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Abstract

In this paper I argue against recent versions of justi�cation norms of

action and practical deliberation (Neta 2009; Gerken 2011, 2012; Smithies

2012). I demonstrate that these norms yield unacceptable results in de-

ception cases. However, a further modi�cation of justi�cation norms in

the light of these results appears to be ad hoc. Hence, I claim, we should

reject justi�cation norms of action and practical deliberation.
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1 Introduction

Presumably everyone will agree that rationality of an action and of a practical

deliberation depends in part on some epistemic constraints. Divisions start when

it comes to describe what exactly such constraints amount to. Traditionally,

such constraints have been determined in the framework of (subjective) Bayesian

Decision theory. Recent developments in epistemology, however, have opened
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up new perspectives for this debate. In particular, it has been claimed, contra

the traditional (subjective) Bayesian approach, that the epistemic constraint

on rational action and practical deliberation is knowledge (Knowledge norms of

action and practical deliberation)1.

One such innovative formulation of a knowledge norm of practical delibera-

tion is the following one:

Knowledge - Reasons Principle (KRP) Where subject S's choice is p-dependent2,

it is appropriate (= rationally permitted) for S to treat the proposition

that p as a reason for acting if and only if S knows that p (cf. Hawthorne

and Stanley 2008: 578).

On the other side it has been objected that there are a lot of counter-

examples for such knowledge norms. In Gettier cases for instance, the subject

has a justi�ed true belief that seems to provide the needed epistemic ingredi-

ent for rational action and deliberation. And similarly in some cases where the

subject has all the justi�cation needed for a given belief but that belief is - unbe-

knownst to her - false3. In the light of these objections to the knowledge norm,

many philosophers have endorsed one or another version of justi�cation norm,

that is, one or another version of norm which identi�es necessary and su�cient

epistemic conditions for rational action and practical deliberation with justi�ed

belief rather than knowledge4.

In this paper, however, I show that justi�cation norms deliver unacceptable

results when we consider possible deception scenarios. Namely, cases of radical

1See for instance (Unger 1975; Hyman 1999; Hawthorne and Stanley 2008; Stanley 2005;
Hawthorne 2004). See (Jenkins Ichikawa 2012) for an overview.

2�Let us say that a choice between options x1...xn is p dependent i� the most preferable of
x1...xn conditional on the proposition that p is not the same as the most preferable of x1...xn

conditional on the proposition that not-p.� (Hawthorne and Stanley 2008: 578).
3For counter-examples and arguments against the knowledge norm, see: (Brown 2008; Neta

2009; Littlejohn 2009a; Gerken 2011; Smithies 2012).
4See for example, (Neta 2009; Gerken 2011, 2012, forthcoming a, forthcoming b; Smithies

2012, Smith 2012; see also Gibbons 2010); (Littlejohn 2009b) presents an overview.
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deception where a person is epistemicaly justi�ed in believing that p without

even having in principle a possibility to act or deliberate on p. Such counter-

examples, I argue, should motivate us to abandon justi�cation norms of action

and practical deliberation, since they show that justi�cation is not su�cient for

rational action/deliberation. I do not pretend, however, to provide an ultimate,

knock-down reason to accept a knowledge norm such as KRP or other. Never-

theless, if one can provide a plausible explanation of the lack of rationality of

action or of practical deliberation in Gettier and false belief cases, then my ar-

gument supports the knowledge norm5. Such task however is beyond the scope

of the present paper.

In what follows, I �rst examine justi�cation norms of action and practi-

cal deliberation in more detail. I then provide arguments against justi�cation

norms of action and practical deliberation and consider some possible objections

against them.

2 Justi�cation norms

Before I proceed to arguments let's consider in more detail justi�cation norms

of action and practical deliberation.

Here are three contemporary statements of justi�cation norms. As I take

them as typical statements of justi�cation norms, I will concentrate exclusively

on them in the rest of my paper:

5The proponents of knowledge norm have argued that in some controversial cases (i.e false
belief cases where we tend to judge that the subject's action or deliberation that is based on
the falsely believed proposition is still rational) a subject is excused for acting/deliberating on
p, even though her action/deliberation is not fully rational (see for example (Hawthorne and
Stanley 2008)). The main idea is to concede that in such cases the subject's acting/deliberating
on p is not as bad (irrational) as in cases where she has no excuses for her acting/deliberating on
ignorance. This strategy has, however, been strongly criticised by the opponents of knowledge
norm (see for example (Gerken 2011; Smithies 2012)). The main objection against it is that
there is nothing to be excused in such cases, hence this line of defence is ad hoc. A more
complete defence of knowledge norm should address this criticism in details.
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JBK - Reasons principle (JBKRP) Where subject S 's choice is p-dependent,

it is rationally permissible for S to treat the proposition that p as a reason

for acting if and only if S justi�ably believes that she knows that p (cf.

Neta 2009: 686)6.

The JK Rule: One has justi�cation to assert and to act on P if and only if one

has justi�cation to believe that one is in a position to know that P (cf.

Smithies 2012: 270)7,8.

(WA) "In the deliberative context, DC, S meets the epistemic conditions on

rational use of (her belief that) p as a premise in practical reasoning or of

(her belief that) p as a reason for acting (if and) only if S is warranted in

believing that p to a degree that is adequate relative to DC" (Gerken 2011:

530; see also Gerken 2012, forthcoming a, and forthcoming b).

First, some terminological remarks. The quasi technical term "warrant" is

coined to subsume both the property that internalists have called "justi�cation",

6JBKRP is a justi�cation norm of a restricted kind since it speci�es that only justi�ed
beliefs about one's knowledge (a type of higher order beliefs) constitute the relevant epistemic
constraint on treating p as a reason for action. But as it relies on justi�ed belief (even if it is
only a certain type of justi�ed belief), it is still a version of a justi�cation norm.

7The JK Rule also restricts justi�cation to assert and to act on P to a certain type of
higher order justi�cation to believe. Hence, we can observe that despite their di�erences, the
JK Rule and the JBKRP are similar in this signi�cant aspect: both state a requirement in
terms of higher-order justi�cation. Now, this higher-order requirement itself faces a certain
kind of objection, namely, the objection of over-intellectualization. More speci�cally, it can be
objected that, counter intuitively, the JK Rule and the JBKRP seem to imply that children
and animals (i.e. agents who do not possess higher-order beliefs) cannot treat a proposition as
a reason for acting in a rationally permissible way (the JBKRP), or cannot have justi�cation
to assert and to act on P (the JK Rule). Smithies responds to a similar challenge against his
account of justi�cation to believe in Smithies forthcoming. A congenial line of defence here
would be to insist that the objection of over-intellectuaization does not raise a problem for
the JK Rule, since the JK Rule appeals to propositional rather than to doxastic justi�cation.
The problem of over-intellectualization is a potential problem only to views about doxastic
justi�cation (see Smithies, forthcoming). Neta for his part, might avoid the problem in a
di�erent way. His norm, the JBKRP, concerns higher-order practical deliberation (as we will
clarify it in a while). It is not unreasonable to suppose that animals and children do not
engage in higher order practical deliberation. Hence, as long, as one is willing to restrict
higher-order practical deliberation in this way (i.e. not ascribing it to children and animals),
one can also maintain that the objection of over-intelectualization does not have a bite on the
JBKRP. Thanks to an anonymous referee for this journal here.

8Here I will focus on action in general, leaving aside a more speci�c question about epistemic
norms of assertion. However, see Conclusion, where I indicate how a similar problem might
a�ect justi�cation norms of assertion.
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and the property that (some) externalists have called "entitlement". In short,

"justi�cation" and "entitlement" are supposed to be two species of one genus -

"warrant"9.

Concerning "deliberative context, DC" (in WA), I follow Gerken in consid-

ering it as corresponding to the description of a given situation from a subject's

perspective. For my purposes it is important to note only that Gerken explains

deliberative context in terms of one's rational presuppositions about circum-

stances one is in (cf. Gerken 2011: 530, fn.2). Another way to put it might be -

rational background beliefs about circumstances one is in. Independently from

the issue whether a presupposition is a state of doxastic kind, or of some other

kind, it is important to notice that a presupposition is surely not a factive state,

i.e. it does not entail the truth of its content.

Another point that needs explanation is why WA leaves the left-to-right di-

rection in a parenthesis. According to Gerken it indicates that the su�ciency

of WA constraints for a rational action/deliberation depends on further speci�-

cations of notions employed in WA. Notably, it depends on the speci�cation of

what exactly constitutes deliberative context (cf. Gerken 2011: 531). Again, for

my purposes it is important just to notice that this su�ciency is determined by

aspects of the subject's perspective - her presuppositions/beliefs, and her psy-

chological basis for action. Gerken gives a list of some parameters that (partly)

9See (Gerken 2011: 530; Gerken forthcoming b: 3, and Gerken 2012: 374, fn.1), where he
states that he uses "warrant" as a genus for internalist and externalist justi�cation. Gerken
follows (Burge 2003) for this terminology, and dissociates it from Plantinga's and Wright's
uses of "warrant". Gerken also notices that (Hawthorne and Stanley 2008) have used the
term "justi�cation" in a similar sense to Burge's "warrant" (Gerken 2011: 530, see also
Gerken 2012: 381-386 for a more detailed characterisation of "warrant" and "justi�cation".).
The problem with the term "warrant" as used by Gerken, however, is that it cannot subsume
all externalist and internalist uses of "justi�cation" or "entitlement". For Gerken states that
"[t]he term ["warrant"] is non-factive", (Gerken 2011: 530). This seems to be incompatible
with at least some versions of externalist views according to which justi�cation is factive, for
recent examples see (Sutton 2007; Littlejohn 2012). In what follows I will not pursue this
consideration further. I will assume for the sake of argument Gerken's sense of "warrant" - a
genus term for non-factive justi�cation and entitlement, where to say that a warranted belief
is non-factive means that it does not entail the truth of its content. Thanks to an anonymous
referee for this journal for suggesting to clarify the notion of "warrant" as used by Gerken.
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constitute one's deliberative context: (i) one's rational presuppositions (/back-

ground beliefs) about alternative courses of action, (ii) one's rational presupposi-

tions (/background beliefs) about the availability of further evidence, (iii) one's

rational presuppositions (/background beliefs) about urgency and (iv) one's ra-

tional presuppositions (/background beliefs) about the stakes associated with

the action (cf. Gerken 2011: 531).

One more important point to specify is that of course for an action or a

practical deliberation to be overall rational there are more than epistemic con-

straints. As many have noticed (see for example Gerken 2011; Smithies 2012)

there are cases where a practical deliberation is rational from the epistemic point

of view but not "overall" (all-things-considered) rational. For example, it might

be rational from the epistemic point of view to proceed to more clinical trials

before authorizing a vaccine against a rapidly spreading mortal virus, but not

rational from the overall rationality point of view.

We should also specify what the justi�cation norms are a little more exactly

since they seem to use di�erent formulations of action and practical deliberation.

JBKRP states its object in the following way: �[..] it is rationally permissible

for S to treat the proposition that p as a reason for acting if and only if [..]",

whereas WA states �[..]S meets the epistemic conditions on rational use of (her

belief that) p as a premise in practical reasoning or of (her belief that) p as

a reason for acting (if and) only if [..]". And the JK Rule states "One has

justi�cation to [..] act on P if and only if [..]". JBKRP is about treating p as a

reason for action, whereas WA is about using p in one's practical reasoning and

about using p as a reason for acting. And the JK Rule is about acting on P.

Furthermore, KRP is also stated in terms of treating p as a reason for action. In

order to clarify this terminological issue, I follow Gerken and assume that Neta's

use of "treating p as a reason for acting" concerns a kind of practical deliberation
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that involves higher order meta cognitive capacities, whereas Hawthorne and

Stanley's use does not, as neither does Gerken's10. I also assume that to act on

P (in the JK Rule) is the same as using p as a reason for acting (in the WA).

In the light of these clari�cations I propose then to distinguish the following

categories:

Rational action S's action φ is rational = In her φ-ing S makes rational use

of a (relevant) proposition p as a reason for φ-ing.

For example, to say that Maria's action of taking an umbrella is rational just

means that her use of the relevant proposition, say, that it is raining outside, as

a reason for taking the umbrella is rational. In short, an action is rational when

it relies on a reason in a rational way. The necessary and su�cient conditions

for such rational reliance on a relevant proposition are �xed by knowledge or

justi�cation norms.

Rational practical reasoning S's practical reasoning is rational = S makes

rational use of a (relevant) proposition p as a premiss in her practical

reasoning.

For example, to say that Maria's practical reasoning is rational just means

that Maria's use of the relevant proposition, say, that an umbrella is too cumber-

some for taking it with her to the cinema in her practical reasoning is rational.

Rational treating p as a reason for action S's treating p as a reason for

action φ is rational = Either (1) in the �rst-order sense: (a) In her φ-ing

S makes rational use of a (relevant) proposition p as a reason for φ-ing

10"To assess Neta's discussion, it is crucial to note that he changes the topic. His account
concerns S's "treating p as a reason" in the higher-order sense of S's conceiving herself as
having p as a reason. In contrast, (WA) as well as Hawthorne and Stanley's knowledge
account are concerned with "treating p as a reason" in the �rst-order sense of using or relying
on (the belief that) p. So, Neta does not address the issue that Hawthorne, Stanley and I are
concerned with." (Gerken 2011: 535, fn.9 (original italics)).
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[Rational action], or (b) S makes rational use of a (relevant) proposition p

as a premiss in her practical reasoning [Rational practical reasoning]; OR

(2) in the higher-order sense: S is rationally conceiving herself as having

p as a reason for action [Neta's sense].

The last description illustrates that treating p as a reason for action can be

used in multiple senses. It seems then that "treating" is a rather ambiguous

term, since one can be said to treat p as a reason for action, when S e�ectively

acts relying on p (think of Maria taking her umbrella while e�ectively relying

on the proposition that it is raining outside); in other situations, however, S

can be characterized as treating p as a reason for action when S uses p as

a premiss in her practical reasoning (when Maria considers in her practical

reasoning the proposition that the umbrella is too cumbersome). And still in

other situations one can also use "S's treating p as a reason for action" while

referring to S's conceiving of herself as having a reason for that action (when

Maria conceives herself as having a reason for going to the hospital, namely that

she has symptoms of an illness, despite that it is raining outside and she doesn't

have an umbrella). At least it does not seem obvious that our use of "treating

something as a reason for action" is only the higher-order sense.

Furthermore, WA and KRP use the �rst order sense of "treating p as a

reason for action" (1), where Neta's JBKRP refers to the higher-order sense

(2).

In order to improve clarity, I propose to reserve the term " practical deliber-

ation" for practical reasoning, and "higher order practical deliberation" for the

(2) sense of "treating p as a reason for action" (that is the sense in which Neta

uses "treating p as a reason for acting").

My aim in this paper is to show that justi�cation is not an adequate norm

for rational action, nor practical deliberation, nor higher-order practical delib-
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eration.

3 Action and deception

My claim is that the above justi�cation based norms don't have the resources

to resist the conclusion that it is possible for a subject S to be at the same time

justi�ed in believing that p (to an adequate degree relative to a deliberative

context), or justi�ed in believing that she knows that p, and at the same time

to lack rationality of action, rationality of practical deliberation or rationality

of higher order practical deliberation. To this end, I will present some cases in

which a subject is deceived, and hence cannot act, but should be considered by

the proponents of the justi�cation norms as justi�ed in believing p to a degree

that is adequate relative to the deliberative context.

The problem of deception Consider the following thought experiment.

Maria and Maria's mental duplicate Maria*, a deceived brain-in-a-vat, share

the same non-factive mental states and are both careful reasoners. Maria and

Maria* di�er, however, with respect to the truth value of their beliefs and other

non-factive states. Where Maria happens to have true beliefs, Maria* has no

(or almost no) true beliefs. Traditionally, this thought experiment (known also

as the New Evil Demon scenario) is largely taken to demonstrate that if we take

that Maria's belief that p is justi�ed, then we should also accept that Maria's*

belief that p is justi�ed, since it seems counter intuitive to claim the contrary11.

11The New Evil Demon thought experiment was introduced into contemporary epistemol-
ogy by (Cohen and Lehrer 1983; Cohen 1984). It is widely accepted, by both internalists
(as for example (Cohen and Lehrer 1983; Cohen 1984; Wedgwood 2002)) and externalists
(as Goldman 1986; Burge 2003; Comesaña 2002), that the subject and her deceived coun-
terpart are both justi�ed (or warranted). The thought experiment constitutes a problem for
any externalist account of justi�cation (warrant), because it appears to demonstrate that it
is possible for a subject to have epistemic justi�cation for believing without satisfying any
externalist criteria for justi�cation (it is supposed, for instance, that a deceived counterpart's
belief forming process is not reliable). There have been an impressive number of externalist
attempts to deal with this major problem (for some paradigmatic examples see, (Goldman
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Without entering into a further discussion about whether this scenario disquali-

�es certain conceptions of justi�cation, let's just accept for the sake of argument

that Maria and Maria* are both justi�ed in believing a certain proposition p

to a degree that is adequate to the deliberative context of Maria and Maria*12.

Given that the deliberative context is speci�ed on the basis of non-factive men-

tal states, and Maria and Maria* are mental duplicates, it follows that Maria

and Maria* share the same deliberative context (in short, the New Evil Demon

scenario can be applied also to motivate the equal rationality of presupposi-

tions that constitute the deliberative context). Let's also presuppose that the

deliberative context for Maria in this scenario is appropriate for the su�ciency

condition of WA to apply. In other words, the deliberative context DC, for

Maria, is such that if Maria is justi�ed in believing that p to a degree that is

adequate relative to the deliberative context DC, then Maria meets the epis-

temic conditions on rational use of p as a reason for action.

Now, as Maria is justi�ed in believing that p to a degree that is adequate

relative to DC (as presupposed in the example), it follows (from WA) that Maria

meets the epistemic conditions on rational use of p as a reason for acting. And

crucially, from our thought experiment it follows then, that Maria* also meets

the epistemic conditions on rational use of p as a reason for acting in this case,

since Maria and Maria* are justi�ed in believing that p to the same degree, and

Maria and Maria* are in identical deliberative contexts.

However, as Maria* is a brain in a vat, she cannot perform any actions (or

1986; Bach 1985; Mylan Engel 1992; Williamson 2000; Littlejohn 2009; Weatherson 2008;
Henderson, Horgan and Potrc 2007; Comesaña 2002, 2005; Graham 2012)). In what follows
we will not, however, enter into that debate. Thanks to an anonymous referee for this journal
here.

12If one is willing to deny the sameness of justi�cation in the deception case, then my
argument does not manage to establish its conclusion. However, it is also reasonable to
assume that those who are willing to endorse justi�cation norms of action are also willing
to accept that brains in a vat can have justi�ed beliefs. This seems, for instance, to be the
case with Smithies. For he defends an internalist conception of justi�cation for believing, see
(Smithies forthcoming).
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she can perform very few actions). But if an action cannot ever be realized, then

it is not the case that it can be rational. Since rationality (if we speak about

epistemic conditions on practical rationality) is a property that only an action

can possess or not possess. That is, in the terminology of WA, if an action

cannot in principle be realized, then, a subject could never meet the epistemic

conditions on the rational use of a reason for that action. Indeed, it seems at

least odd to say that an action cannot be realizable but it is still reasonably

permitted. Therefore, we can conclude that Maria* does not meet the epistemic

conditions on rational use of p as a reason for acting in our scenario. But this is

clearly in contradiction with our previous conclusion. This is an unacceptable

result. We can state the argument in a more formal manner:

Argument from deception against the justi�cation norm of action

(1.1) WA norm [Assumption]

(1.2) S, a brain-in-a-vat, is justi�ed in believing that p to a degree

that is adequate relative to her deliberative context, DC. [BIV

scenario]

(1.3) In the appropriate deliberative context DC, S meets the epis-

temic conditions on rational use of p as a reason for acting.

[WA, 1.2]

(1.4) However, if a subject cannot realize any action, then the subject

doesn't meet the epistemic conditions on rational use of p as a

reason for acting [Rationality of action implies the possibility

to perform action]

(1.5) And crucially, in a BIV scenario, subject S cannot realize any

action. [BIV scenario]

(1.6) Therefore in the deliberative context DC, S doesn't meet the
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epistemic conditions on rational use of p as a reason for acting.

[1.4, 1.5]

Premisses 1.1 - 1.6 are mutually inconsistent and lead to absurdity. In order

to avoid the contradiction, I suggest we reject the WA principle13.

Some might object to my argument by saying that the constraint on the

realizability of action can be included in the WA principle, as a part of DC, or

as an additional condition for a rational action.

To such an objection I respond that this might turn out to be either a too

strong or an ad hoc constraint. First, including it in the speci�cation of the de-

liberative context would be too strong, for it would assimilate the deliberative

context to the de facto circumstances in which a subject happens to be, which is

contrary to what Gerken has claimed (see Gerken 2011: 530, fn.2). As we have

seen, one's deliberative context is taken to consist of one's rational presupposi-

tions about what circumstances one is in. Second, if we include the realizability

of an action as another condition (in addition to justi�ed belief) for (epistemic)

constraints on rational action in the WA, we need an independent motivation

for that. That is, if one modi�es the right part of the WA by adding to "S is

warranted in believing that p to a degree that is adequate relative to DC" a

clause "AND S can perform actions", then one need to show that such a clause

13This argument can be easily adapted also to work against the JK Rule, which is another
justi�cation norm of action. Here is one way how it can be adapted against the JK Rule:

(1.1') The JK Rule [Assumption]

(1.2') S, a brain-in-a-vat, is justi�ed in believing that she is in a position to know that p.
[BIV scenario]

(1.3') S has justi�cation to act on P (= S meets epistemic conditions on rational use of p as
a reason for acting. [The JK Rule, 1.2']

(1.4') However, if a subject cannot realize any action, then the subject doesn't meet the
epistemic conditions on rational use of p as a reason for acting (= has no justi�cation
to act on p). [Rationality of action implies the possibility to perform action]

(1.5') And crucially, in a BIV scenario, subject S cannot realize any action. [BIV scenario]

(1.6') Therefore, S doesn't meet the epistemic conditions on rational use of p as a reason for
acting. [1.4', 1.5'].

Premisses 1.1' - 1.6' are mutually inconsistent and lead to absurdity. To avoid the contradiction
I advocate the rejection of JK Rule.
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is not here only in order to avoid BIV cases. A more motivated explanation

would need to be given. In absence of such a motivation it seems to me that

such a move should be classi�ed as ad hoc.

Notice also that contrary to WA, a knowledge norm of action does not im-

ply such unacceptable results. By the sole fact that knowledge is factive and

incompatible with deception scenarios (brains in a vat don't have knowledge),

any cases where action is not possible is excluded.

A similar argument can be made against the justi�cation norm of practical

deliberation.

Argument from deception against the justi�cation norm of practical

deliberation

(2.1) WA norm [Assumption]

(2.2) S, a brain-in-a-vat, is justi�ed in believing that p to a degree

that is adequate relative to her deliberative context, DC. [BIV

scenario]

(2.3) In the appropriate deliberative context DC, S meets the epis-

temic conditions on rational use of p as a premiss in practical

reasoning. [WA, 2.2]

(2.4) However, if a subject cannot realize any action, then the subject

doesn't meet the epistemic conditions on rational use of p as

a premiss in practical reasoning [Practical deliberation implies

realizability of action]

(2.5) And crucially, in a BIV scenario subject S cannot realize any

action. [BIV scenario]

(2.6) Therefore in the deliberative context DC, S doesn't meet the
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epistemic conditions on rational use of p as a premiss in prac-

tical reasoning. [2.4, 2.5]

2.1-2.6 are mutually inconsistent and lead to absurdity. I suggest we reject

WA.

It can be argued against my second argument that it is not true that practical

deliberation implies the realizability of action. Since, even in BIV cases, it is

clear that subjects do reason it seems too strong to claim that all practical

reasoning end in action.

To this I reply that, it is true that even in BIV cases, subjects do reason.

But to reason is not exactly the same thing as practical reasoning. If subjects in

BIV cases reason, their reasoning remains theoretical. If their reasoning never

ends in action, then I don't see how it di�ers from theoretical reasoning. The

di�erence between theoretical and practical reasoning, as I see it, is not just

a di�erence in the content of the premisses that we use in them. Theoretical

reasoning has as its constitutive end a state of belief or conviction, whereas

practical reasoning has as its constitutive end an action, or at least intention to

act. And that is how we ordinarily proceed: our theoretical reasoning normally

ends in states of believing, whereas our practical reasoning normally ends in

action or at least intention to act. Similar suggestions come from a recent work

on practical deliberation in practical philosophy:

"Determining what to think or what to do is thus a constitutive end of delibera-

tion, in the same way that persuasion is a constitutive end of arguing, or getting

co�ee is a constitutive end of going for co�ee. Deliberation can fail to achieve its

end, but it is an activity that aims to achieve that end (perhaps among others)."

(Arpaly and Schroeder 2012: 211).

And �nally, a similar argument can be made also against higher-order prac-

tical deliberation:
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Argument from deception against the justi�cation norm of higher-

order practical deliberation

(3.1) JBKRP norm [Assumption]

(3.2) In a situation where S's choice is p-dependent, S, a brain-in-

a-vat, is justi�ed in believing that she knows that p. [BIV

scenario]

(3.3) It is rationally permissible for S to treat the proposition p as a

reason for acting. [JBKRP, 3.2]

(3.4) However, if a subject cannot realize any action, then it cannot

be rationally permissible for a subject to treat the proposition

p as a reason for acting [Higher-order practical deliberation

implies the realizability of action]

(3.5) And crucially, in a BIV scenario subject S cannot realize any

action. [BIV scenario]

(3.6) Therefore, it is not rationally permissible for S to treat the

proposition p as a reason for acting. [3.4, 3.5]

3.1-3.5 are mutually inconsistent and lead to absurdity. I suggest that we

reject JBKRP.

Here the matters might appear a little bit more controversial. If in the

two preceding arguments it might have seen more plausible to consider that

realizability implies action, or practical deliberation, then it might seemed less

plausible in the case of conceiving oneself as having a reason for acting.

However, the reason why I maintain the idea that even higher-order prac-

tical deliberation implies the realizability of action is the following. It seems

implausible that in a case where a subject can never act for a reason (a BIV

scenario) she can nevertheless conceive herself as having a reason for action in
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the sense that is of interest in the present discussion. I take it that conceiving

oneself as having a reason for acting is not just a second order belief about

justi�ably believing a proposition. It is still a state that typically ends in an

action or in an intention. The di�erence with �rst-order practical deliberation

is that here a subject is aware of the reason that she has for her action, what is

not necessary for the deliberation in the �rst order sense (see also (Arpaly and

Schroeder 2012)). Therefore, I conclude that higher-order practical deliberation

implies the realizability of action, just as for �rst order practical deliberation.

4 Conclusion

In this paper I have argued against justi�cation norms of action, practical de-

liberation and higher-order practical deliberation. My claim is that there is

nothing in justi�ed belief in any proposition p (to a degree adequate relative

to given deliberative context) that may ensure the rational use of p as a reason

for action, or use of p as a premise in one's practical reasoning, or conceiving

oneself as having p as a reason for action.

An additional upshot of my paper is that it might be possible to develop

a similar argument against a justi�cation norm of assertion (as the norm pro-

posed by (Smithies 2012), or Gerken's recent proposal in (Gerken forthcoming

a), for instance)14. Smithies' norm of justi�cation is an epistemic norm of both

practical deliberation and assertion. Gerken has recently endorsed a view ac-

cording to which his WA norm of action is structurally similar to the norm

of assertion (Gerken forthcoming a). Moreover, there has been recently an in-

creasing amount of interest among epistemologists in the question of whether

the norm of action (and practical deliberation) and assertion is the same (see

for instance (Brown 2012; Montminy 2012; McKinnon 2012; McKenna forth-

14Thanks to an anonymous referee for this journal and to Robin McKenna here
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coming)). Anyone who thinks that these norms are the same and justi�cation

based for both action (practical deliberation) and assertion will meet the same

kind of problem that I have developed here against justi�cation norms of action,

practical deliberation and higher order practical deliberation. For assertion, like

action and practical deliberation, cannot be performed in deception scenarios.

It seems reasonable to suppose that brains-in-vats do not assert anything. Some

of the (typical) preconditions for asserting cannot ever be met in BIV scenar-

ios. BIVs cannot physically assert (BIVs cannot speak, because they don't have

mouths and they cannot use a sign-language because they don't have hands),

and more importantly there is no audience in a BIV scenario. It seems reason-

able to suppose that without audience there is no assertion (except some special

cases)15. However, BIVs do have justi�ed beliefs (at least if one is internalist one

should be sensible to the possibility of justi�ed false beliefs). Therefore, we can

generate the same type of argument from deception cases against justi�cation

based norms of assertion, as we have done against justi�cation norms of action,

practical deliberation and practical higher order deliberation.

I conclude then that given the failure of justi�cation norms in certain pos-

sible scenarios, there seem to be only two possible further options: either it

is impossible to provide a speci�c epistemic norm of action, deliberation and

higher-order deliberation (and assertion), or a kind of knowledge norm of these

is true. I hope that the state of the matter is not so pessimistic as to oblige us

to adopt the �rst one.
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