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Activity Concepts and Expertise
Mark Addis (St. Mary’s University)
Introduction
Intellectualism encompasses a range of positions which all share a commitment to the view that all know how can be rendered as know that.
 Despite the recent growth of work in this tradition (such as Bengson and Moffett 2012) know how remains relatively under theorised. Luntley’s work on the non-conceptual character of know how in general and skill in particular importantly contributes to this strand of the intellectualist literature. His position has been developed in a series of papers which foreground the role which deixis plays in know how and its manifestation in expert performance.

Phenomenology of Expertise

The starting point for Luntley’s account [2007, 2009 and 2011] arises from his response to the highly influential Dreyfus and Dreyfus [1986 and 2005] phenomenological model of expertise which charts the path from novice to expert. According to the model formal instruction starts with rules but they seem to give way to more flexible responses as one approaches expertise. Experience suggests that rules may be needed when learning but must eventually be set aside if one is to become an expert. To become expert one has to switch from detached rule following to a more involved and situation specific way of coping. Expertise involves the idea of articulating smooth coping non-deliberative behaviour along with its embodied character. Once one becomes sufficiently expert at something there is a sense in which it becomes natural. The model claims that expertise is a matter of discriminating perception which enables an appropriate response to the richness of the context thereby permitting the successful intuitive situational response that is the hallmark of expertise. For example, one manifestation of successful intuitive situational response is the development of professional intuition which instinctively senses quality and problems. Given sufficient experience with a variety of situations requiring different decisions the expert unconsciously gradually breaks these situations down into sub-groups each of which elicits a particular response. Expertise does not (primarily) require a repertoire of reasons at all and is not even implicitly rational in the sense of being responsive to reasons that have become habitual but which could be reconstructed if required. For an expert, features of a situation, although available to the perceptual system need not be consciously available. Furthermore, nameable situational features are irrelevant to the current state of mind of the expert when acting. In principle it is possible that one could name each situation or at least point to it but this does not provide a reason to think that one could name or point to what it is about a situation that makes it the type of situation that needs a certain expert response. Luntley claims that the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model of skill acquisition is fine as a first description of expertise but indicating that the expert has intuition which the novice lacks marks the difference between them rather than satisfactorily accounting for it [2007 p.80]. He derives what he terms the epistemic claim about expertise from the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model formulating it as [2009 p.357]: 

“experts exploit a type of knowledge (tacit, implicit, intuitive) that is dependent on the way they are actively placed in the environment in which they work where this activity-dependence means the knowledge resists codification.”
Luntley proceeds to argue that a suitable philosophical account will both fill the gap in the Dreyfus and Dreyfus descriptions of expertise and appropriately characterise successful performance thus providing a philosophical explanation of what expertise consists in. 
Before considering the account which Luntley offers, it is useful to consider the distinction between empirical and philosophical studies of expertise, and how this differentiation relates to his starting point of the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model. How Luntley and well established research in the psychology of expertise regard a number of relevant issues about expertise (as will be illustrated later on) markedly varies. This indicates the importance of examining methodologies for studying expertise within and across philosophy and other disciplines especially with respect to demarcating epistemological and empirical enquiry. In the course of developing his arguments Luntley insufficiently engages with the possibility that some evidence from this research is correct and so at least some of his general philosophical claims should either be rejected or revised in the light of it (particularly since he claims that there is empirical validation for his philosophical claims [Luntley and Ainley 2007]). Although the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model of the hierarchy of expertise has clear roots in phenomenology it is an empirically testable model of the development of expertise. Given this it is reasonable to investigate whether there are any good reasons to be cautious about taking this empirical starting point as a foundation for the development of a philosophical account of expertise. 
Some research in the psychology of expertise indicates there are several respects in which the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model
 is unsatisfactory. One problem is that it claims that novices rely on explicit knowledge whilst experts depend on implicit knowledge. However, there is evidence that much expert knowledge at all levels is implicitly learned [Reber 1993] so a clear distinction between explicit and implicit knowledge begins to break down. For example, in a bakery bread making skills are best and indeed possibly only acquired by watching experts and repeating the bread making process until the desired results is achieved with the learning being implicit learning [Lave and Wenger 1991]. Furthermore there is evidential support for the fact that experts do use explicit knowledge such as in the practice of certain professional competencies. Another difficulty is that the model maintains growing expertise results in the way experts think becoming more concrete and less abstract. This is not the case for all areas of expertise since in certain fields abstract theoretical knowledge can be important for experts (such as in the case of physics see Chi et al. 1981). A further disadvantage is that the model does not regard deliberate problem solving as being an important element of expertise. In contrast to this there is substantial evidence from psychology about the significance it has in certain areas such as chess (see for example Robbins et al., 1995). The fact that the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model is unsatisfactory with respect to this evidence from empirical psychology is significant for Luntley’s epistemic claim which is derived from it [2009p.357]. These problems with empirical psychology evidence in the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model have the consequence that his claim that experts exploit a type of knowledge which is resistant to codification is empirically inaccurate with respect to several well established dimensions of expert learning and performance. The overall persuasiveness of Luntley’s position is undermined by this lack of congruence with strongly justified evidence from empirical psychology as the basis of much of this account stems from his view of the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model and from the epistemic claim which he derives from it. 
Intellectualism and the Proliferation of Knowledge
Luntley’s approach [2009 and 2011] to expertise is intellectualist as he explains know how in terms of know that in order to maintain the primacy of the latter. He claims that the propositional structures needed for the epistemological justification of know that and know how vary. Know that has straightforward justification relationships whilst know how is a causal result of know that and its conceptual content is contained within know that. Before proceeding any further with Luntley’s intellectualist account it is worth examining his characterisation of know how [2011 p.22]:
There is such a thing as know-how, its remit is limited to raw behavioural skills that figure in explaining performance but which are not relevant in assessing, justifying or reasoning about performance.
Importantly Luntley is committed to a reductive conceptual characterisation of know how which is both theoretical in nature and substantially at variance with the normal usage of the concept. An objection at this point is that if the characterisation of know how which his account demands is so far from the usual usage of the concept then it is entirely possible that the difficulty lies with the account he is attempting to postulate rather than with the normal usage of the concept. It is also a concern that an account of expertise involves invoking a notion of know how which does not align with how know how is used and reported in expert performance. For example, expert bakers would not normally characterise their know how as raw behavioural skills and nor would they claim this when instructing novices. 
Due to Luntley’s intellectualist perspective on the know how and know that relationship he argues that although it has been common to attempt to do justice to the phenomenology of expertise by claiming that the range and complexity of expert knowledge requires a proliferation of types of knowledge, postulating such proliferation would be a serious philosophical error [2011 p.22]. As a consequence of this he criticises the type of accounts which differentiate know how from know that, and then explain how know that relates to know that, judgement and rational action [2009 p.359]. Luntley objects to these sorts of accounts on the grounds that they proliferate types of knowing and content, and once this multiplication has occurred satisfactory reintegration is not possible [2009 sections 3 and 5]. In doing so he clearly rejects Ryle [1949] and approaches based on his work
. Here it should be observed that although Luntley rightly identifies the problem that Ryle differentiates too sharply between know that and know how, it might be questioned whether he is rather too quick to conclude that the difficulty must tell in favour of an intellectualist approach to explaining expertise. This matters because a plausible alternative perspective to Luntley’s is that Ryle’s claim about the distinctness of know how and know that is reasonable, so what is required is a modification to his position to account for the role of systematic know that in expertise (see for example Winch 2009).
Perceptions and the Preconceptual
Luntley approaches the issue of satisfactorily accounting for the difference between expert and novice perception through reflection on the idea of the capacity of the inarticulate expert to discriminate perceptions which are causally relevant to the performance of appropriate action [2009]. He uses the concept of an inarticulate expert to investigate how it is possible for the knowledge which experts have to become articulate. In developing this line of argument Luntley argues that if the concept of an inarticulate expert is coherent it follows that these capacities must involve a level of awareness prior to conceptual awareness [2007 p.83]. This idea of a level of awareness prior to conceptual awareness is augmented by his offering a threefold condition for an account of experiential knowledge which characterises the idea of an inarticulate expert. 
The condition is that the subject discriminates F, there is a way the subject discriminates F, and without conceptual enhancement the subject is unable to reflect on the way F is discriminated. Discrimination is preconceptual if an expert, given present levels of understanding, is unable to reflect upon the discrimination and utilise that reflection in the rational organisation of behaviour. If reflection on this discrimination did occur an inarticulate expert would come to acquire new conceptual resources. For example, Luntley comments that a case of an inarticulate expert is a teacher who performs well by intuition and has an awareness of acting appropriately but does not have the conceptual mastery to articulate what it is that is being responded to. In contrast an articulate expert is a teacher who attends to and manipulates aspects of their experience, and can explain their behaviour even if such accounts are frequently highly contextual [Ainley and Luntley 2007 p.1129]. One difficultly with this argument is that the general category of the preconceptual potentially covers such a wide and diverse range of phenomena there is a serious possibility that it might be very difficult to make any overall claims about it which are genuinely informative. It follows that the emphasis which Luntley puts on the difference between that which can and cannot be understood in conceptual terms raises significant questions about the explanatory role which general theoretical commentary on the notion of the preconceptual can play.  
For Luntley the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model of expertise treats the discriminating perception typical of many sorts of expertise as something preconceptual which contributes to the background for conceptually organised cognition [Ainley and Luntley 2007 pp.1128]. This coupled with other features of the model ensures that it is most naturally interpreted as grounding an anti-intellectualist approach to expertise. Clearly for an intellectualist such as Luntley this goes against his preferred orientation. This helps to explain why he [Ainley and Luntley 2007 p.1129 and 2009] rejects the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model view of discriminating perceptions as preconceptual and why such repudiation forms essential background motivation for his subsequent introduction of activity dependent concepts. Although Luntley is very clear about the rejection of the Dreyfus and Dreyfus model view of discriminating perceptions as being preconceptual there is an important and problematic respect with which he aligns with the emphasis of the model on the importance of discriminating perception in expertise. The phenomenological emphasis of the model ensures that Dreyfus and Dreyfus either do not wish to or cannot separate two different questions, namely, how does a novice acquire the appropriate conceptual frameworks to become an expert and how does an individual in a preconceptual state progress to working with some cognitive structure? From a non-phenomenological perspective these questions should be separated as they address epistemological and ontological aspects of expertise. The first one is an epistemological question about how knowledge of these appropriate conceptual frameworks is acquired. The second is an ontological question about the existence of particular cognitive structures which an individual works with. Once the difference between these two questions is clear Luntley’s account of how the inarticulate expert becomes an articulate expert conflates them. This is because he fails to distinguish between how the inarticulate expert acquires the appropriate conceptual frameworks to become an articulate expert, and how an inarticulate expert comes to possess the particular conceptual structures needed to be an articulate expert. For example, providing an account of how an inarticulate expert baker comes to have knowledge of relevant conceptual frameworks that would enable him to become an articulate expert is different from giving an account of how that baker would come to acquire relevant cognitive structures required for being an articulate expert. What is needed here are two different kinds of explanation, namely epistemological and ontological, of how expertise develops but Luntley does not make this distinction. The consequence of these objections about the width of the general category of the preconceptual and the conflation of these questions is that Luntley’s attempts to produce an overall classification of the distinction between preconceptual and conceptual is unlikely to usefully characterise the epistemology of expertise.  
Perceptions as Conceptually Structured Cognitive Engagements
An important motivation for Luntley’s view of perceptions as conceptually structured cognitive engagements is that he is committed to a standard approach to rationalising action through theories of instrumental rationality. Luntley claims [2009 p.359] that instrumental rationality is a commitment to the view that to the extent which knowledge is intended to inform judgement and rational action it must be the sort of knowledge which can have relationships of epistemological justification to belief and action. For example, on his view it has to be possible to relate the knowledge which a teacher has of a classroom situation to the beliefs and actions of the teacher in that situation in ways that stand up to rational epistemological justification. Given this he claims that such epistemological justification relationships are most appropriately accounted by ensuring that the content of knowledge can have a propositional articulation. This is a further and rather strong position about the appropriate way of understanding epistemological justification which need not be accepted. More particularly Luntley has difficulty in accounting for how perceptions which at first sight do not appear to have any propositional content at all fit into this account of epistemological justification. The reason for this is that if perceptions are not regarded as kinds of conceptual content then these perceptions cannot be regulated by standard instrumental theories of rationality as they lack the kinds of propositional content which such theories order. The solution Luntley favours to this difficulty involves extending the range of the conceptual in a way which is an accepted part of contemporary philosophy of mind so that this range encompasses perceptions [Luntley 2009]
 He develops this line of thought by claiming that perceptions are captured as conceptually structured cognitive engagements with the contextual nature of the conceptual structures being due to the role of attention. On this basis Luntley proceeds to claim that if perceptions are captured in this way then perceptual states deliver all the familiar sorts of propositional contents (regardless of how short lived these contents might be). These propositional contents are of the same kind as the contents of mental states whose regulation by instrumental rationality theories provides the standard model for rationalising action [Ainley and Luntley 2007, pp.1128f.].This account subsequently enables Luntley [Ainley and Luntley 2007 and Luntley 2009] to offer an argument (see later) which maintains the compatibility of know that and know how based on the notion of perceptions being conceptually structured cognitive engagements endowed with conceptual content. He articulates this view as [2009 p.359]: 

… knowledge posited in the epistemic claim must then be capable of integration with judgement and rational action. Accordingly, the most sympathetic hypothesis is to take any references to ‘knowing-how’ as not expressing a commitment to a sharp distinction between knowing-how and knowing-that and, indeed, as compatible with an intellectualist account of knowing-how.    

One difficulty with his argument is that his observation that his extension of the range of the conceptual to encompass perceptions belongs to current philosophy of mind does not in itself make his account plausible, as it is possible that the whole line of thought around such conceptual extensions is mistaken on epistemological and ontological grounds.
 This is because Luntley’s commitment to singular sense theory (which involves reference to particular individuals) has the consequence that what is counted as a singular term restricts what can count as a proposition. The particular problem here involves indexicals, such as ‘this’, ‘that’ and ‘here’, because indexicals by their very nature involve variable reference and so it may be unclear what singular term is referred to by an indexical. For example, a baker may claim that a loaf should look like that piece of bread but without further clarification it may not be clear which piece of bread it is. Due to this problem Luntley is obliged expand the range of the conceptual well beyond its normal scope in order to accommodate the range required for indexical propositional contents. Simply observing that this conceptual extension is commonplace in contemporary philosophy of mind does not address concerns about the acceptability of extending the range of the conceptual. 
Perception as Activity Dependent Concepts
In order to solve the problems which indexicals pose for singular sense theories Luntley [2009] employs activity dependent concepts which are type of context sensitive concept.
 Activity dependent concepts extend the range of the conceptual as they are conceptually structured cognitive engagements where attention plays a significant role. For example, an activity dependent concept could be turning the handle of a door in a certain direction. Luntley claims that individual knowledge can be captured by activity dependent concepts and their associated activity dependent propositions. These propositions have propositional content which is derived from the activity dependent concepts they arise from. Luntley claims that these activity dependent concepts and associated propositions ensure the intellectualist compatibility of know that with know how by turning activity dependent knowledge into cases of knowing that thus solving the problem which indexicals pose for singular sense theories [2009 p.360].
 For example, in the case of opening a door an individual is judging that turning the handle in a certain direction is a way to open the door. The actual activity of opening the door is just raw behaviour which is devoid of conceptual content. The activity dependent concept is turning the handle in a certain direction and the associated activity dependent proposition is that the handle is turned this way. For Luntley the introduction of activity dependent propositions ensures that the action of opening a door is compatible with an intellectualist account of how know that and know how are related.    
Before considering criticisms of Luntley’s account of activity dependent concepts it is worth observing there is an acceptable way of understanding such concepts as being located within deictic field where the ostension related to the deixis in the activity dependent concept is located within an already understood conceptual field (such that of how to turn a handle). However, Luntley cannot avail himself of this interpretation of activity dependent concepts because of his commitment to the view that action is raw behaviour and its consequent that know how cannot be manifested in action. Once it is granted that know how cannot be shown in action it ceases to be clear what the already understood conceptual field should be taken to comprise. This is because activity dependent concepts are relevant to appraising judgement of appropriate action (such as the bread should be baked in this way). Crucially since Luntley holds action to be raw behaviour such concepts are not involved in the performance of action and so cannot be used to appraise it. However, judging whether an appropriate action has been performed rests on observation of the action itself but as already been seen activity dependent concepts cannot fulfil this role because they are not involved in the performance of action. If it is not clear how appropriate action can be appraised it is hard to see how a clear account of what the already understood conceptual field could be taken to comprise could be offered.
Luntley argues that his account of activity dependent concepts supplies an intellectualist construal of know how as an individual shows their knowledge in the performance of action by producing an activity dependent proposition. He claims that a benefit of the activity dependent concepts approach is that it avoids Ryle’s [1949] regress argument against intellectualism. Generally the argument supposes that if know how was a species of know that then to engage in any action an individual would have to contemplate a proposition. However, the contemplation of a proposition is itself an action which presumably would have to be accompanied by a distinct contemplation of a proposition which in turn would be an action which would then require distinct contemplation of a proposition and so on thereby producing a regress. More particularly Ryle can be taken as arguing that an individual knows how to do X and thus that individual avows that there is a way to X. It is now the case that an individual knows how to avow that X and therefore that individual knows that there is a way to avow that X. It follows that an individual knows how to avow that there is a way to avow that X and so on. What generates the regress here is that know how always involves a prior action of avowal which requires further propositional knowledge which is manifested in action (which takes the form of avowal). Ryle drew the conclusion that know how is irreducible to know that. 
Luntley observes on his account an individual shows their knowledge that in the performance of an action through the use of activity dependent propositions with the result there is no contemplation and the regress argument cannot be started. He remarks [2009 p.363]:

But the premise that if knowing how to φ is analysed in terms of knowing that P one needs to contemplate that P is false. Knowing that can be manifested in one’s actions without the need for separate contemplation. 

This justification of the account of activity dependent concepts is less persuasive than it might initially appear since there are other distinct ways of addressing Ryle’s regress argument in the literature (see for example Fantl 2011) and the line which Luntley takes is not the only possible way of dealing with the difficulties it raises. Furthermore, a version of Ryle’s regress argument for activity dependent concepts can be produced by taking the proposition being contemplated to be an activity dependent proposition deriving from a corresponding activity dependent concept. This substitution of activity dependent propositions is possible because Luntley is committed the view that action is raw behaviour and its consequent that know how cannot be manifested in action. Once this substitution is performed the argument proceeds in the usual way. It takes the particular form of claiming if an individual knows how to do X and thus that individual has an activity dependent proposition that there is a way to X. It is now the case that an individual knows how to avow an activity dependent proposition that X and therefore that individual knows that there is a way to avow an activity dependent proposition that X. It follows that an individual knows how to avow that there is a way to avow an activity dependent proposition that X and so on. Since activity dependent propositions are distinct from actions the regress that know how always involves a prior action of avowal which requires further propositional knowledge which is manifested in action (which takes the form of avowal) goes through as before.

Luntley [Ainley and Luntley 2007 p.1128] claims that perceptual states causally explain resulting action and have a contributory role in rationalising such action. It follows from this that any explanations of action for Luntley must always have a causal element regardless of whether such action is best explained in purely intentional or teleological ways.
 Furthermore his claim that perceptual states causally explain resulting action and have a contributory role in rationalising it partly explains why he conflates the two distinct questions of how does a novice acquire the appropriate conceptual frameworks to become an expert and how does an individual in a preconceptual state progress to working with some cognitive structure. The first question might be answered with a causal account although it need not be whilst the second question clearly seems to require some kind of causal explanation of how the relevant structure is acquired. Furthermore in order to address the latter question Luntley [2008 and 2009 p.366] requires some type of bootstrapping argument based on some innate conceptual structure otherwise any reasoning to explain the acquisition of the relevant structure cannot be adequately motivated. At a minimum the assumption of some innate conceptual structure decidedly is controversial and should not go unobserved. 

A related problem with Luntley’s account is that he puts excessive emphasis on the performance of action at the expense of the practice of giving reasons as a possible way of demonstrating expertise. For example, there are situations involving professional judgement where judgement is used either prior or as part of action with an account of judgement being necessary in some but not all cases [Winch 2009]. It should also be observed that Luntley’s approach to rationalising action through theories of instrumental rationality does not have  to be accepted since a Wittgensteinian perspective on action allows the possibility that rational justification for actions is required on some occasions and not others (as it is possible to perform correct actions without a concomitant rational justifications). From this perspective rationality is potentially present in the relevant practices themselves so rational action could be justified on the basis of reflection on the normative standards present in these practices (see for example Preston 2008). Taken together these considerations demonstrate that there is no compelling reason to accept Luntley’s account of rationalising action and the consequent account of activity dependent knowledge. 
Another difficulty with the characterisation of action in terms of activity dependent concepts is that it has the consequence that Ryle’s [1949] intelligence epithets which assess the quality of individual human actions and abilities (such as baking well or badly) cannot be ascribed. This is because in general these epithets cannot be applied to know that but can be applied to know how. In particular here they cannot be applied because Luntley is committed to the view that the remit of know how is limited to raw behavioural skills [Luntley 2011 p.22]. This has the consequence that intelligence cannot be manifested in action so it directly follows that intelligence epithets cannot be ascribed. For example, in the case of baking the intelligence epithet that an individual baked well cannot directly be applied to the action of baking. What this shows is that the links intelligence epithets indicate between action, ability and evaluation which must be disregarded to enable the plausible assimilation of knowing how to knowing that [Winch 2010 chapter 9]. Generally speaking Luntley’s account of activity dependent concepts is a case of sophisticated armchair psychology. This is because such concepts are invented representational proxies whose explanatory power solely rests within the philosophical theory they partially constitute. They have no genuine explanatory psychological role as the representational character of activity dependent concepts makes empirical psychological testability extremely difficult as it is unclear what experimental evidence could or should test. These problems of testability are directly linked to the already observed difficulties about action providing at best indirect and inconclusive evidence for the possession of appropriate activity dependent concepts and thus the problem of being unable to ascribe intelligence epithets. It should be remarked in passing that these problems of action supplying at most indirect and inconclusive evidence for appropriate activity dependent concept possession means that Luntley cannot adequately account for tacit knowledge.

Expert Learners
The capacity of experts for learning as a function of their capacities for attention significantly motivates Luntley’s interest [2009] in how the activity required to acquire such concepts is identified.
 For him the problem is that activity cannot be salient in virtue of being picked out by a content for that would presuppose one already has a representational capacity for that particular activity dependent concept. Luntley argues that the issue of how such concepts are acquired has parallels with Fodor’s [1975] paradox of learning. Fodor claims that concepts are acquired by a process of hypothesis and confirmation with one experiencing Fs as being similar and grouping them together through having some system of representation for Fs with this system amounting to having the concept F. With some additional assumptions Fodor argues the paradox of learning shows that the idea of concept learning is empty. Luntley [2008 and 2009 p.365f.] rejects Fodor’s conclusion as he claims an explanation of how relevant conceptual structures are constructed can be provided by a bootstrapping account in which concept acquisition can only take place on the basis of some innate conceptual structure. He remarks [2009 p.366]:

The idea that activity can shape experience and make similarities amongst things salient is just the first step in beginning to show how experience can bear upon concept acquisition.

For Luntley [2009] the issue of identifying the activity required to acquire activity dependent concepts is addressed by recognising the importance of discriminating fine action and targeting in the performance of successful action. On his view actions which particular activity dependent concepts rely upon are performed by an execution of sensory motor skills below the level of personal awareness in order to meet individual level targets. The affective interactions an individual has with others render these actions salient. Luntley [2009 section 5] claims that this view both resolves Fodor’s paradox of learning and justifies his claim that activities shape thought through the way affective states shape thought. What is important here is that Luntley’s argument about sensory motor skills and individual level targets is an explanation of how successful action is performed. However, his explanation is epistemologically unsatisfactory as it does not provide an adequate account of how the activity required to acquire the relevant activity dependent concepts is identified. This is because he is committed to the view that no conceptual understanding can be manifested in know how since it is raw behaviour. What Luntley seems to need here is the some type of bootstrapping argument based on some innate conceptual structure (as mentioned above) residing in the performance of successful action. Whether such a bootstrapping type argument is judged plausible or not at the very least to have to assume some innate conceptual structure is highly contentious. 
Luntley [2007 and 2009] disputes the widely held view in the educational literature that there is a qualitative difference between the nature of novice and expert knowledge and its employment. He remarks [2009 p.356]: 

I argue that what differentiates the epistemic standpoint of experts is not what or how they know, let alone how they deploy knowledge in decision-making, but their capacity for learning. This capacity for learning is plausibly a function of their epistemic station broadly conceived, in particular the nature of their capacities for attention. 
For Luntley the activity of experts focusing on their environment and attending in action generates new patterns of things thereby enabling learning, new activity dependent concept creation and subsequently new know that. Such activity accounts for the ability to manage the open ended nature of practice and expert creativity. He [2009 p.367] comments: 
If the distinguishing mark of the epistemic standpoint of experts is their capacity for constructing new concepts and new theories about the domains they manage, then there is a real sense in which the expert is a prescription-maker, not a prescription taker.
However, a substantial body of psychological evidence about the nature of expert learning indicates that it is much more complex than Luntley’s account takes it to be. In particular there are large individual differences between learners to the extent that some can be regarded as expert learners [Bereiter and Scardamalia 1993 and Ertmer and Newby 1996]. This differentiation between individuals raises a number of issues such as those about whether certain learners have better learning methods which effectively utilise self-regulation and planning skills, the role of motivation in learning, and the extent to which better learning is determined by neurological factors. From this  psychological perspective Luntley’s view of expert learning ability oversimplifies several important issues. 

Conclusion
The problematic epistemological assumptions of Luntley’s activity dependent concepts based account ensure that it cannot fill the explanatory gaps in Stanley [2011] type positions which use linguistic conversion methods to render know how compatible with know that. It follows that if neither a Stanley or a Luntley type version of intellectualism is satisfactory then intellectualism as a whole is unsatisfactory and an account of expertise which distinguishes between know how and know that should be favoured. Since Luntley’s view is philosophically unsatisfactory it cannot form the basis of an empirical psychology program of research which casts doubts on his attempts (see Ainley and Luntley 2007) to provide empirical justification for his view and on the extent to which it could substantially illuminate explanations already solidly grounded on empirical evidence.
 Neither can his account provide an adequate basis for developing vocational education and training policy and practice. This is because Luntley is committed to the view that professional action taken as action is just raw behaviour and such a view of this kind of action is surely implausible. Regarding expertise as best articulated by accounts which differentiate between know how and know that is important for curriculum design and assessment, and judgements of professional competence. British vocational education and training policy remains in need of radical improvement and a vital first step in this process is being clear about the nature of the knowledge such education and training is supposed to impart. 
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�For Ryle [1949] intellectualism is a commitment to Cartesianism. 


� The Dreyfus and Dreyfus model although the best known is not the only fluency model of expertise (see for example Bereiter and Scardamalia 1993). 








� The Dreyfus and Dreyfus model poses no difficulty for Ryle and accounts developed on the basis of his work. It follows that Luntley’s only significant ground for rejecting Ryle is the one he gives about proliferation. 





�There is insufficient space here to discuss why this conceptual extension is potentially problematic and it suffices to note that it should not pass as being as unremarkable as Luntley suggests that it is. At the very least it makes the foundations of his account of expertise contentious. 





�Like Stanley [2011] Luntley is committed to singular sense theories but where as the former uses a linguistic conversion method to render know how compatible with know that the latter uses deixis. 





�Luntley remarks that this holds whether the preferred singular sense theory of reference is neo-Russellian or Fregean [2009 p.360].





� For a discussion of the view that automatic mechanisms cannot be invoked by an intellectualist to avoid Ryle’s regress argument see Fridland [2013].


� In contrast to his view an intentional or teleological framework for explaining action holds that judgement causes action. For example, the baker judges that there is a way to knead the bread which has a causal effect on her bodily behaviour. 





�This is particularly the case since he claims that nonconceptualism will most likely need to concede that nonconceptual representational capacities are innate and thus be unable to provide an illuminating account of learning. [2009 p.370]. 





�For example, it is worth observing from an empirical psychology perspective there are a number of possible alternatives to his account of perception as a conceptually structured cognitive engagement. Luntley’s approach could be replaced by one where perception and action planning form a common representational domain for perceived events and intended (or generated) actions [Barsalou 1999 and 2005, Hommel et al. 2001 and Prinz 1997]. �





