfure, “The Faintest Passion.”

47. Here I agree with Chuistine Korsgaard, e Sources of Normativity (Cambridge,
UK Cambridge University Press, 1996), lectare 1.

48. Frankfure, of course, also describes as wantons creatures who, although capable of
reflection, fail to eake a stand on the question of whether che attitudes they reflect
on should constituce their will,

49. 1develop this point more extensively in “Caring, Reflexivity, and the Structure of
Volition,” in Normativity and the Will. Selected Papers on Moral Psychology and
Practical Reason, by R. Jay Wallace (Oxford: Clarendon, 2006), pp. 190-211,

so. Bratman, Szructuves of Agency, p. 148, suggests at one point that one can be iden-
tified volitionally with a desire, even if one is “uncertain” prior to one’s decision
to act on it about whether it would be best to do so. [ would say, about this sug-

gestion, that volitional commirment might suffice for voluntariness under these
conditions (see section 1); one’s intencion or policy sertles one question that can be
raised about one’s actitudes, namely, whether one is to act on theni. But it does not
by itself settle the mote important normative question that we pose for ourselves
in reflection, To the extent agents remain uncertain or undecided abour thac ques-
tion, they haven’t made up their mind on the crucial point, and they therefore
cannot be said to be identified fully with the attitudes on which they act.

st. One mighe want to refine the position, for instance, by stipulacing that normative

judgments are authoritative only when they are formed by deliberative processes
that are functioning well and only when they would survive furcher reflective
scrutiny by the agent, Or one might say that authority can be a marter of degree,
something that all normative judgments possess in some measure, bur char is en-
hanced to the extent the judgments result from deliberative processes that are in
good order and that are reflectively stable. Depending on how one answers these
questions, the cognitive approach L have sketched might support differenc verdicts
abour the cases of “unreflective” agency that Bratman mentions at a couple of places
(Barman, Structures af Agency, pp. 206, 244}, But the important point is that even
unreflective agents can have normative beliefs, and that beliefs of this kind, even
if they are not formed through explicit processes of refiection, have a provisional
claim to auchority in virtue of their nature and content. They represent che agent’s
own answers to the questions that generate the problem of identification.

7

Desires . . . and Beliefs . . . of One’s
Own'

Geoffrey Sayre-McCord and Michael Smith

MUCH WORK IN recent moral psychology attempts to spell out what it is
for a desire to be an agent’s own, or, as it is often put, what it means ffar an
agent to identify with certain of her desires rather than others.* The aim of
snch work varies, Some suggest that an account of what it is fora desite to
be an agent’s own tells us what it is for an agent to be free or autonoinous.’
Others suggest that an account of what it is for a desire to be an agent’s own
tells us what it is for an agent to value something*

According to the most influential account of what it is for a desire to b'c
an agent’s own, developed by Harry Frankfurt, a desite is an agent’s own if
she has a higher-order desire concerning it* She must desire not just that she
has that desire but that that desire leads all the way to action, and the higher-
order desire in turn must be one with which she is satisfied, in the sense of
being one to which she does not have, at some level, an even higher-order
aversion. With chis account on hand, the suggestions concerning freedom or
autonomy on the one hand and valuing on the other are as follows. An agent
acts freely, or autonomously, if the desires that enjoy higher-order ratification,
rather than others, are effective in action, and an agent values the object of
any desire that enjoys such higher-order ratification, Although this hierarchi-
cal account of what it is for a desire to be an agent’s own has many supporters,
we think it faces at least two problems, problems that inspire us to Jook for
an alternative.

The first problem is that the account does not readily generalize. It
makes sense, or so we think, to ask not just whether a certain desire is an
agent’s own but also whether a certain belief, or more generally a view, is an
agent’s own, Agents can, in other words, identify more or less not just with
their desires, but also with their beliefs. 7 But it is unclear how we might
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130 RATIONAL AND SOCIAL AGENCY

generalize the hierarchical account of what it is for a desire to be an agent’s
OWn 50 a5 to turn it into an account of what it is for a view or a belief to be
an agent’s own. It seems unpromising, for example, to suppose that a belief
is an agent’s own just in case she has a higher-order desire with a similar
content concerning it: a desire to have the belief and for that belief to lead
all the way to action. That sounds more like wishful thinking than identi-
fication.’ Nor is it promising to suppose that a belief being the object of a
higher-order belief with a similar content makes the crucial difference; that
is, a belief is an agent’s own if she has a belief that she has that belief and
that it leads all the way to action. The beliefs wich which agents identify
may have to be ones that the agent has beliefs concerning, but we doubt
that they need to lead all the way to action. Moreover, as we will argue
below, a person may propetly be identified with beliefs that she does not
realize she has?

The second problem with the hierarchical account is that it does not allow
us to distinguish properly, in a way that we think people can and do, between
identifying which desires (and beliefs) are actually our own and identifying
which desires (and beliefs) should be our own if we are to be free and antono-
mous. Securing such a distinction is crucial if we are to acknowledge that
central aspects of who we are, aspects chat shape what and why we do what
we do, may nonetheless be features of ourselves of which we disapprove. One
cannot always disown what one wishes one could, That an alcoholic might
sincerely desire that her desire to get drunk not be effective in action is per-
fectly compatible with her first-order desire to drink being a central part of
who she is and something that she could deny or disown only disingenuously.
An account of which desires (and beliefs) are one’s own should leave room for
this fact.

Our aim is thus to develop an alternative and more general account of
what it is for both desires and beliefs to be an agent’s own, an accounc that
allows us to distinguish quite sharply between the descriptive and the norma-
tive questions. Although our paper might be read as an attack on the hierar-
chical account of what it is for a desire to be an agent’s own, we do not intend
ic that way. For all that we say here, the hierarchical account might well pro-
vide us with z sense in which desires are an agent’s own and hence with «

concepe of identification. In particular, we are thinking it might plausibly
capture an account of when an agent willingly owns particular desires (and
also, we suspect, beliefs) and so willingly owns the actions to which these at-
titudes give rise. But what one willingly owns is importantly different from
what is recognizably once’s own in a different sense—swhat one is accurately
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identified with, either by oneself or others. And it is different too, we think,
from what makes for autonomy.

The crucial question, as we see things, is not whether there is a sense of
a desire being an agent’s own, or identification with one’s desires, that is ac-
curately captured by the hierarchical account but racher whether there is im-
portant work to be done that calls for a different account of identification,
of which desires and beliefs are one’s own and of what counts as having been
done autonomously. We think that there is. The different account that we
develop makes sense of people accurately recognizing themselves as, actually,
different chan they would want to be, without treating their shortcomings as
alien or as not really who they are, Moreover, we think that it makes better
sense both of what it is for an agent to be autonomous and of what valuing
is. We will make some all-too-brief comments about autonomy and valuing
at the very end.

Before moving to our account, we want to say a little about what we take
to be the most plausible version of the hierarchical account, that offered by
Michael Bratman.* On Frankfurt’s proposal, recall, a desire counts as one’s
own only if one has a higher-order desire that the desire in question be ef-
fective in action. As Frankfurt himself recognized, it scems not just any old
higher-order desire of this sort will be enough. If, for instance, che higher-
order desire is one concerning which one has an even higher-order desire that
one not have it or that it not be effective in action, the original first-order
desire seems still not to be one’s own. (It would certainly be strange to see
it as one with which onc willingly identifies.) Frankfurt’s response to this
concern is to require that the ownership-inducing desire be frec of any higher-
order rejection. But that has struck many as not enough. Even if a higher-
order desire stands unchallenged at a still higher level, it seems that it might
be cither unacceptably arbitrary or independent of one’s values in a way that
invites the idea that the desires that it ratifies have no special standing as what
one willingly owns (as opposed, say, to merely finding oneself with). Pursu-
ing this idea, Gary Watson suggested that the relevant higher-order states
must express, or reflect, one’s values if they are to constitute the lower-order
desire as one’s own.™ One is acting freely and on desires that are one’s own,
he argues, when they reflect and are aligned with onc’s judgments of what is
worth doing,

Bratman’s proposal follows naturally on this idea but resists appealing to
judgments of what is worth doing. Instead, he suggests, a desire counts as
one’s own when one has a higher-order intention or policy of treating that
desire as reason-providing. Bratman's idea is that desires that enjoy this role
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have a privileged place in agency that gives them a kind of authority for the
agent, which means that they, and the actions to which they lead, are tightly
counted as the agent’s own. “These intentions and policies,” he explains,
“involve distinctive commitments concerning associated forms of practical
thought and action, and play central roles in the cross-temporal organiza-
tion of our temporally extended lives.™ But they are not themselves judg-
ments to the effect that the desires in question are reason-providing, nor
(it seems) need they reflect judgments that the intencions or policies are worth
having.”® While Bratman does not consider the questions of whether beliefs
might count, or not, as one’s own, we think that his proposal does plausibly
generalize to beliefs, recommending the view that a belief counts as one’s own
if one has a higher-order policy of treating the content of that belief as reason-
providing, (And, presumably, it also generalizes to other attitudes as long as
they are ones toward which one might have such a policy.)

Bratman’s proposal differs in significant ways from Frankfurt’s, not least
in its appeal to the normative notion of being reason-providing. So it isworth
noting that many are attracted to Frankfurt’s account in the first place be-
cause it eschews any appeal whatsoever to normative concepts in giving an
account of what it is to think of something as valuable and what it is for a
desire to be one’s own. However, we have no objection to introducing the
notion and in fact think that something like it is essential if we are to caprure
accurately the idea of autonomy. Bratman’s proposal also differs significantly
from Watson's, it seems, in that having the sort of intention or policy Brat-
man identifies is (as we understand it} a matter of having certain commit
ments, dispositions, and modes of practical thinking that don’t themselves
involve forming any beliefs about what is reason-providing. In fact, we gather,
an agent can have the requisite intention or policy and act on the basis of
desires that it greats as reason-providing, without thinking chac they are
reason-providing,

As we see things, the difference between Bratman and Watson leaves in
place the concern that emerges when one asks whether an agent can have
such a policy and yet believe of the desire (or the belief) in question that it is
not actually reason-providing, I so, we suspect, having the status of an as-if
reason-providing consideration does not plausibly work to privilege a desire
as, in any important sense, one’s own. If not, if no such belief is compatible
with having the required intention or policy, our hunch is that that is be-
cause having the intention or policy is tantamount to thinking that the desire
is reason-providing, It’s not that we would have a complaint about that—in
fact, at least when it comes to autonomy, we think that having some such
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belief is necessary. But we do suspect that Bratman is trying to offer a higher-
order attitude that does not constitute, nor entail, the sorc of evaluative judg-
ment Watson argued, and we agree, was necessaty.

In fact, our understanding is that Bratman puts no real normative con-
straincs on what an agent might have a plan to treat as reason-providing
(other than a few quasi-structural norms that might restrice what combina-
tion of desires might be taken as reason-providing). We think, in contrast,
that when it comes to understanding the nature of freedom and autonomy,
aormative conseraints are crucial, At the same time, however, we will be atgu-
ing that there is an imporeant sense in which abeliefora desire is one’s own—
one with which a person propesly identifies, ot is identified by others—that is
independent both of what normative considerations are in play and of what
the agent might think, or be committed to treating as being, in play.

Since our aim is to give a quite general account of what it might mean for
desires and beliefs to be an agent’s own, our strategy will be to focus on key
structural feacures that beliefs and desires have in common. Specifically, we
maintain that desires and beliefs alike come in degrees along two dimensions
and that one dimension—a dimension that we will characterize as relative
stability—is central to understanding which beliefs and desires are an agent’s
own. We begin by focusing on the case of belief and then proceed to consider
the case of desire.

1. Beliefs of One’s Own

Note that beliefs quite generally have the following two features. There is the
degree of belief that agents have in the propositions that they believe, and
there is how stable the degree of belief is under the impact of experience, new
information, and reflection. We will consider these two features in turn.

The first fearure that we mentioned is the degree of belief that an agent
has in the propositions she believes. For example, someone might be highly
dubious that the sun will explode tomorrow but confident that it will rain
tomorrow and even more confident still that there will be a football match
tomorrow.* This difference in her degrees of belief is the sort of thing that
gets revealed in how much she would be willing to bet on one outcome as
opposed to another under circumstances of forced choice. It is a synchyonic
fact about her beliefs.

The second feature is quite different in this regard, The second feature
concerns how stable the degrees of belief are over time, in the light of experi-
ence, incoming information, and reflection. For example, although someone
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might believe to the very same degree the proposition that the Sydney $wans
is the strongest Australian Rules football team and the proposition that her
son is a responsible supermarket employee, her degree of belief in the latter
might be a very stable feature of her psychology, whereas her degree of belief
about the Sydney Swans might be notably less stable. While virtually nothing
in the way of experience or incoming information would change her degree of
belief in the proposition that her son is a responsible supermarket employce—
she will remain confident about that, come what may—all sorts of incoming
information would radically change her degree of belief in the proposition
that the Sydney Swans is the strongest Australian Rules football team.

As we see it, the stability at issue may be merely a matter of actual survival
or it may be a matter of counterfactual survival. For different purposes, dif:
ferent measures of stability seem to be more or less relevant. The first would
seem to travel naturally with identifying identification with a descriptive
characterization of de facto psychology; the second, which isolates resistance
to change, would scem to travel more naturally with something like cen-
trality to character and so with thoughts about what is characteristic of the
person. Although we suspect chat the two interact, the second is ultimately
the notion that we will lean on in our account of identification.

Let’s call beliefs that are stable across time “robust” and those that are
not stable “fragile.” Just how robust or fragile a particular belief mighe be is,
clearly, 2 matter of degree, and beliefs might be robust or fragile for a whole
range of quite different reasons, some of which reflect the agent’s rationality
and some of which do not. Crucially, however, no martter how robust or frag-
ile an agent’s beliefs might be and no matter what explains cheir being robust
ot fragile to the degree that they are, facts about the robustness and fragility
of an agent’s beliefs are plainly fixed diachronicatly. It is this diachronic fea-
ture of beliefs that will be important in what follows. ,

As we said, an agent’s beliefs might be robust or fragile for a whole range
of quite different reasons. Focusing first on robust beliefs, and looking at one
extreme, a belief might be one which an agent has stably over time because
she has canvassed for relevant evidence thoroughly, thought about the matter
carefully, and, as a result, can see a whole host of interconnected reasons for
thinking that the proposition that she believes is true. In other words, the
belief may be robust because it is, given the information available to her, evi-
dentially extremely well supported, so well supported that rationally rejecting
it would involve abandoning, or at least altering, a host of her other beliefs.

At the other end of the spectrum, among robust beliefs, an agent’s belief
might be stable because she is irrationally disposed to cling tightly to it. The
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belief might be the product of wishful thinking, say, so that no matter what
countervailing information comes in, the agent will be disposed to reincer-
pret that information or ignore it, or the information will in some other way
be prevented from having its proper evidential impact. The mother who is
confident that her son is a responsible supermarker employee, as we are imag:-
ining it, is a case in point. She clings to the belief no matter what the incom-
ing evidence because the belief isnt based on the evidence at all.

There will also be cases in between. A belief might be robust not because
locked in by wishful thinking and not because the agent has thought about
it and seen so many reasons for assigning the proposition believed the degree
of belief which she assigns to it, but because, although she has thought about
the matter, she is not very good at seeing the implications of her evidence,
because she is vulnerable to certain common biases, or because she fails to
think things through carefully.

The same point applies to fragile belicfs. Some beliefs are fragile be-
cause agents ate in sicuations in which evidence is sparse or shifting, and an
agent’s changes in belief simply reflect the vigilant exercise of her capacity
for rational belief revision. The mother who believes that the Sydney Swans
is the strongest Australian Rules football team might be in this situation.
Her belief is fragile because the evidential situation, to which she is highly
attuned, is constantly changing. At the other extreme, some agents’ be-
liefs are fragile because the agents in question forget what it was that they
came to believe in the first place, because they are prone to make all sorts
of errors in their assessment of the incoming evidence, or because they are
systematically influenced by what those who are around them think, where
those who are around them vary from time to time as regards what they
think.

With this distinction between robust and fragile beliefs in place, we can
now offer what seems to us to be a clear and intuitive suggestion abont what it
might mean for a belief to be an agent’s own: that is, for a belief to be one with
which she is properly identified and with which she could accurately identify.
Our suggestion, perhaps unsurprisingly, is that a belief is an agent’s own, or
one with which she is to be identified and with which she could accurately
identify, if it is robust: chat is, stable in a way that qualifies it as character-
istic of her. And a belief will then be one with which an agent does in fact
accurately identify, in the sense that we ate after, if she recognizes it as one
with which she is to be identified: that is, if she knows that it is characteristic
of her. A belief that is fragile, by contrast, is one that is not an agent’s own,
not one with which she is to be identified, and not one with which she could
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accurately identify. The appeal of this suggestion is, we hope, plain, bu, in
case it isn’t, we offer the following by way of support.
The robust beliefs that agents have, no matter how their robustness is
explained, constitute the distinctive world-view that those agents have. The
point is perhaps most obvious when the view has the sort of wide scope that
religious and political doctrines often do. In these cases, when an agent’s al-
legiance to such a view has proven robust—when her belief in Catholicism,
communism, or capitalism has truly taken hold—the agent and others prop-
etly come to identify her with that view. But the same point emerges nicely,
if less dramatically, with beliefs having 4 much narrower scope. Consider a
person’s beliefs about her own past. Here too one comes to identify oneself
in terms of the events about which one has robust beliefs, as do others. The
memories rehearsed, the stories reviewed, and the events relived, especially in
the company of intimates, serve to constitute our shared sense of our selves
and of who we are.

It is worth noting that this is true of such beliefs whether they are be-
liefs that we desire to have or to have effective in action. No small propor-
tion of the beliefs with which agents are properly identified, and with which,
often, agents do identify, are beliefs that they themselves would rather be
without, often for good reason, and many of them are simply itrelevant to
action, except of course to the acts of speech in which we give them expres-
sion. Nonetheless, to the extent that che beliefs prove to be robust, they will,
in an important sense, etmerge as the agent’s own and as beliefs with which
she and others can and will properly identify her.

By contrast, the fragile beliefs that agents have, precisely because they are
fragile, cannot, in this sense, be said to be the agents’ own, and nor are they
ones with which she can reasonably be identified. They do not help to consti-
tute cthe agents’ distinctive perspective on the world. Consider those whose
beliefs shift as fashion does, those who are constantly reinventing their past,
or those whose memories wax and wane, In all these cases, the agents in ques-
tion mighe well come to be identified with their very variability—that, after
all, is by assumption a robust characteristic that they exhibir—but none of

their beliefs, no matter how fervently held at one point or another, will be
something with which they will properly be identified.”

Note that our account leaves open the possibility that an agent might be
identifiable with a belief—thar is, a belief may be characteristic of her—even
though she does not herself believe that it is characteristic of her, and hence
even though, in our sense, she does not identify with it. (Here we are suppos-
inga person identifies with a desire or a belief if, bue only if, she believes thar it
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isone with which she is accurately identified.) Sexisit and' racist beliefs ar;, we
chink, very often like this. Those who have such beliets will, vc\lrl:n prCSfe . tlrly
to explain why the sexist and racist things the.lt they say an }(1) a;ent r:gcei
evidence of their holding sexist and racist beliefs. But' altho'ug that ?u

co show that they do not identify their sexist and racist bf:-hc'fs as their OW]:,
the sexist and racist desires and belicfs may nonctheless.stlﬂ (in outl sense? he
ones with which they are propetly identified. These dcs.lres.and beliefs inig ;
well still constitute {a disturbing aspect of) their distlr-xctwc perspective on
the world. The fact that they do not recognize this is neither here nor thf:rc'

Similatly, our account allows for the possibility t‘ha.t an agent mzy 1de';1—
tify wich a belief—that is, believe that it is characteristic of her—and yet be
mistaken, either because she facks the belief that she rakes herself to have or
because, although she has the belief, it is not sufficiently robust to count as
one with which she is to be identified. Thus, to go back to those w.ho are' sex1'st
and racist, they may well believe that they did, do, Iand always will believe in
equality come what may and yet be wrong, And it is not }1n1.1sual to mcc.t en-
thusiasts who bounce from fad to fad, professing that this time thc‘re will be
no change of mind as they've finally found what thcy.’ve be.en looking for ag
along, without any of the beliefs that they thus acquite being stable enoug
to count as ones with which they are properly identified. It seems to us that
mistakes of both these kinds are not only possible but, when they occur, teve-
latory of how well-attuned we are to recognize human fra:dty. We have .httlle
difficulty writing off the rationalizations of sexists and racists as mere noise in
the system, and we are not tempted to rake seriously the profe'ssmns of convic-
tion made by those whose enthusiasms are constantly chansmg.

Robust belicfs constitute an agent’s distinctive perspective on the world,
no matter how their robustness is to be explained. And one of our .fun(}a-
mental interests in other people lies in figuring out what their distinctive
perspective on the world is. Still, it is important to remember that we ofien
care about more than just what their perspective on the world happcns to jDe.
In many cases, we also care about what explains the robu?tncss ‘.)f the behe'fs
that constitute their perspective, The example of those with sexist an-d racist
beliefs who disavow their beliefs is a case in point. We all have an interest

i i it i i i rsation about what -
in knowing when it is worth engaging people in a conve

they believe and when it would be pointless to do so. But this isn't the only
example. : .
Consider the broad range of areas in which we seek out experts in pat-
ticular fields. For example, think about the way you go about choosmg.whej:c
to get your car repaired, which recipe book to buy, or whether to believe in
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climate change. Experts count as experts and are identified with their exper-
tise only because their beliefs in the relevant area have become robust, Of
course, mere stability in che face of evidence and reflection does not an expert
make. Those whose beliefs are stable but consistently wrong, or stable byt
quickly out of sync with the latest thinking, will acquire reputations for pre-
tending to an expertise that they lack, Incoming evidence must be assessed on
its merits and, where appropriate, adjustments made.

But even if someone does appropriately assess incoming evidence, she
will still not count as an expert in a certain field unless her beliefs concern.
ing the relevant matters are relatively stable in the face of her assessment of
that evidence. Determining expertise in a relevant field is, we think, largely
a matter of discovering whether someone’s beliefs in that field are appropti-
ately stable in the face of experience, incoming information, and reflection,
A constantly shifting view disqualifies one as an expert in the relevant areas.
This is not to say that the constant shifts should not be made. In many cases,
they should. But when they should, it is either because there s no expertise
to be had or, at least, because the pesson whose views are shifting is not yet
an expert.’

Even in areas in which we resist the idea that there are experts, part of
what makes us admire certain people—part of what makes them who they
are, from our collective point of view—isnt just the fact that they robustly
hold certain beliefs but the way in which they defend their robust beliefs, re-
sisting the various pressures that they might meet to shift their views. Think
of the various film reviewers, social critics, philosophers, and the like that we
most admire, If they did noc robustly hold the views that they hold, and if
they did not go to the lengths that they do and take the care that they do, to
defend their views when questioned about them, we would not admire them
so much. Professional identities in such cases are, it seems to us, largely con-
stituted by the fact that the professionals whom we admire robustly hold the
views that they hold in their area of professional expertise and have and ex-
ercise the capacity to vigorously and carefully defend those views when they
ate put under pressure.
To sum ap our suggestion so far, the robust beliefs that agents have play
a crucial role in helping constitute the perspective thar those agents have oh
the wotld. Because robust belicfs play this crucial role, it seems to us that they
ate beliefs that can be said to be the agents’ own in a clear and intuitive sense.
They are part—indeed, an especially important part—of who they are. As
a result, they are the beliefs with which we can identify those who possess
them and the beliefs with which they can identify themselves. Fragile beliefs,
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precisely because they do not help constitute anything by way of a perspective
on the world, are not an agent’s own in this clear and intuitive sense.

2. Desires of One’s Own

With this discussion of the case of belief in place, we now consider the case
of desire. Just as we were able to distinguish two fearures of belicfs, so we can
distingnish two similar features of desires. '

First, there is the strength of the desires that agents have th:.;t a certain

proposition be true. For example, one might desire very stron?;ly indeed that
onc’s children fare well as they go through their lives and desire as well, pre-
sumably less strongly, that one have a constant supply of goodl coffee. This
difference in the strength of the agent’s desires is the sort of thing that gets
revealed in how much she would be willing to pay for one outcome as op-
posed to the other under circumstances where the outcomes were up to her.
Tt is thus a synchronic fact about her desires. ‘

Second, there is how stable the strength of an agent’s desires are, over time,
in the light of experience, incoming information and rcﬂc_ctlon, and other
pressures. For example, someone might have a smfong desire to watc'h la_te
night movies and an equally strong desire to play guitar on a regular basm-—-.m
aforced choice situation, she mighr find it difficult to choose—but her desire
towatch late night movies might diminish or disappear altogether in the face
of reflection and information, in a way that her desire to play the guitarona
regular basis would not. ‘

Wheteas facts about the strength of an agent’s desires are fixed synchron-
ically and revealed by how much they would pay to have one outcome rather
than another under circumstances where the outcome was up to them, facts
about how stable the strength of an agent’s desire is under the impact o.f ir}-
coming information and reflection are plainly fixed diachromca%ly. Again, ic
is this diachronic feature—this time a diachronic feature of desires—that is
important to our account. And it is this feature, a feature that desires shar,e
with beliefs, that allows a general account of what it is for a state to be one’s
own or to be such that one identifies, or is to be identified, with it.

Let’s call desires that are stable across time “robust” and those that are
not stable “fragile.” Note that desires might be robu?t or fragile for a whol:e
range of quite diffetent reasons, some of which might reflect the. agent’s
rationality, some of which might not. Focusing first on robust desires and
looking at one extreme, a desire might be robust because the agent has can-
vassed for relevant considerations thoroughly, thought about the matter
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140 RATIONAL AND SOCIAL AGENCY
carefully, and, as a result, can see a whole host of interconnected consid,
erations that recommend the object of her desire. It is, of course, contrg-
versial what exactly this entails, but we intend the claim to be interprered
ecumenically. If you think that the only reasons that agents can have for
desiring must themselves be conditioned by other desires that the agent
has, then think of an agent who only changes her desires when she believes
that there is a reason to, but imagine her havinga desire that coheres sowell
with the vast bulk of her other desires that no reason to change it exists,
something that she appreciates all too well, Or if you think that there can
be unconditional reasons for having desires, then think of the same case
but imagine the agent robustly believing that no considerations for getting
rid of her desire obtain. In either case, what is important about these robust

desires is that their stability is no sign of irrationality;

quite the opposite is
the case.

At the other end of the spectrum, among robust desires, an agent’s desires
might be stable because she has an irrational fixation, It might be a manifes-
tation of OCD or the product of an addiction or a childhood trauma, or the
desire might be product of wishful thinking—the agent wants to have the
desire quite independently of whether thete are reasons for o against it—so
that no matrer what countervailing information comes in, she will be dis-
posed to reinterpret that information or ignore it, or the information will in
some other way be prevented from having its proper impact. And there are
presumably also cases in between, A desire might be robust not because it is
the product of addiction or trauma, and not because the agent has reflecred
and come to the robust view that no reasons to change the desire exist, but
rather because she has thought only a little about her desire and is vulnerable

to certain systematic errors,

The same point applies to fragile desires. The fragility of the desires of
some agents simply reflect a vigilant cxercise of cheir capacity to adjust cheir
desires in the light of experience, information, and reflection in an environ-
ment in which they are constantly being challenged to question whether theit
desires really do make sense. Think, for example, of the student who goes off
to college and then comes home every couple of months with a completely
new set of enthusiasms and ideals. Perhaps when she comes home on one oc-
casion, she has become a vegetarian and a socialist: the next time, she has
become a vegan and a communist; the next time, she is cating shellfish and
she is a liberal; and then the next titne she’s back to eating meat and she has

become a libertarian. In other cases, however, the fragility of the desires an
agent has may simply reflect the passage of time. Perhaps a certain agent’s
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desires rather than others. We want the politicians for whom we vote to haye
stable desires to implement the sorts of policies that we support, we want
those who run the charities to which we donate money to have stable de-
sires to distribute the money we give them in ways that we approve of, and
we want those whom we employ to have stable desires to do well the sorts
of things that we employ them to do. Their robust desires make them the
politicians, the people who run charitics, and the employees that they are

the ones who have a reputation for being orientated or disposed in certain:
distinctive ways. Fragile desires simply do not give us the kind of reason that
we require for voting for one politician over another, for giving to one char-
ity rather than another, or for employing one person rather than another. In
a very ordinary sense, we don't know who such people are because they lack
an identity.

To sum up, our suggestion in this section has run in parallel to the sugges-
tion in the previous scction. Robust desires play a crucial role in helping con-
stitute the distinctive personalities or orientations that agents have. Because
robust desires play this crucial role, it seems to as that they can be said to be
an agent’s own in a clear and intuitive sense. These, accordingly, are the de-
sires with which we can identify such agents and they will be the desires with
which the agencs rightly identify themselves. Fragile desires, precisely because
they do not so readily help constitute anything distinctive by way of personal-
ity or orientation, are thus not an agent’s own in this clear and intuitive sense.

3. Descriptive versus Normative Questions

We said at the beginning that we thought it important to distinguish two
questions: “Which desires (or beliefs) is an agent to be identified with, as a
matter of fact?” and “Which desires (or beliefs) should an agent be identified
with, if she is to be free and autenomous?” It should now be clear how the
account we have given answers the firsc question. An agent’s robust desires
and beliefs are the ones with which she is to be identified. They constitute the
distinctive character of our personalities and figure overwhelmingly both in
our understandings of ourselves and of others. On this account, a drug ad-
dict’s perhaps strong but ineffectual desire to be rid of her addiction, if it isa
stable desire, constitutes an important aspect of who she is. But so too does
addiction and not the less because she wishes to be rid of it.

Remember that we said above that robust desires might be robust for
many different reasons, At one exreme, the robust desires that certain agents
have are robust because the agents have and exercise the distinctive capacity
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that they have as rational creatures to adjust their desires in the light of ex-
perience, information, and reflection. At the other extreme, however, the
robust desires chat certain agents have are robust precisely because they eicher
lack or fail to use the capacity to adjust their desires rationally in the face of
experience, and so on, because, say, they are the product of drug addiction,
childhood trauma, or some other psychological malady. In these cases, the
robustness of the desires reflects the agent’s insensitivity to the reasons that
she has. That rational and irrational desires alike might be robust reflects the
fact that robustness, as such, is not a feature of desires that carries normative
significance all by itsclf. The mere fact that certain desires are an agent’s own
or that the agent can be identified with certain desires in the sense we have
defined is neither here nor there from the normative point of view.

Indeed, as we also said above, there seems to be no general requirement
of rationalicy that agents have robust desires. Fragile desires are not, as such,
defective. Agents who find themselves in an environment in which they are
constantly being challenged to question what they want may well find that
their desires are rightly fragile as a tesule of their vigilant exercise of their
capacity to adjust their desires in the light of experience, information, and
reflection. Agents are, presumably, required to exexcise such capacity as they
have to acquire and sustain rational desires, but this will augur in favor of
certain desires being their own—that is to say, certain desires being robust—
only if they happen to find themselves in circumstances in which the con-
sistent exercise this capacity has stable desires as an upshot. Those who find
themselves in situations that relentlessly provide them with good reason to
change their desires will, if they are rational, find themselves with a dimin-
ished set of stable desires.

Unsurprisingly, much the same can be said about which beliefs are an
agent’s own. As we said, robust belicfs might be robust for many different
reasons. At one extreme, the robust beliefs that cercain agents have are robust
because they are so evidentially well supported by everything else that those
agents believe. At the other extreme the beliefs that certain agents have might
be robust for completely nonrational reasons, because, say, the agents are en-
gaged in wishful thinking, because they are brainwashed, or because they
systematically make certain sorts of errors in their evaluation of evidence.
Robustness, as such, is thus a fact about an agent’s beliefs that carties no nor-

marive significance all by itself. The mere fact that certain views or beliefs
are an agent’s own or that the agent is to be identified with certain views or
beliefs in the sense we have defined is neither here nor there from the norma-

tive point of view.
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Indeed, as with robust desires, there seems to be no general requiremeny
of rationality that agents have robust beliefs at all. Fragile beliefs are not t
SE.ICh, defective. Agents who find themselves in a constantly changing evid,e::
tial environment will find themselves with fragile beliefs simply in virtue of
their vigilant exercise of their capacicy for reasoned belief revision. Our abil.
icy to answer the question “Which beliefs should be an agent’s own?” is thus
radically dependent on the circumstances that particular agents face. Agents
are, of course, required to exercise such capacity as they have to be sensitive to
incoming evidence, but this will augur in favor of certain beliefs being their
own—that is to say, their having certain robust beliefs—only if they happen
to find themselves in circumstances in which, by che vigilant exercise of their
capacity to be sensitive to incoming evidence, stability in the degrees of their

beliefs is the upshot.

4. Valuing, Freedom, and Autonomy

Let’s return to the hierarchical account of what it is for a desire to be an
agcnt’s own. We said at che beginning that, as we see things, the crucial ques-
tion is not whether there is a sense of a desire being an agent’s own or identi-
fication with desires, which is accurately captured by that account, but racher
whether the work that is supposed to be done by the idea of a desire’s beingan
agent’s own, in the hicrarchical sense, should be done in that way. We asked
whether we should appeal to the idea of a desire being an agent’s own, in the
sense picked out by the hierarchical accoynt, to explain what valuing is, what
freedom is, or whar autonomy is.

Although we cannot atgue the poin at any length here, we think that the
lessons that we have learned in spelling out the unified account of what it is
for desires and beliefs to be an agent’s own suggest that that work mighe be
better done in anocher way, We have seen not just that the fact that certain
desires and beliefs are an agent’s own, in the unified sense that we have spelled
out, s of no normative significance in and of rself bue also that a very clear
account can be given of when desires and beliefs being an agent’s own, in chat
sense—and indeed of when desires and beliefs not being an agent’s own, in
that sense—does have normative significance.

. Specifically, to the extent beliefs and desires are subject to rational evalu-
ation, we are in a position to distinguish between the desires and beliefs that
an agent is to be identified with, as a macter of fact, and the desires and be-
liefs that, were she rational, she would be identified with (assuming she is in
circamstances that allow her to have stable beliefs and desires withour being
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irrational). The latter beliefs and desires, unlike the former, are the ones that
she should have and they are the ones that the having of and acting on consti-
rute her as a frec agent. Tt is this sensitivity of the desires and beliefs on which
an agent reasons and acts to the reasons thar she has that makes for the dif
ference between the actions that she performs freely and those she performs
merely because she is in the grip of certain of her desires and beliefs.

In saying this we are supposing, with Bratman, that the distinceive kind of
agency enjoyed by temporally extended beings like us requires forming inten-
tions and acting on plans over time in ways that are possible only when one in
fact has more or less stable desires and beliefs. The upshot, as we see things, is
that such agency is possible only when one has desires and beliefs with which
one can properly be identified in our sense, But we are also supposing that
ond’s identifying with certain of one’s desires {or beliefs) and having an in-
tention or plan to treat one’s desires (or belicfs) as reason-pr(;viding is nei-
ther required, nor enough, to make an agent with stable beliefs and desires a
frec agent. An agent who has plans and intentions concerning what she is to
do, whether she has higher-order intentions to treat certain of her desires as
reason-providing, will be a free agent so long as and only so long as her inten-
tions, and the beliefs and desires on which she acts, are in fact appropriatcly
sensitive to the reasons that she has for believing, desiring, intending, and
acting as she does (whatever those reasons are). An agent can therefore be
free, we think, without having the sort of higher-order attitudes toward her
own desires and beliefs that are taken as essential by those who embrace a
hierarchical view.

Consider an agent who does what she wants, when she wants, how she
wants, without hesitation, and without exercising any sort of control over
herself” The difference between an agent of this sort and a free agent is not,
we think, a matter of the latter having higher-order desires (or plans or inten-
tions) concerning her desires (or beliefs) but instead a marter of her having
and acting on intentions, desires, and beliefs that she has reason to have.
Having desires and beliefs of one’s own, in our sense, is required if she is to
be an agenc, but that is because, absent fairly robust beliefs and desires, she
will not be in a position to form the sort of intentions and plans that consti-
tute one as an agent over time. But such desires and beliefs need not be ones
toward which the agent has any higher-order atritudes at all. And if the agent
does happen to have such higher-order attitudes, those will not be enough
to constitute her as a free agent if either those higher-order attitudes or the
lowerlevel attitudes that are effective in action are not appropriately respon-
sive to her reasons, What is crucial to freedom, we are thinking, is being an
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responsive to the teasons that she has.®
If this is right, chen being free does not require having a view about the
value of what one does, Moreover, if one does have such a view, it do:::lt
require acting on that view. Consider the example of Huck Fin;1 \:vhosdnc.t
have views about the value of what he is doing but who acts contra;y to 1:11‘}cs
'.aiews.“’ Huck believes that Jim is Miss Watson’s property and that in he?se
ing him to escape, he therefore makes things worse rather than better BP-
in helping Jim, Huck is clearly being tesponsive, in his desires intent.ionut
and actions to the evidence available to him of the common hujrnanit th:;
he shares with Jim, Huck, we think, acts freely, despite his failure to cnilorse
thc'desircs on which he acts, precisely because his actions and the beliefs
desires, and intentions on which they are based are responsive to the rcason;
that he has.>®
At the same time, however, we think that autonomy (as contrasted wich
freedom) does require that an agent both has, and acts on, her values. Auton-
omy requires a kind of self-conscious conerol in light of one’s values that need
not be present to be acting freely, So we think thar both Watson and Bratman
are on to something crucial when they give pride of place to whac the agent
values. However, we are inclined to embrace a view of what it is for an agent
1o value something that is more cognitive than what Watson and Bratman
have in mind. And we think that autonomy presupposes the sort of freedom
that we described above, so that even an agent who successfully acts on her
values will be, in our sense, autonomous, only if her values—and the desices
beliefs, and intentions on which she acts—are tesponsive to the reasons tha;
are avajlable to her.

With this in mind, let’s now consider what it is for an agent to value
something. As we see things, an agent values something when she believes,
of the object of her desire, that it is good {or desirable). On this view, valuing
is not the same as merely having the belief that something is good (,or desit-
able), since absent a desire for it, she does not count as valuing jt.* Nor is
valuing the same as desiring, or even desiring that a desire be cH’cct.ive since
absent the belief that the object of the desire is vahtable, she does not ,ccrunl‘-
as valuing it. '

Just what is involved in thinking that something is good (or desirable) is,
of course, wildly contentious, Taking a lead from Bratman, one might hold
that an agent who treats a desire as reason-providing is, in virtue of that,
thinking of the desire, the object of the desire, or the satisfaction of the desire
as good. (Juse which would depend, we suppose, on what it is to treat a desire

Casre
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ason-providing.) Alternatively, onc might hold that believing something
is good (or desirable) is to believe that a desire for it would appropriately
survive in the light experience, information, and reflection,* Or one might
advance some other account of what it is to believe chat something is good
(or desirable). Bue whatever it is to judge something good (or desirable}, we
assume that an agent’s desires are subject to certain standards of rationality.
$o it scems to us very plausible to suppose that agents who value something
ste committed to the idea that their desire for that thing would appropriately
survive in the light of experience, informarion, and reflection. In any case,
our understanding of valuing differs crucially from the hierarchical account,
according to which an agent values (roughly) whatever, and only what, is the
object of a desire that enjoys some higher-order endorsement.

The reason for preferring our more cognitive account of what it is for an
agent 1o value something is, we think, simple, To bring it out we will suppose
that believing something is desirable is just a matter of believing a desire for
it would survive in the light of experience, information, and reflection. With
that assumption in place, imagine an agent who does, in fact, have a desire
that she desires to be effective. But suppose also she thinks that one or the
ather ot both of these desires would not withstand the exercise of her ratio-
nal capacities (i.e., it would not appropriately survive in the light of experi-
ence, information, and reflection). Is it credible to suppose that such an agent
values the objects of such desires? We think not, given that (by hypothesis)
she sees them as unable to sustain rational scrutiny and so does not believe
their objects to be valuable. T fthis is right, however, then valuing is not merely
a matter of desiring {or desiring to desire or having a policy to treat as reason-
providing, if this last does not involve believing that the objects of the desire
are good [or desirable]) but must rather be a matter, ac least in part, of believ-
ing, Specifically, it must be a matter of believing of certain desires that their
objects are desirable.

Once we have on board an understanding of what it is for an agent to
value something, we are in a position to capture one sense of a desire (or
belief) being one’s own that we think animates the hierarchical account. This
is the sense in which some of our desires (and belicfs) are distinctive in being
such that one is willing to stand behind them—not merely to acknowledge
that one does desire {or believe) certain things but to caszn them as one’s own,
which is a matter of valuing them. In these cases the desires (and beliefs) thac
we claim as our own are themselves che object of a higher-order desire to have
them and a belief that having them is valuable. A special case of this is the

“case of valuing our valning as we do. In these cases, one doesn't just believe
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of certain desires that one has that their realization is valuable—that is th
original valuing—but one also desires to have that belief and those desi i
themselves, believing that the realization of these higher-order desires is i:lri:‘
Tfaluable——-that is, the valuing of the valuing. In the general case of claiS;
ing onc’s attitudes as one’s own and in the special cases in which one’s value-
are in view and claimed as onc’s own, the claiming as one’s own is bound u s
both in higher-order states of desiring and believing valuable. Importantlp
when one’s actions, as opposed to one’s attitudes, are what are at issue—whe};
;he I?uest‘i;n is which actions are one’s own (in the normatively laden sense)
igher-order attitudes need not be in play, although one m i
on one’s desire so to act (under the cirfuglstanccs)gand bc[i:j(tt i);) il:tl;; ai:lf:g
valuable (as in worth doing under the circumstances). s
At the same time, it seems to us that a certain natural picture emerges of
what autonomy involves. First, for an agent to be autonomous, she must have
the sorc of beliefs that mean that she counts as someone who values acting in
certain ways {which involves not simply desiring to act in those ways but also
secing acting in those ways as valuable). Second, in valuing as she does, she
must actually be responding to the reasons that she has, and in acting a; she
does, she must be acting both in accord with her values and because of what
she values. On this account agents who are merely desiring and not valuing
cannot be acting autonomously. But neither can agents who are valuing and
even acting on their values if either their actions are not responsive to their
Tfalues or their values are not responsive to the reasons that they have. Genu-
Ine autonomy comes, we are suggesting, only when one is acting according o,
and because of, one’s values, and one’s values are themselves responsive to the
reasons one has.™
If we aze right, an agent can genuinely value various actions, outcomes,
or objects without having any higher-order artitudes toward her own beliefs
or desires. Of course, in the normal course of things such agents presumably
do become conscious of their own beliefs and desires, will come to have de-
sires and beliefs concerning them, and will also likely find themselves valuing
some of those beliefs and desires and not others. As a result, as Bratman em-
phasizes, this consciousness will put them in a position to recognize practical
problems of coordination and adjustment that prompt solutions that can play
a central role in constituting an agent both as autonomous and as the particu-
lar agent she is.>+ ’
Specifically, we think Bratman is right that agents will find chemselves
facing two kinds of problems, some arising from tensions among their be-
liefs and desires (he calls this the problem of self-management), some arising
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from an oversupply of apparently valuable options (he calls this the problem
of underdetermination).’ Bratman thinks that both kinds of problems are
solved by an agent adopting a higher-order intention that structures her prac-
tical reasoning by having her treat some considerations as reason-providing
and others as not. But, as we see things, the solutions will not have addressed
the problems in a way that preserves agents’ antonomy unless, in embracing
them, agents (i) are successfully responding to the reasons that they have and
(i) are, in doing so, acting in the light of their values. _
Understood in this way, it is worth emphasizing that autonomy does not
tequire that the agent’s beliefs be true or that the objects of desire actually be
valuable, but what it does requite is significantly different than what needs to
be in place for an agent to be acting on beliefs or desires that she (as it hap-
pens) desires to be effective. Ac the same time, however, this account echoes
the hierarchical insight that autonomy is tied to having the capacity to act
effectively on the basis of one’s own values, even as we understand what it is

for a value to be one’s own quite differently.

Notes

1. We are grateful for feedback from audiences at che University of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill (where Michael Smith delivered the paper) and the Australian Na-
tional University (where Geoff Sayre-McCord delivered it).

2. ‘The locus classicus is Harry Frankfurt’s “Freedom of the Will and the Concept of
a Person,” Journal of Philosophy 68 (1971), pp. 5—20. Frankfurt further developed
the idea in “Identification and Wholeheartedness” in Ferdinand David Schoeman
(ed.), Responsibilisy, Character, and the Emotions: New Essays in Moral Psychology
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 19 87).

3. This was Frankfurt's aim.

4. 'This seems to have been at least part of what Gary Watson was doing in his “Free
Agency,” Journal of Philosophy 72 (1975), pp. 205-220. Michael Bratman develops
both ideas in various places, including “Valuingand the Will,” Nods 34 (2000), pp.
249-265; “A Desire of One’s Own,” Journal of Philosophy 100 (2003), pp. 221-2.42;
and “Anchors for Deliberation” in Christoph Lumer and Sandro Nannini (eds.),

Intentionality, Deliberation and Autonomy: The Action-Theoretic Basis of Practical
Philosophy (Farnham, UK: Ashgate, 2007). Frankfurt argues that we cannot use
the concept of a desire of one’s own to illuminate the concept of what it is to value
* something in his concribucions to Sarah Buss and Lee Overton (eds.), Comtours
of Agency: Essays on Themes from Harry Frankfurt (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,

20012},
5. Frankfurt, “Ereedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person.”
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&. Frankfurt, “Identification and Wholcheartedness.”
7. It makes sense too, we suspect, to talk of emotions, moods, and actions as an

15. Jonathan Bennett, “The Conscience of Huckleberey Finn,” Philosophy 49 (1974),
pp- 123-134.

> . : . , . H tati 0 it mi ings
agent’s own or as aspects of themselves with which they may be identified. Ir 35 20. Of course there are some nice complications here, as it might be that the thing;

unclear how we might generalize the Frankfurtian account to these.

- In fact, there are two ways to extend the Frankfurtian account to belief. One s the

suggestion made in the text that a befjef is an agent’s own just in case she desires
to have the belief, che other is chae che relevane desite is a desire that the belief he
effective in action. In neither case is the resulting view very plausible.

that Huck misguidedly believes provide him with some reason not to act as he
does. Ifso, chen this is a case in which the reasons that Huck has are conflicted ina
way that they would not be if his belicfs were different. (We rake no stand on this
here.) Still, even if they did provide some reason, since the weight of the reasons
cells decisively in favor of Huck’s acting as he does, his responsiveness to chis fact

n A -

9. The view we go on to defend does, however, assign a crucial role to a higher-order would still, we think, constitute him as a free agent.

belief. 21. We cherefore reject the purely cognitive account of valuing argued for by Michae) b
to. Bratman, “A Desire of One’s Own.” Smich in The Meral Problem (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 1994), chaprer s. f
1. Waeson, “Free Agency.” 11. Fora defense of this view, see Smith, The Moral Problem. - £
1z, Ibid., p. 222, 23. 'This is compatible, however, with their being mistaken about what is valuable, if b

.

the reasons they have are misleading, What is required is a certain kind of respon-

13. There are of course interesting complications involved in characrerizing what is ‘
siveness to reasons, but it is a responsiveness that is compatible with gecting things

involved in treating something as reason-providing. And it is impottant to remain

: .
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clear on the difference berween treating the object of a desire as reason-providing wrong, ‘i

[ » .
and treating the desire, or one’s having the desire, as reason-providing. For our 24. See Bratman, “Autonomy and Hierarchy. o
purposes, however, these complications and details are not important to sor 25. Ibid.

through. ;

t4. Of course,  person’s belicfs might themselves be about objective probabiliies, for
example, abour the fikelihood thar a particle will leave a trace in some experiment,
so it is worth noting that these beliefs too will admit of different degrees of belief
in just the way that other beliefs do.

15. ‘This is, we think, a slight exaggeration, as an agent might well come to be identi-
fied with a really bizarte (or otherwise extremely memorable) belief, even if the
belief is fragile. Buc what is true even in these cases, we suspect, is chat the fragile
belief comes to be identified with the agent thanks to the mediation of a robust
belief thar she once held the bizarre view with which she has come to be identified.

16. We do not mean to deny that expertise depends on much more than just having
the appropriate beliefs. The skills required to translate those beliefs into action
are also clearly important. Our point is merely that having only fragile beliefs, or
stable beliefs chat are nor properly sensitive to relevane evidence, suffices co dis-
qualify ore as an expert.

17. We have in mind the “wanton” that Frankfurt describes in “Freedom of the Will
and the Concept of 2 Person.”

18. We leave out any specific account of what is required to count as being appropri-
ately responsive to one’s reasons, but we are assuming chat having a higher-order
actitude is not always required, At che same time, we suppose that having such a-
titudes may well often play an important role in helping an agenc be appropriately
responsive to her reasons. Indeed, having them may well be, itself, an appropriate
response to one’s reasons, in cases where one has reason to have articudes toward
one’s attitudes,




