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Introduction 7

I ntroduction

When | regard other people as agents, i.e. as beings exercising their capacity to act
intentionally, | think of them as being driven by their inner states. These internal elements
are, | suppose, directed towards the realisation of some ultimate goal or, at least, towards a
small part of such a goal or some means for the realisation of it. In other words, | view their
actions as the product of a hierarchy or network of driving forces. Intentional actions are
caused by such internal powers and at the same time rationalised, at least in a thin sense, by
them. “Wants” and “desires” are common terms for pro-attitudes of the kind | have in
mind. Since agents’ goals are set by their desires, the role of beliefs must be subordinate;
Beliefs depict, passively, the world. They provide the map enabling agents to reach
destinations pre-set by their desires. Beliefs, like maps, should be modified to fit the world,
while desires are satisfied when the world is changed in accordance with them. Desire’s
direction of fit is world-to-mind instead of mind-to-world.

So, my way of thinking about agents seems to be a straightforward applicatten of
belief-desire model (henceforth abbreviated: The BD modelhis means that | am
prepared texplain, predict and rationalise people’s actions wholly and solely in terms of
two distinct psychological components: Beliefs and desires. These states constitute
motivating reasons. Wishes, preferences, intentions, decisions, representations,
understandings, feelings, moods and other varieties of associated states we employ in order
to get a hold of people’s behaviour, are either reducible to beliefs and/or desires, or
contingent explanatory factors on other explanatory levels. There is no third distinct
essential element in motivation, on a par with beliefs and desires.

It would be a gross understatement to point out that this way of thinking about actions is
common. | would be willing to place a bet on the empirical claim that, at present in our
society, at least 50% of the philosophically untutored would agree roughly with the BD
picture, were they forced to produce an opinion on the matter. (A small bet though, since
my estimation of the odds is a bit unreliable. | base it on a somewhat dubious generalisation
from my children, friends and undergraduates in philosophy.) The purpose of the present
work is to expose and summarise the conceptual and metaphysical commitments inherent
in taking this widespread attitude to people. It offers a theory about how people think when
they explain and predict actions, based on observations of how we talk in those terms.

Although my primary ambition is to explicate the metaphysics of action inherent in
common action explanations, my own intuitions are firmly in line with the scheme |
present. | am convinced that common criticisms of the BD model are misdirected, and that
the BD model, even taken in its most literal and realistic form, can be upheld without
internal contradiction, and without clashes with everyday experiences of agency. The two
enterprises are mutually supportive. The empirical fact that a certain way of thinking about
behaviour is well established gives us good reasons to require strong counter-evidence
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before abandoning it. On the other hand, if it is demonstrated that the BD model suffers
from internal inconsistencies and evident empirical anomalies, we would not only have

reasons to reconsider our theory of action, but also to question my view of the BD model as
a part of common sense.

My empirical claim is that the theory presented here reflects our ordinary ways of
talking about actions. That assumption does not, of course, imply or require that people
actually use the jargon and terminology | have to use in order to articulate the theory. Nor
is there any reason to believe that all those who think about actions in the BD model way
would agree to the explicit exposition of the theory they employ. There is no ground for
thinking that anyone who masters the use of a certain notion must be able to define the
notion in question, or to make explicit its conceptual connections. | want to show
ontological assumptions that ordinary speeammits us to, rather than describe what the
ordinary speaker would believe about the ontology of action if we ask him to think about it.

A comparison with meta-ethics shows the difference clearly. Try to present, to a group
of children or beginner students, and without begging the question in its very formulation,
the problem of what we really mean when we say things like “That was bad!” You will
soon find that Richard Hare, like J.L. Mackie, is wrong about that “ordinary moral thinkers
/...I would naturally, if they started to philosophize, first embrace some form of
descriptivism” (Hare 1982 p.78, Mackie 1977). There is no pre-theoretical consensus in this
matter. If you manage to explain the problem in a fairly unprejudiced manner, they will,
after a while, form widely differing hypotheses, much like the ones established in the
history of moral philosophy.

Some of them will argue that badness is just an emotional thing, others are convinced
that there must be a truth in matters of good and bad. A few of the latter might conceive
from that truth in terms of correspondence to natural facts, some might not, etc. They are all
apparently able to communicate about good and bad within the group. So, whatever the
correct semantic theory about ‘bad’ is, a majority within your group believes in some false
theory about the meaning of a simple notion, which they are fully capable of using. Hare is
certainly right in stressing that if “we want to find out what ordinary people mean, it is
seldom safe just to ask them” (1982 p.80).

The method at hand is, instead, to examine how our terms are put to daily practice. Even
if many ordinary people would suggest other philosophies of action than the one | assign to
them here, their hypotheses on this matter might be ruled out by a closer look at their own
linguistic behaviour. It is likely that such an examination would favour the BD model.
Frank Jackson and Philip Pettit express a similar methodological point: “The patterns we
described in terms of possibilities associated with beliefs and desires are not news to the
folk. They use them implicitly all the time in predicting behaviour. All that is unfamiliar to
them is the jargon and the theoretical articulation.” (1995 p.270).
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Which assumptions about people’s inner constitution does the BD model involve? Will
it commit us to controversial standpoints in philosophy of mind or metaphysics in general?
Does it impose any important restrictions on behaviour? Will it give any guidance in
guestions about how we ought to behave? Most of the things that can be said in these
matters have been said before, but | believe that there is a value in summing and displaying
the BD model’s typical claims in a unified picture. One reason for believing that a
comprehensive critique is of value is that many of the assertions typically associated with
the BD model, e.g. about its explanatory and predictive force or abowtuttdogous
character, may seem appealing on their own but paradoxical when combined.

Some philosophers would agree with me that the belief desire model is an established
part of common sense or “folk psychology” while others view it as an academic prejudice,
typical among philosophers fostered in a Humean, or perhaps Davidsonian, tradition. The
BD model is a trivial conceptual truth, many would say. In other camps it is regarded as a
descriptive theory, either based on firm evidence of essential or important elements of the
human mind, or flagrantly overlooking brute facts about human psychology. Still others
claim that the BD model should not be judged in terms of truth or likelihood at all, but in
terms of things like predictive and problem-solving efficiency. They believe that to apply
the BD model is less like accepting a theory and more like adopting a pedagogical
metaphor.

In other words, philosophers disagree about how true, commonsensical, interesting, and
useful the BD model is. The purported status of the model, metaphysically and
methodologically, is under debate. Furthermore, the model's alleged implications for
several questions about practical rationality and ethics are focussed in many philosophical
controversies. But the initial problem to be solved is, simply, to characterise the distinction,
which is the model’s fundament. How do desires differ from beliefs? Two metaphors were
used above in order to present the distinction: The “map” figure of speech, and, more
popular in philosophical jargon nowadays, the functional division between motivational
states on account of their opposite “directions of fit”. How informative are these pictures?
Could the point they express be put non-metaphorically? Let me give a hint about the
difficulties.

Maps are external navigation tools enabling travellers to reach their destinations by
providing information about the exterior. That analogy appears plausible as a
characterisation of the role of belief, but it offers little information about desires. Travellers
choose destinations and select routes. One might go one step further and say that the role of
desires is that of selecting destinations and route in response to the map, i.e. goal and
strategy given beliefsin order for that characterisation to avoid describing desires as
homunculi, i.e. as little agents themselves, “selecting” must be taken metaphorically.
Agents choose, although their inner states explain and rationalise their choices, according
to the BD model. A more truthful picture would therefore be that of a pre-set automatic
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pilot with a satellite navigator, where the programmed map as well as the programmed
destination commands are parts of the same steering system. Such a revision of the
metaphor would, however, fail to catch the difference between two fundamental roles in the
way it is supposed to. The “map” and the “command” are internal features of the steering
device which both perform the same task: they make the rudder react in pre-programmed
ways upon external stimuli (the satellite signals). Both of them direct the vessel towards its
destination in response to signals from the world outside it. In this interpretation the
metaphor would not mark out the belief desire model from a “desire” model, i.e. a model in
which one type of internal state combines the motivational roles of beliefs and desires by
reacting upon evidence and motivating action.

The picture of desires and beliefs as having different directions of fit is initially more
appealing. But in which sense are beliefs and desires “directed” differently towards the
world? Causally, they seem to operate along similar headings. Experiences of the world
affect these inner states and they both determine how we react upon the world. Different
directions of fit do not, then, translate into courses of causation.

The metaphor is also applicable to speech acts. Commands are supposed to make the
world right, while reports are right when they fit the world, for instance. But that does not
help us to unfold the metaphor either. As John Searle (the inventor of the explicit
expression “direction of fit”) notes, it seems more reasonable to regard criteria of
plausibility of speech acts as parasitic upon those of intentional states than vice versa.
(1991, p.101)

Michael Smith proposes that the fitness direction of an internal state is explicable in
terms of certain counterfactuals, which are true of the agent who has the state. A “belief
that p tends to go out of existence in the presence of a perception that not p, whereas a
desire that p tends to endure, disposing the subject in that state to bring it about that p.” /.../
We might say that this is what a difference in their direction of fit is.” (1994, p.115) This
conditional statement (simplified, Smith admits) appears to be true of most beliefs and
desires.

But as Hume notes, some desires tend to go out in the presence of evidence that their
object is absent. “Absence”, he says, “is observed to have contrary effects, and in different
circumstances either increases or diminishes our affections.” (1739, p.162) Other desires
tend to endure as long as the agent perceives their effect. Fred Dretske characterises the
object of desire, generally, as an effect reinforcing the desire’s influence on the behaviour.
(1992, ch.5.) R.B. Brandt defines ‘happiness’ as a state such that it makes the agent
disposed to stay in it, and this depends on the internal qualities of the state. Both these
characterisations appear to fall in between Smith’s categories; They describe desires, which
endure in the presence of perceptions of their objects but still make the agent disposed to
keep on realising that object. In other words, it depends on the content of the desire,
whether it goes out in the presence of a perception of its object, and if evidence that the
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object is absent will make it endure and make the agent disposed to bring it about. Within a
broadly functionalist framework, like Smith’'s own, where belief- and desingents are

also determined by functional role, this way of distinguishing between directions of fit
seems especially problematic.

| will elaborate the point in section 1.3.2, but my suspicion is that what makes the
metaphorical notion of fitness directions appealing to adherents of the BD model is its
normative character. It suits a Humean norm of practical rationality, which says, roughly,
that rational criticism of motivation should be confined to instrumental means-ends
reasoning. At the bottom of all motivation there is an action-guiding element with full
immunity to reason, an element without obligation to answer to any external fact. Although
that restrictive norm naturally and conventionally is thought of as being intertwined with
the BD model, it is not an internal part of the model’'s inherent picture of the motivational
process.

The catchy phrase ‘direction of fit' does not, then, provide us with a substantial
description of how desires differ from beliefs. Considering “how much slack there is in the
phrase "direction of fit”, it is for certain purposes “better to talk directly in terms of patterns
of dispositions” Michael Smith says in another context (1994 p.209). | am inclined to apply
that reservation to the BD model. To understand the model’s internal features, the most
crucial task is to examine in greater detail its dispositional but realistic concept of desire.

One of the things many people appear to believe, if forced to theorise about their abilities to
explain actions, is that there is a peculiar difference in kind between actions as seen from
the agent’s view, and as seen from an impersonal perspective. They might admit, though,
that empathy and imagination allows something close to first person understanding even
from a third person’s viewpoint. Insofar as ordinary people embrace this sharp distinction
between personal and impersonal perspective on agency, they are in good company. Many
philosophers defend some versions of the Kantian assumption that there has to be a
fundamental antinomy in a person’s view of persons.

“We can act only from inside the world, but when we see ourselves from the outside, the
autonomy we experience from inside appears as an illusion, and we who are looking from
the outside cannot act at all” (Nagel 1986 p.120). It is sometimes presumed not only that
the two perspectives are mutually exclusive, but that one of them is superior and should
replace the other. Various forms of scientism might suppose that ordinary action
explanation in terms of intentional states reflects a mild form of Cartesian superstition and
that it is really no explanation at all. Philosophers such as Thomas Nagel and Jennifer
Hornsby declare, on the contrary, that agency “is absent simply, from the impersonal point
of view” (Hornsby 1995 p.185) and that “the intentional explanation of my action /.../ is
comprehensible only through my point of vie{®agel approvinglyquoted byHornsby
p.179).
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People should not be so pessimistic about reconciling their daily impressions of their
own agency with an impersonal view of what they do. When we think of our actions in
terms of beliefs and desires, we understand actions in causal terms. Belief-desire
explanation is a subcategory of causal explanation in general. It is internalistic in that it
picks out internal states as real driving forces in motivation, especially by assuming that
some of these forces (non-instrumental desires) are fundamental and not based on any
assertions about how external things are. Furthermore, in assigning representational content
to those inner states it gives the personal viewpoint a methodological advantage in some
cases. The question of how a situation is conceived from the agent’s point of view will
always be crucial to anyone who wants to find the inner causes that make his behaviour
intelligible. On the other hand, the characterisation of those internal states can be put in
purely impersonal terms. Their content is determined by their role in relation to external
outputs and inputs, i.e. by facts we can describe impersonally.

A related common presumption about people’s capacity to explain behaviour is that the
agent has unique access to important factors enabling him to explain his actions in a more
reliable way than other people could do. The second theme in my picture of the BD model,
which initially might seem counterintuitive, is that the conceptual scheme we commonly
employ in order to understand people gives no such priority to the agent. Each person may
have unique access to some facts about his inner life, but the states that produce his
behaviour are not among them. In this matter, | have always found the conventional claim
strange. Let me briefly explain why.

In life and science, explanatory hypotheses are tested against predictions. We may find
out whether _ might have been a condition for x to happen by staging iterated attempts to
call forth x, with and without the aid of _, other initial conditions varied etc. Our confidence
in their partnership will corrode if _ and x are seen on their own too often, but as long as
they stick together, our belief in conditional dependence is toughened. Similarly, we will be
more inclined to believe the gossip that B is married to A because he wants her money, if
we observe other actions one might expect if that is his desire. E.g., that he divorces her
when he finds out that she is broke or that he is prepared to marry anyone with a reasonable
fortune.

No earthly creature has seen more of your actions throughout your life than you have. If
you want to explain why you do the things you do, you ought to be in a privileged position,
just in virtue of your access to empirical material. No sample of observations of input and
output frequencies could be larger than your own. You should know the most about
falsified and confirmed predictions and explanations concerning this individual. So even if
you restrict the base of your investigation to public sources, i.e. to your behaviour under
different external circumstances, as seen by a third person, we should expect your inferred
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explanations to be more reliable than other people’s. All the more so, if we suppose that
there are some important explanatory factors, which in principle are knowable only to you.

Why is it then that first person predictions about behaviour completely lack that firm
reliability? Not only are we often proved wrong about how we will act in many situations,
spectators close to us are even better at giving forecasts about our actions under different
conditions. As Frederic Schick puts it, “we sometimes choose, and /.../ we can’t then know
beforehand what we are going to choose, can’'t even know what we will do — or even
properly believe we will choose it or that we will do it. Others may know this, but we
ourselves can’t” (1999 p.11). Schick argues that the notion of foreknowledge of one’s own
decisions is inconsistent. That is in line with my view (to be defended) that our attempts at
predicting our own behaviour tend to be less incorrect when we try to view ourselves from
the other’s perspective — and that this is what we should expect. The point | want to make
here is just that since first person predictions are often mistaken, first person explanations
are rarely reliably confirmed. That ordinary experience should undermine our confidence in
the idea that the agent is privileged when it comes to knowing why he did what he did.

In daily life, | think of myself and other people in terms of the BD model. Therefore, | feel
sympathetic towards Michael Smith’s view that “common-sense explanations all
presuppose the availability of a standard, Humean, belief/desire explanation” (Smith 1998
p.39). He argues that the BD model is the unifying common ground that individuates
philosophy of action as an academic discipline (though many contributors to this enterprise
so far apparently must be unaware of this). But when | think of that model in philosophical
terms, | have to admit that other possible positions in philosophy of action appear. | am,
e.g., inclined to think that the view of human motivation as a purely cognitive process can
be consistently worked out, provided that it is combined with the right kind of positions
concerning notions of knowledge and truth. (The troublesome positions are the ones in
between, exploiting the fordaoth of belief-based action explanation and of conventional
positions regarding epistemology and metaphysics.)

The BD model is a third person perspective screen, which is designed to facilitate
explanations and predictions of behaviour. It comes with a weak means-ends view of
practical reason and a tendency towards moral anti-rationalism. It is incompatible with
clear-cut akrasia and it has implications for related practical issues such as autonomy.

In a sense, | regard your decision about explanatory/predictive model as an existential
choice. Philosophies of action select a certain role for agents in the world. The BD model
stresses the agent’s inner set-up as the motor of intentional change. Purely cognitive
philosophies of action depict agency from the opposite perspective. Such views stress the
world around you as the initial force and depict your actions as proper or improper
responses to that force. While they let the world pull your actions from you, the BD model
stresses agents’ pushing the world. The last metaphor is, of course, a variation on the theme
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“direction of fit". And as with that phrase, its substantial point is normative. It expresses
two different opinions about what external facts can reasonably require from an agent. If |
leave the meta-psychological plane and apply my scheme of agency to you, | cannot help
but to regard your choice of a fundamental norm as rational and genuinely subjective — as
an ordinary interpreter of your actions | must beg the action-theoretical question. When you
adopt or reject such an attitude, you simply make up your mind about which perspective
towards the relationship between you and the world you would feel most comfortable with.

! Gunnar Bjornsson unfolds the map-metaphor of desires and beliefs as a picture of “strategy-selecting states”
and representational states, where the role of the latter is that of “inner maps” (1998, p.20-21). F.P. Ramsey’s
famous use of the metaphor pictusgents (rather than their inner states) as steering by beliefs: “[A] belief

...Is a map of neighbouring space by which we steer.” For an interesting interpretation of Ramsey’s metaphor
in this context, see Sahlin 1991.

Chapter 1



16 1 The BD model as a Philosophy of Action

1 The Belief Desire Model as a Philosophy of Action

1.1 APhilosophy of Action

The BD model is a conceptual framework utilised in everyday explanations and
predictions of actions. A theory about the BD model must therefore involve analysis of
our psychological thinking. This book is an attempt to expose common sense
philosophy of action. It is not only supposed to define the notions we use to explain
behaviour, but also to display the ontological suppositions we commit ourselves to by
applying this conceptual scheme to people.

When Michael Smith and Philip Pettit presattat | regard as an analysis of the
belief-desire model in “Backgrounding Desire”, they note that it is irrelevant to their
thesis, whether the model in question truthfully depicts what really goes on in the mind
of agents. The analysis might be correct even if the model is nothing but “a useful
fiction of the sort Dennett takes it to be” (1990, p.565). In one sense, this disclaimer is
applicable to my description of the BD model as well. | may be justified in claiming that
my description really corresponds to general elements in our psychological thinking,
without committing myself to the philosophical theory inherent in those elements.
Perhaps the correct diagnosis of how we think about agency is an error theory.

On the other hand, | believe that the usefulness of the BD model requires that its
users really subscribe to the ontological assumptions inherent in it. l.e., when we make
use of the model, we are not just applying a handy scheme of definitionally intertwined
terms; we are exploiting metaphysical implications of the notions they express. It is not
possible to employ the model and at the same time consider its ontological implications
to be nothing but fiction. The predictive and explanatory force of the model rests on
those ontological assumptions. My confidence in beliefs and desires as indicators of
how people will react, does e.g. rest upon assumptions about the ontological character
of beliefs and desires. In other words, the error theory cannot be part of the philosophy
of action inherent in the model.

The BD model is a conceptual scheme entailing, or embedding, a philosophy of
action, | claim. What is a philosophy of action? To begin with, something should be
said about the philosophy of acti@hscipline The primary job of this branch of
philosophy of psychology is, loosely speaking, to detect and analyse essential
components in human agency. It aims to specify those elements in our picture of human
motivation the absence of which would be unthinkable, and without which the picture
would be unintelligible. Let me label concepts referring to such elemerastias-
theoretical concepts.

A broader characterisation should add, as Michael Bratman suggests, that philosophy
of action also explores those elements of human motivation that are of fundamental
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importance to human beings, whether these elements are strictly necessary for our
understanding of agency or not. Some notions concerning agency are central to the
kinds of lives we want to live” (Bratman 1998 p.58) Such concepts need not, however,
refer to entities essential to the lives aaveto live as agents. ‘Plans’ and ‘policies’ are
important notions of that kind, according to a common theme in Bratman’s works. From
this it follows that it may be a proper and respectable job for philosophy of action to
analyse concepts which are not action-theoretical in my narrow sense.

To take a simple example, if it is necessary to master the notion of ‘belief’ to some
degree in order to view a creature as acting intentionally, then it is part of the first task
assigned to philosophy of action to analyse that concept. Butresglutionsare
perhaps not necessary and irreducible elements in agency. (The example might be
guestioned and | am not assigning this view of resolutions to Bratman.) We might
understand every action a person performs as intentional, e.g. in terms of his beliefs and
desires, without assigning resolutions to him. Nevertheless, this may be a notion of
great importance to us in the sense that our ideas of the nature and possibility of
resolutions could affect our practical strategies, norms of rationality, self-respect and so
on. That would not make ‘resolution’ an action-theoretical concept, but it would qualify
it as an object for analysis, in accordance with the second job Bratman reserves for
philosophy of action.

It must be stressed that the two tasks hereby assigned to philosophy of action are
distinctly different in character. So are, partly, their methodologies. Examinations of
common sense conceptions, by way e.g. of construing examples appealing to our
linguistic intuitions, are useful when any concept is analysed. But since the first task of
philosophy of action is to outline the essential formal structure of agency, philosophical
examples will here play a more crucial role. Their purpose is in this case to explore the
limits for what we can say, and still make sense, concerning actions.

Suppose someone presents a consistent and sensible example of an action in the
genesis of which the agent has no resolutions whatsoever, or shows that a convincing
description of resolution-based action can be analysed purely in terms of beliefs and
desires. The first would be sufficient to undermine the idea that resolutions are
necessary for intentional action, while the second would show that resolutions are not
irreducible elements in the formal structure of motivation. Either way, ‘resolution’
would thereby be excluded from the conceptual scheme inherent in the very notion of
agency — from the scheme of action-theoretical concepts. But if the job were to refute
or underpin less general ideas about the existential, moral or practical importance of
resolutions, philosophical examples would not have that conclusive character.
Psychological (empirical) evidence will e.g. almost always also be of relevance to such
conclusions. Furthermore, construed examples would then have to be credible, not
merely intelligible.
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It would be superfluous to point out this difference, were it not for the fact that it is
unclear in some cases, whether a certain philosophical claim about human action is to
be taken in the first or the second sense. The result may be confusion. Some examples
of the importance of being clear about this are to be discussed e.g. in ch.5 and ch.7. One
such example concerns the explanatory role of perspectives, understandings, and
“seeing as a reason”. Another example of a similar kind in connection with the BD
model, is the debate over the rolermentionsin the production of actions. Few people
would now agree with Davidson’s opinion in “Actions, Reasons and Causes” 1963, that
‘intention’ is a concept devoid of explanatory force. Even those of us who believe in the
reduction of intentions to beliefs and desires would find such a position exaggerated.
The explicitly non-reductive views about intentions are ontological suppositions placing
intentions firmly on the action-theoretical level together with beliefs and desires.
(Bratman 1987 and Mele 1992 are examples of that type) Other suggestions appear to
side with those views, but are in effect difficult to distinguish from refined versions of
the reduction. Davidson’s later proposed identification of “pure” intentions with all-out
judgements belongs to the latter category in my view (1978).

When | claim that philosophy of action is inherent in the BD model, my point is
that the BD model is a scheme of action-theoretical concepts in the narrow sense. To
employ these concepts is to utilise specific ontological assumptions about actions in
general. The model gets its predictive and explanatory force from an implicit theory
about the real nature of human actions.

Summary of 1.1:In a narrow sense& philosophy of actioms a set of ontological
assumptions expressed in a scheme of action-theoretical concepts. A concept is action-
theoretical if it is essential to our understanding of agencydiBuglinephilosophy of

action also examines other action-related notions playing important roles in our lives,
even if these concepts are not strictly necessary for us to regard someone as an agent.
The BD model embeds a philosophy of action in the narrow sense.

1.2 Philosophy of Action and Decision Theory

Like a standard view in economical decision theory, the BD model ties desire with
conceptual necessity to action and choice. On both views, acting is the ultimate key to
desiring. It is sometimes thought that the BD model is nothing but a terminological
variation of standard formal decision-theoretical analysis of individual utilities as
determined by choice behaviour. This identification is put forward from both
perspectives. Richard Brandt does it from the viewpoint of the BD model, when he
assumes that the precise results of decision theory can be straightforwardly employed to
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measure strength of desires, within the framework of a theory where desires are real and
causally potent inner forces.

The identification appears to be even more common in economical decision theory.
“The crux of the question”, Amartya Sen notes, “lies in the interpretation of underlying
preference from observations of behaviour” (1973 p.241). Like Dan Hausman (1999),
and Bengt Hansson (1988), Sen finds it important to emphasise a distinction between —
to use Hansson'’s labels — a realistic and a formalistic interpretation of axiomatised
decision theory. The distinction “has to do with the degree to which the interpretation
provides a bridge between the formal apparatus and some outside, empirical
phenomenon.” (Hansson 1988 p.142)

On the first interpretation, it is literally true that the “individual guinea-pig*“, “by his
market behaviour, reveals his preference pattern” (Paul Samuelson 1948 quoted by Sen
1973 p.241). l.e. patterns of choice are takerewslenceof inner states (thus;
“revealed”) that drive people towards the actions they choose. “It is my guess®, Hansson
says, “that the realistic interpretation is by far the most common one in the literature,
especially in texts addressed to business audiences” (1988 p.144). And according to
Hausman, “many economists have drawn the mistaken conclusion that the proofs in this
literature [the “revealed preference®-tradition initiated by Samuelson 1938] demonstrate
that choice reveals preference®.

The formalistic interpretatiodefinespreference purely in terms of choice behaviour.

On a radically formalistic interpretation, the plausibility of the theory is merely a matter
of internal coherence and consistency. As a descriptive theory of decision it is less
empirical - less susceptible to falsification. The distinction formalistic/realistic cuts
across the categorisation of decision theories as normative or descriptive. Normatively,
the formalistic interpretation will make the theory less practical and harder to violate.
Values expressed in the realistic version may be offensive or insincere, its usefulness
and intuitive plausibility are criteria of relevance, while the formalistic reading makes
no allegations to our prior wants and values. (Hansson 1988 p.145-6)

It should be clear by now why it is a mistake to identify the BD model with the
decision-theoretical analysis of desires in terms of choice, via the notion of preference.
The BD model is a philosophy of action, with ontological and empirical content. It has
practical implications and our set of intuitions about practical rationality is therefore one
of the external factors against which it can be measured. Decision-theory need not
necessarily subscribe to any such philosophical view. The “revealed choice” concept of
preference, employed by economists, can be used in a technical sense without
committing the decision theorist to a hypothesis about how actions are caused, or about
ordinary language meaning of intentional concepts. So, although the BD model is not at
odds with the decision-theoretical approach, it is not implicit in it either.

| do not deny that the common source of inspiration for traditional decision theory is
the realistic view that desires and beliefs are the two types of factors that determine our
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decision<. So there is a natural and generic affinity between decision theory and the BD
model’s philosophy of action. Furthermore, the realistic interpretation claims that
formal decision theory offers a true description of decision-making on a BD model basis
(or, normatively speaking, it offers a useful tool for decision-making on a BD model
conception of practical rationality). The realistic interpretation constitutes a testable
claim about the relation between axioms of rational decision-making and the real basis
of our decisions. It is not a fallacy to tie formal decision theory to a specific philosophy
of action in this way, but a substantial philosophical assertion, which gives decision
theory greater explanatory and normative force.

The fallacious identification occurs only if we equivocate the formalistic definition
of a technical notion of “preference” with the realistic concept of preference derivable
from the BD model’s notion of desire. This is what some economists do if they, as
Hausman says, believe that formalistic proofs concerning patterns of choice
“demonstrate that choice reveals preference”. Facts about “preferences” in the technical
and non-explanatory sense can perhaps be demonstratively proved from rational choice
axioms, but not facts about the preferences explaining choices, since they are external to
the formal apparatus. The error stems from the exaggerated verificationist standard that
a “scientifically respectable” theory about economic behaviour must “explain that
behaviour without reference to anything other than behaviour“. (1.M.D. Little, quoted
by Sen 1973) As Sen remarks, on such an interpretation, the theory about how choice
reveals preference would appear to use the word “preference /.../ to represent an
elaborate pun®. (1973, p.243) Any theory exploiting the explanatory and normative
force of concepts like ‘preference’, ‘desire’ and ‘belief’, will appear to depict people
with some*“pretence to see inside their heads” (which is impermissible for “the
econometric theory of demand” according to Hicks, quoted by Sen 1973 p.242).

Summary of 1.2: The BD model may be an important source of inspiration for
traditional decision theory, and it is the sort of ontological underpinning that gives
axiomatised decision theory greater explanatory and normative force. Nevertheless, it is
a fallacy to equivocate the technical “revealed choice” notion of preference with the
realistic concept of preference derivable from the BD model’'s ‘desire’. The source of
the fallacious tendency to equal these views is an exaggerated verificationism,
according to which a scientifically respectable theory must “explain behaviour without
reference to anything other than behaviour.”
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1.3 Evidence for the BD model? Another Methodological Note.

1.3.1 Patterns and Predictions

In the interminable Library, “a thinker once observed that all the books, however
diverse, are made up of uniform elements”. The thinker “deduced that the Library is
total and that its shelves contain all the possible combinations of the twenty-odd
ortographic symbols”. One of the much consulted books, for instance, “is a mere
labyrinth of letters, but on the next-to-last page, one may@eanne your pyramids.”
(Borges1941). Perhaps you found the book in front of you in Jorge Boiges’
Library. It is there, for sure.

According to Borges’ narrator, it would not be altogether improper, in that case, of
you to regard this combination of natural symbols (ink shapes eventually imitated by the
inventors of language), as altogether meaningless. Like the empiricist and theist
Kleanthes in Hume’s Dialogues, Borges’ narrator (I am not sure about Borges, though)
apparently thinks that it makes sense, at least, to distinguish the meaningfulness of the
book under these circumstances, from what the pattern would convey if we assumed a
certain specific known history. However, Kleanthes, like some of the Library’s
believers, would on account of induction be convinced that the pattern in front of you,
discernible to you in virtue of your linguistic capacitiesyealsintention. Kleanthes
asks his friends to imagine that books grew wild in nature, and continues rhetorically:

Suppose, therefore, that you enter your library thus peopled by natural volumes
containing the most refined reason and most exquisite beauty; could you possibly open
one of them and doubt that its original cause bore the strongest analogy to mind and
intelligence? (1779 part 3)

Independently of where you found this book, you have imposed your scheme of
interpretation on it, and found some pattern on its pages. Other patterns may be there as
well, discernible on other schemes, typographical as well as linguistic. (Should you
have a considerable amount of time left, you may consult the Library. In there you will
find innumerable grammars and dictionaries providing you with just as many different
decipherings of these combinations, some of them even expressing refutations of what
you just read.)

A brilliant and imaginative decoder might detect a pattern from just viewing a couple
of pages, without recognising a language to begin with, and without having seen similar
combinations to generalise from. Then she might make explicit the syntax etc. of the
pattern, and start making predictions about which combinations that are to be expected.
She may “explain”, in terms of syntactical rules, why certain combinations are frequent
and others are rare. Suppose her predictions are correct up to now. Should you place a
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bet on her next forecast?

My guess is that you will not feel any comfort in her predictions unless you assume
that there isomeunderlying explanation of the pattern she has seen. If you are sure that
the book is just one out of zillions of randomly produced series of signs, you will hold
on to your purse. It is because you take it for granted that her successful predictions
exploit some more basic “natural” order, not just an order imposed by her, that you are
inclined to risk your money. You also, in that case, regard deviation from the pattern as
inconsistentwith the general rules she has access to. And the notion of consistency
required in this context is, | suggest, narrower than the concept of a pattern.

The relevance of my present digression about patterns lies, of course, in the fact that
the BD model is one kind of scheme employed to extract patterns and make predictions.
Although Borges’ short story would serve the purpose, | am not interested in making
any points aboumeaning(whether of life or of language) here, just about predictions.
(The BD parallel to the Library would be a world where a thinker, perhaps a clever
semiotician, had observed that in an interminable population of mortal agents, the
number of human action-constituents is finite, and also found that every conceivable
combination of such constituents is realised.)

The view | want to defend here is, firstly, that the predictive value of the BD model
is dependent upon a realistic application of it. The BD model thinker must not only take
seriously that patterns of behaviour are real; he must to some extent also exploit the
commonsensical idea that ‘belief’ and ‘desire’ corresponds to real natural kinds,
underlyingthose behavioural patterns. (What follows in chapters 2 and 3 is an attempt
to spell out the weak ontological assumptions he is thereby committed to.) The
explanatory and predictive powers of the model will otherwise vanish.

Secondly, | want to make clear that we assign to agents an amount of consistency on
the BD model scheme, not merely behavioural regularities. ‘Consistency’ is normative
to some extent, and when the term is applied to behaviour, the norms involved are about
rationality. Furthermore, these two claims are not only compatible with each other but
also mutually supportive. The normative force of consistency claxmpoits the
model’'s allegations about underlying causes. (I guess that the standard view is the
opposite one; that the idea of an inescapably normative element in our interpretation of
actions, as presented by Dennett or Davidson, goes hand in hand with the assumption
that the hypotheses about complex underlying causes of behaviour are of little
importance to the usefulness of our interpretative schemes.)

As Sen notes concerning the possibility of redefining the notion of ‘preference’ in
terms of mere consistency in choice:

[It] is then legitimate to ask what does “consistency” of behaviour stand for and on what
basis are the required consistency conditions chosen. The alleged inconsistency between
(i) choosingx wheny is available and (ii) choosingwhenx is available, would seem to
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have something to do with the surmise about the person’s preference underlying his
choices. (1973 p.243)

Dennett in “Real Patterns” suggests a useful weak notion of ‘pattern’. Any series “of
dots or numbers or whatever” has a pattern if it is not random. The series “is random if
and only if the information required to describe (transmit) the series accurately is
incompressiblenothing shorter than the verbatim bit map will preserve the series.”
(1991b p.32) No piece of information could transmit a sufficiently chaotic labyrinth of
letters without being at least as complex as the labyrinth itself. But the book in front of
you has patterns that could be described in terms of some general rules (typographical,
grammatical, logical etc.) and notes about exceptions etc. that with some effort could be
made shorter than a transcription of the text itself. A pattern in this weak sense is by
(Dennett’s) definitionreal, independently of its genesis. Dennett uses a clarifying
example, roughly similar to this briefer and simpler version:

Make a program that lets your computer produce a clearly visible pattern, like a row
of five black squares separated by four white squares. Allow “noise” to interfere with
the printing increasingly, until the original pattern is barely discernible and finally
becomes indiscernible. Then, for comparison, you can construct a program, the capacity
of which to produce distinct patterns (of a kind visually similar to the first pattern)
slowly degenerates, so that it gives you decreasingly discernible patterns without taking
the route via designing a constant distinct pattern and then adding gradual
contamination with noise. Suppose we compare the two stages where the pattern is
almostindiscernible, as a result of the two different processes. Dennett’s point is that

even ifthe evidence is substantial that the discernible pattern is produced by one process
rather than another, it can be rational to ignore those differences and use the simplest
pattern description as one’s way of organizing the data. (1991b p.44)

So, if the pattern is there when the clear-pattern generator continuously works, though
the picture has become blurred by noise into indiscernibility, then it is there just as
much when the picture has become fuzzy due to a non-distinct-pattern generator. If the
pattern really becomesdiscernible, he argues, it is also obliterated — independently of
how this came to happen. (A description of that picture would haveltmbgerthan a
piece by piece transcription, in order to depict the indiscernible pattern beside the
discernible chaos.) It is not as if the first pattern is there all the time, becoming more
and more covered by noise, while the second is gradually transformed into something
more complicated. Patterns have unbreakable links to observers.

How does this kind of parallel relate to BD model explanations? What kind of
conventional story about underlying conditions for patterns does he want to undermine?
To begin with,wherewould Dennett say that the pattern is in this case? The answer to
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the last question is clear. Although he stresses that the success of BD predictions
“depends on there being some order or pattern in the world to exploit” (1991b p.30),
behaviour is what matters. The “pattern is discernible in agent’'s observable behavior
when we subject it to ‘radical interpretation’ (Davidson) from ‘the intentional stance’
(Dennett)” (1991b p.29). l.e. behavioural patterns exist in behaviour, due to the
spectator’s interpretative schemes. The appearance of definiteness and precision in BD
descriptions comes from language, not from distinct counterparts in the mind.

One of Dennett’'s explicit ambitions in “Real Patterns” is to convince philosophers
that his position “is not just the desperate dodge of ontological responsibility it has
sometimes been taken to be.” (p. 29) Nevertheless, one way of reading his parallel is as
just another confident declaration tife verificationist methodology suggested by
numerous metaphors, analogies and overt commitments elsewhere in his works:

The verificationist'sgeneral complaint about the realist is that he is insisting on
differences (between, e.g., bats with private lives and bats without, dogs with intrinsic
intentionality and dogs without) which make difference: that his intuitions cannot be
integrated in an explanatory scheme because they are “wheels which play no part in the
mechanism” [Wittgenstein, 1953, |, #271]. This seems to me a good complaint to make,
and the only one we need to make. (Richard Rorty, approvingly quoted by Dennett,
1991a p.461)

There is a vacuous ring to the verificationist’'s rebuke. Is not the insistence on
“differences which make no difference” simply a straw man? However, | believe that
the claim really is substantial and practical, as Dennett’'s metaphorical introduction to
“Qualia Disqualified” suggests:

When your kite string gets snarled up, in principle it can be unsnarled, especially if

you're patient and analytic. But there's a point beyond which principle lapses and

practicality triumphs. Some snarls should just be abandoned. Go get a new kite string.
It's actually cheaper in the end than the labor it would take to salvage the old one, and
you will get your kite airborne again sooner. (1991a p.369)

His point is pragmatic. Applied to philosophy of action, it implies, roughly, that we
should not bother with the entangled underlying “reality” of behavioural patterns, as
long as we get what we need — reliable predictions — from what is out there in the
light anyway. It will simply be a waste of energy.

Things should not be multiplied beyond necessity (Ockham) and | am prepared to
grant that in such a well-intentioned piece of economical advice, “necessity” may well
be understood gwractical necessity. To admit just one more metaphor here: If someone
wants to put more weight in your rucksack, the burden of proof is on him to show that
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the extra items will actually make things easier for you. So, where does my picture of
the BD model or “folk psychology” depart from Dennett and the tradition he represents?

Before answering that question, let me mark some positions | find the BD model to
be compatible with:

a) The multidimensional complexities of processes underlying behaviour need not have
any distinct limits and simple physical or mentally present characteristics making them
correspond in a direct way to belief and desire talk. Propositional attitudes are identified
in terms of dispositions for behaviour, not neurally or introspectively. The reference to

underlying processes | claim that BD talk commits us to requires merely that these
processes can be delimited (in principle) via their functional roles as bases of
dispositions.

b) Differing types of underlying processes might produce similar observable patterns of
behaviour, and similar dispositions for action. In such casegyibe proper to ascribe
similar beliefs and desires to the agent on account of the behaviour, in spite of the
imaginable difference in genesis. If the relevant conditional predictions are similar,
there is no reason to vary the BD labels.

c) More than one pattern can be discerned in a sequence of behaviour. Our pick of
intentional description on the BD model is in that case not an entirely descriptive

matter. Firstly, some background assumption of shared beliefs and preferences is
needed to reach any kind of conclusion about the agent’'s propositional attitudes in a
specific situation. Secondly, we may have a choice between rationalisation (attitude
makes sense of behaviour) and charity (attitude is true or good) in deciding how far
from our own convictions the other’s attitudes could depart before we must regard him
as having renounced agency altogether. (See section 1.3.2.)

d) It isimaginablethat an entirely different conceptual scheme — a purely cognitive
model of our internal set-up, for instance — could be as efficient as the BD model in
helping us to extract patterns and make predictions about actions. These two models
could both be structuring a sequence of behaviour and its underlying basis, although
they would yield different structures. That possibility is related to the fact that mere
regularities in behaviour are insufficient to fix patterns. Our ability to see patterns in
behaviour is not just a generalisation from observations of similarities. This ability
consists, also, in imposing certain norms of rationality on the data. (It could be
compared to the economical “aim” of our perceptual apparatus to organise impressions
in accordance with a limited set Gestalts)

Evaluation of these schemes has to involve things like their conceptual consistency,
normative acceptability, and (linguistically) intuitive plausibility in handling delimiting
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cases — these elements is what the present defence of the BD model is about. Since
their predictive capacities also exploit realistic assumptions about agents’ inner states,
they both also in that sense have a testable empirical content. If both models are just as
reliable in making predictions and accounting for observations, the empirical evidence
is simply insufficient to make clear which one gives the true picture. In such cases, what
actually settles the question for us may well be a matter of attitude — although the
matteris determinable in principle.

The last possibility doesotimply that there could be two interpretation schemes, both
structuring the very same data correctly but in different ways (i.e. in accordance with
their inherent norms of order, respectively), which were in genuine disagreement with
each other. (In my view, this is where the BD model must leave Dennett’s path.)

It is of course possible that two ways of structuring the data would yield different
predictions, though both ways were just as well founded, in relation to available
evidence. It is also quite possible that two ways of applyingdheestructuring device,
the BD model, could fit the behavioural pattern and yield different predictions. B’s
behaviour might indicate that he wants to kill himself or that he cries out for help. You
and | may have just as good grounds for ascribing these opposing desires to B, and
subsequently we would make differing conditional predictions. But in that situation, at
least one of the two ways of ascribing propositional attitudes to B would have to be
mistakenin principle,although we may never come to find out which.

That has to do with the BD model’'s inherent assumption that the behavioural
consistency detected enables us to make predictions only due to some internal warrant.
Such an internal warrant is what | assign to B when | say that he has a certain desire.
The predictive success of the BD model exploits that sort of realism about beliefs and
desires. It would benconsistenof B to want to kill himselfandto cry out for help. He
cannot both be in a state such that he is disposed to kill himself intentionally, and in a
state such that he predominantly wants to live (other things equal). And as Sen remarks,
this kind of inconsistency requires some intentional statierlyinghis behaviour. If
we should let behavioudefine beliefs and desires, they would “not enable one to
predict, explain or recommend choices” (Hausman 1999%.17)

None of the two barely discernible patterns generated by your computer were
coincidencegin the example mentioned befaré)hey were there because the program
designed them, they appeared on the screen, and your perceptual apparatus aimed at
pregnancy in sorting your visual impressions. Whether you know anything about the
details of the program or not, you are clearly justified in making hypothetical inferences
about how the pattern will develop, from watching a part of it. Knowing that the pattern
hasa non-coincidental cause is enough. Compare that to this book, as found in Borges’
Library. A mass of signs is visible, and you can make use of interpretative capacities on
various levels to extract patterns from it. The non-random patterns are clearly there, as
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real as the patterns on the computer’s screen. But suppose nothing distinguishes the
history of this book from the history of the other books in the Library. It just so happens
that the order of signs forms a pattern tatld have had a non-random cause. When

you know this, the next intelligible sentence should be just as unexpected to you as if
what you had seen on the previous pages were, in Borges’ words, “leagues of insensate
cacaphony” (1941 p.74).

The BD model does imply that there are inner states of agents, demarcated by their
function as causal bases of behavioural dispositions. The predictive success of the
model indicates that these kinds of stagst One of Dennett’'s formulations could
(out of its context) be taken to express a similar idea: Beliefs are real as long as belief
talk “measures these complex behavior-disposing organs as predictively as it does.”
(1991b p.46)

Even if overt behaviour allows conflicting interpretations, the question of what is
really in the head of the agent concerns a differencedtbegmake a difference. To
predictbehaviour without reference to anything other than behaviour is just as difficult
as explaining it without such references. For prediction to work, it may suffice to know
that this is one of the kite strings which in principéa be unsnarled, i.e. that thesean
internal state of the kind needed to warrant certain behavioural dispositions. Proponents
of the BD model do not have to subscribe to any specific account about the details of
these inner states, and they have certainly no reason to think of them in simplistic terms.

Summary of 1.3.1:When we view people’s behaviour as intentional acting, we use our
interpretative capacities on what we observe, and extract patterns. This activity is not
entirely descriptive. In order to see a pattern in something, we have to impose norms of
consistency, and when it comes to behaviour, we identify rationalising elements via
assumptions about shared attitudes. This point is epistemic, and it does not imply that
two incompatible interpretative schemes in principle could yield different predictions
from observations of behavioural patterns, and both be true. That has to do with the fact
that predictions exploit realistic assumptions about the underlying causes of the patterns
we observe. Predictions of behaviour, just like explanations, cannot be supposed to
work without reference to other things than behaviour.

1.3.2 Direction of fit: A Priori Evidence for the BD Model?

Fit is symmetrical. When the shoe fits, the foot fits. Aims, goals, desires, values and the
like often make one or the other of the relata prior to the other, though. Normally, the
shoe should be adjusted if it does not fit, but when one of Cinderella’s stepsisters carves
off her heel, and the other one her toes, as in the Grimms brothers’ tale, the shoe is the
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objective for their feet to follow. (John Searle’s nicer example concerning the same
point contrasts Cinderella looking for a shoe with the Prince seeking a foot. — 1983 p.
8) As G.F. Schueler points out, this is a way of clarifying ‘direction of fit’ in terms of
goals. “If we drop those goals, then we just have the fit between the shoe and the foot,
but no "direction“.” (1991 p.278) Unless the metaphor can be unfolded in non-
normative terms, then it will be of little use in helping us understand what it is to have a
goal. It may still be a useful metaphor, of course, in catching a certain normative point.
But as an explication of whatnmieandfor an entity to aim at something (like the truth,

or the realisation of some proposition) it moves in too small a circle.

John Searle, like Mark Aulisio (1995 p. 341) and most others in this debate, plausibly
attributes the original idea of dividing psychological entities on account of their
direction of fit to Elisabeth Anscombe. The explicit expression “direction of fit,” was
coined by Searle, as far as | can find b8bme of Hume’s characterisations of the
distinction between ‘reason’ and ‘passionTireatise,e.g. in 3:1:1, of reason as aiming
at truth, and passion as setting ultimate goals, seem to express a similar idea. David O.
Brink interprets Aristotle as saying the same thinBénAnima3.3 — 9 (Brink 1997).

The notion is crucial to Searle’s taxonomy of speech acts, as well as to his theory of
action. “It would be very elegant if we could build our taxonomy entirely around this
distinction in direction of fit, but though it will figure largely in our taxonomy, | am
unable to make it the entire basis of the distinctions.” (Searle in Gunderson, ed., 1975)
W.P. Alston apparently shares many views on speech acts with Searle. However, he
objects to an insufficient explanation of the notion of ‘direction of fit". In reply, Searle
writes “Well, any philosophically difficult concept is always subject to further
elucidation, but I have attempted to explain ilntentionalityto such an extent that | do
not feel seriously concerned with this objection.” (LePore/Van Gulick 1991, p. 101)

Anscombe outlines the distinction imtention as an attempt to elucidate the
difference between intending and predicting. Though Searle’s application of the
distinction is wider, he endorses her description. Like Anscombe, Searle appeals to
intuitions about when speech acts or mental states are mistaken or unreasonable in order
to illustrate direction. Suppose, e.g., that | find, in my pocket, a list of groceries which
answers to the content of my shopping van. How can | tell which direction of fit this list
might have? Should it fit the world or should the world fit with it? That depends,
Anscombe and Searle would say, on how we would diagnose a discrepancy between the
list and the content of the van. Would such a discrepancy indicate a mistake in my
shopping, or a mistake in the list? In the first case, | am supposed to make the world fit
the list (as a list of commands or expressions of my intentions), otherwise | am
supposed to make the list fit the world (as a list noting what | have actually bought).
(Anscombe 1957 p.56, Searle 1975 p.346)

Say that | am in a hurry, and must hand over the list and the shopping van to my
daughter and then leave. When she is about to pay, she finds peppers in the shopping



1 The BD model as a Philosophy of Action 29

van, but no “peppers” on my list. Did peppers by mistake, i.e. contrary to the intention
revealed by my list, or contrary to the commands expressed on it, come to get into the
van? In that case, the fault lies in the world, and she should adjust the world to the list
by leaving the line and put the peppers back: World-to-speech act or world-to-mind
direction of fit. Or did | not note on the list that we put peppers among the items in our
van? Then, she has detected a fault in the list's description, and that may reveal a flaw
in my beliefs — perhaps | did not know that we were buying peppers. She should then
adjust the list after the world, and eventually my beliefs as well: Speech act-to-world or
mind-to-world direction of fit.

In the light of the central role played by “direction of fit” in Searle’s taxonomy of
speech acts, as well as in his theory of action, his dismissal of Alston’s objection might
seem careless. What makes Searle’s explication appear insufficient is probably that the
normative element in the notion of ‘being supposed to fit’ is never eliminated from his
analysis. Alston’s criticism is based on the view that Searle attempts to explain the
fitness-direction of intentional states in terms of the direction of speech acts. (Alston
1991) In a reply to Alston, Searle makes clear, as | noted in the introduction, that
criteria of validity of speech acts in his view must be parasitic upon those of intentional
states, and not vice versa (1991, p.101).

| am not certain that it must be a flaw in Searle’s taxonomy if this central concept is
essentially normative. Although if that is the case, it could perhaps have been made
more explicit. When Mark P. Aulisio makes use of Anscombe’s division in a restored
defence of the intention/foresight distinction, he stresses explicitly that “direction of fit”
“is not about how the world comes to be in a certain way, but rather, it is\abauts
normative with respect to whato to speak /...6r, what must form part of the agent’s
motivational goal in acting”’(1995 p.349). A normative use of the distinction is
acceptable, as long as it is not presented under the pretence of descriptivity. One may
e.g. appeal to normative intuitions about directions of fit in the taxonomical enterprise
of showing that valuing, intending etc., have something in common, as opposed to
things like believing and predicting.

To return to the initial question of circularity: In order to expose the nature of this
common element in goal-directed states oanalyseit, it will not do to appeal to
examples of the above mentioned kind. Then we need a concept ‘direction of fit' that
does not depend on goals, purposes or values. Two questions might be distinguished in
this context. Firstly, will ‘direction of fit'" provide us with an argument for a dualistic
taxonomy of motivational states? Secondly, can the metaphor be unfolded to give us a
substantial understanding of the difference between beliefs and desires?

An alternative formulation the central theme of the BD-model could be stated like
this:

P1 R at t constitutes a motivating reason of agent@itiothere is somép such that R
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at t consists of an appropriately related desire of & tnd a belief that were she o
she would¥.

Michael Smith claims that a “really quite powerful argument” for P1 is that “P1 is
entailed by the following three premises” none of which can plausibly be denied (1994
p.116):

(@) Having a motivating reason ister alia, having a goal

(b) Having a goal is being in a state with which the world must fit
and

(c) Being in a state with which the world must fit is desiring.

Smith cannot really mean that P1 is supposed to be deduced from (a), (b) and (c). None
of the premises refer to belief, or to states or desires being “appropriately réeBtad”.

the three assumptions do entail P1’s assertion that desires are necessary constituents in
motivating reasons. The argumentative force of these three simple assumptions is
therefore great, nonetheless. However, the argument works only provided that the idea
of characterising beliefs and desires in terms of their different directions of fit really
catches some undeniable element in our thinking about motivation. Otherwise it is hard
to see why (b), “having a goal is being in a state with which the world must fit” is
supposed to be self-evident. If that popular metaphor shall be considered as a premise
in ana priori entailment of P1, it must be possible to unfold it in non-metaphorical
terms. It must be made clear what it is Xdo be such that it must fit with, and how

the opposite direction of fit is distinguished from this. Furthermore, such a literal
interpretation of the metaphor ought to illuminate some fact besides the ones explicitly
stated in P1. l.e. to be treated as a premise, and not only as a catchier way of presenting
the distinction explicitly asserted in P1, the unfolded metaphor cannot lay too much
weight on appeal to goals, values or other entities it is supposed to enhance our
understanding of.

Searle indicates briefly that he regards the direction of causality as the oppositeof
the direction of fit (1984, p.96) when it comes to motivation. If that is correct, this
might provide us with a descriptive equivalent of the metaphor (although that is no
explicit ambition of Searle’s, here). However, Searle’s explanation of this asymmetry is
formulated in terms of intuitions about when beliefs/desires are successful. The world
should cause my beliefs and my desires should make causal impact upon the world. (To
be contrasted with ‘my beliefs should fit the world’ and ‘the world should fit my
desires’.) So, it is really natausalitytaking an opposite direction, but our ranking of
adjustments, as compared to our ranking of existent states. If there is divergence
between desire and world, desire is primary to world, and adjustment of world is
primary to (i.e. ranked above) adjustment of desire — and vice versa when it comes to
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belief. In other words, this is just another way of putting the normative point about what
should be fitted to what. It does therefore not affect the point | made in the introduction,
about how beliefs and desires, neutrally observed, work along the same causal paths.
They are causally explained by external input, and they causally explain our responses.

Michael Smith’s own suggestion is that the characterisation of desires as states,
which are such that the world must fit with them, meshes with the dispositional
conception of desires. The difference between a belief-state and a desire-state is that “a
belief that p tends to go out of existence in the presence of a perception that not p,
whereas a desire that p tends to endure, disposing the subject in that state to bring it
about that p. /.../ We might say that this is what a difference in their direction of fit is.”
(1994, p.115) This characterisation of the dispositional account (which Smith admits as
being rough and simplified) is put simply in terms of intentional states’ counterfactual
dependence on evidence concerning whatever the belief or desire is about. At least in
that formulation, it leaves beliefs and desires insufficiently described.

As | mentioned in the introduction, Hume, Brandt, and Dretske all describe
intentional states that appear to fall in between the categories, as outlined above. G.F.
Schueler argues thdtope is another example of this kind. Hope that p will be
abandoned in the presence of a perception that not p, although hope in many cases, at
least where p is thought of psssibleto realise, makes the agent disposed to realise p.
As Smith notes, various conditions may be necessary for us to have a specific desire or
a specific belief — most notably other desires and beliefs. In this sense, some desires
“may ‘involve’ elements of belief” (1994 p.114-15) 'Hope' could be a complex desire
of this sort, characterised by its relation to various modal beliefs. In this sense, as a
psychological phenomenon, hope displays both directions of fit. Though the belief and
the desire components in this state might be psychologically inseparable, we can still
abstract them from each other, in terms of different counterfactual assumptions. In other
words, Smith’s rough counterfactual account could probably be refined to accommodate
counterexamples of this kind.

However, even in some simple idealised cases, it might be difficult to pick out
beliefs and desires via actions and the kinds of perceptions mentioned by Smith.
Imagine an almost fanatically engaged person who is prone to form strong beliefs and
desires in any moral matter. Concerning, say, the lawful permission of patenting of
genes, we may know that she either desires p or desires not p, but we do not know
which — just that she is the kind of person who would not rest without taking a stand.
Suppose she does not tend to realise p, nor to realise not p. Her passivity might be a
manifestation of her desire for p combined with a belief that p, or — alternatively — of
her desire for not p combined with a belief that not p. In terms of dispositions for
behaviour, both pairs of belief & desire have a similar direction in the sense that they
would make her disposed to stay put. Without independent insights into the content of
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her beliefs or desires, the counterfactual condition above will not enable us to
distinguish the first pair from the second.

It is quite plausible to assume that we can only identify a specific desire or belief
from external behaviour given assumptions about other beliefs/desires. But one of the
appealing features of the dispositional analysis is, as Smith stresses, “that it is precisely
an account that explains how it can be that desires have propositional content; for the
propositional content of a desire may then simply be determined by its functional role”
(1994 p.114). | agree that content, as well as form of attitude, must be determined by
functional role within the BD model. However, in a case like the one above, it appears
problematic how to make clear in which sense the belief of the first pair differs from the
desire of the second. We will have to know more about an agent’s various convictions
and preferences to detect a certain desire or belief of hers. Within the dispositional
account, “the actions leave the intentional states underdetermined” (van Roojen 1995
p.45).

Mark van Roojen attacks Smith’s argument against anti-Humeans about motivation,
that if beliefs were motivators, accidie would be impossible. As van Roojen notes, this
argument indicates the view that “the absence of an effect shows the absence of the
disposition”. Although van Roojen’s aim is to undermine an argument against anti-
Humeans, he notes that this is an idea that Humeans should have reason to object as
well (p. 48). We can perhaps infer your desires from your behaviour when ‘all things
are equal’, but often they are not equal. Desires and beliefs can be plausibly attributed to
you in many extraordinary circumstances. On what grounds are such attributions
founded? The mere regularity of your behaviour would obviously be insufficient.

In order to understand your actions as products of beliefs and desires, we must
attribute some amount of rationality to your behaviour. The intentional states we endow
you with should make sense of what you do. However, to fix rationality constraints is
not an entirely descriptive matter. Generosity make us assume your behaviour to
express desires and beliefs vegard as reasonable to some extent, while at the same
time we may have to stretch our imagination in this respect in order &mge=ason in
what you do. We should not require more rationality than necessary, nor is there any
reason to deny you sensible interests and convictions as long as they are compatible
with your actions. But the balance is not given from the start — it is a matter of practice
and good judgement.

Actions can be underdetermined because different combinations of beliefs and
desires can rationalise some specific behaviour. In such cases, as Davidson argues, our
understanding is guided bypainciple of charity according to which we should assume
that most of what the other person believes is true.

Quine’s key idea is that the correct interpretation of an agent by another cannot
intelligibly admit certain kinds and degrees of difference between interpreter and
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interpreted with respect to belief. As a constraint on interpretation, this is often called
by the name Neil Wilson gave it [Wilson (1959)], tvenciple of charity (Davidson,
1990, pp. 318)

In a similar fashion, charity delimits the imaginable distance between the aims and
goals of interpreter and interpreted.

Charity sometimes tips over into paternalism — a refusal to accept that the things
people strive for really are good fibrem As David Lewis notes, there may be tensions
between the principle of charity, that draws me to endow you with true beliefs and apt
desires, and the “rationalisation principle” requiring that motivating beliefs and desires
also suit your behaviour properly (Lewis 1983). If your outlooks are somewhat different
from mine, the more | model your beliefs and desires on my own, the less of your
behaviour will seem intentional to me.

My point here is epistemological, and | do not want to suggest that these limits also
determine what really must be in your mind when you act intentionally. So this
admission is not to give in to the temptation to follow Dennett’'s advice and abandon the
snarl by replacing the ontological question with an epistemological. How far from my
assertions and aims can your outlook be before | must fail to see even a minimal reason
guiding your action? That is a question about epistemological constraints on my
interpretation. Regular experiences of attempts to predict and explain other peoples’
doings are important conditions for my rationalisations of your behaviour. Attempts at
viewing myself from this perspective count as well. Together with imagination, such
practice will make up my interpretative capacities to a large extent. Though the point
that thereis a limit of this kind is epistemological, the question of where it will be
drawn is largely an empirical matter.

The question of where | draw the limitlergely empirical and dependent upon my
previous experiences, but not wholly. As a reader of your behaviour, | am also able to
imaginea gap between your motivating reasons and mine, even when, on the face of it,
you act unreasonably and | have difficulties in determining any intentional explanation.
In those cases, | must decide whether my scheme of interpretation is applicable to you
at all for the moment. In doing so, | might be more or less liberal.

One of the questions | need to settle in order to distinguish the inner states that cause
and rationalise your behaviour, is how peculiar a desire could be, before | approach the
limit for something that possibly could rationalise your behaviour. If | know some of
your ends, and some of your beliefs about how to reach them, certain types of behaviour
of yours can mostly be ruled out as unintentional. Some instrumental desires are to be
expected on the assumption of a minimal amount of rationality; others are incompatible
with your goals and cannot be there to rationalise what you do, then.

When it comes to intrinsic desires, matters become more complicated. Some desires
for things in themselves are such that my empathic limitations leave me without ability
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to understand them. Take retribution. | know that in a rash of anger, | may for a moment
desire that an injury is balanced with another. Many people apparently have a non-
violent and stable sense of justice that involves this kind of balance for its own sake all
the time. In calm moments, | am unable to recall this attitude. Behaviour out of such a
desire, even if it is my own, as viewed from a third person perspective, approaches the
limit for what | am able to grasp. Nevertheless, | know that therebmay intrinsic

desire of this kind. Just as there might be weird intrinsic time-biases, like the preference
for great pain on Tuesdays before mild pain any other day. Should | irmppssional
restrictions on what you can desire as an end?

Michael Smith wants to tie ‘direction of fit’ intimately to a functional or dispositional
concept of desire. On my interpretation, this way of thinking appears to fit well in with
a Humean norm of practical reason, of the kind normally associated with the BD model.
In a sense it is correct that the ‘directions of fit' approach meshes, i.e. harmonises, with
the dispositional analysis of desires. This is merely because it expresses a norm of
rationality, which is part of a tool for identifying intentional states on the dispositional
account. An intentional state’s direction of fit tells us something about the sbieutd
play in relation to external stimuli and other intentional states. To state that desire’s
direction of fit is world-to-mind is to make clear that we should not expect intrinsic
desires to be adjusted to evidence. Desires do not aim at truth.

The thinnest possible sense of practical reason is the one required to make your
action intentional. To adopt the direction of fit metaphor is to allow for a certain amount
of relativism in this thin form of rationality — to let your ultimate aims be your own
business in this respect.

Hence, the metaphor expresses a Humean norm of practical rationality
conventionally associated with the BD-model — in Hume’s words, that reasyn
only tobe the slave of the passions. The fact that the metaphor is inescapably normative
does not make it improper, but it makes it disqualified as a premise in a conclusive and
non-question begging argument for the necessity of desires in motivation. In other
words, the characterisation of desires as states, with which the world must fit, is not an
essential part of our (Humeans and non-Humeans alike) pre-theoretical thinking about
motivation. So, the possibility of categorising motivational states on account of whether
they are supposed to fit the world, or the world is supposed to fit them, does not
constitute independent non question-begging evidence for the BD model. Nor does it
yield a substantial descriptive account of the nature of the model’s two categories.

Van Roojen is right in claiming that the BD model (“the Humean theory of
motivation”) does not provide us with andependenargument for subjectivity or
relativism about practical reason (1995 p.53). But to accept the direction-of-fit
characterisation of the BD model’s two categories is to endorse an instrumental view of
practical rationality, which is weakly relativistic on its oWn.



1 The BD model as a Philosophy of Action 35

Still, insofar as the idea of fitness-directions appeals to our linguistic intuitions, it
indicates that we are inclined to psychologise in BD model terms. If we find it plausible
to categorise any motivational state as having one of the two directions, or at least as
constituted by (theoretically) detractable states of this kind, this gives the BD model and
the Humean norm of practical rationality an outstanding position within common-sense
theory of action. At least since Hume, philosophers have been drawn to conceptual
analyses of this kind. (Since Aristotle, according to Brink.) This is some evidence for
the empirical assumption that people generally are apt to think about behaviour in BD
model terms. In turn, this gives us a reason to believe that the scheme really has proved
effective in predictions and explanations. | am inclined to think that these kinds of
evidence are the best we can hope for, when it comes to the ultimate question: Does the
theory truthfully depict the ontology of motivation?

Summary of 1.3.2:The popular characterisation of beliefs and desires in terms of their
different “directions of fit” is unavoidably normative. Appeal to this metaphor will not
provide us with a non question-begging argument for the BD model, as some have
thought. The metaphor harmonises with the BD model because it reveals a Humean
norm of practical reason. That norm is not a part of the BD model’s internal structure,
but it fits well in with the tools we need to impose on others in order to identify desires
on the BD model’s dispositional analysis of such intentional states.

1.4 Focus on ‘Desire’

The key concept to investigate in order to mark out the BD model from its rivals is
‘desire’. The BD model treats the idea that desires are necessary to produce actions as a
conceptual truth. This elevation of desire is what many of its critics doubt. The model
lets desires and beliefs make a joint contribution to any reason-governed behaviour.
Most BD model theorists would probably argue that even basic non-instrumental
intentional actions require some belief about what the action will resi@rnthe other
hand, someone might argue with Hume that the impulse from a desire “had it operated
alone, would have been able to produce volition*, and still maintain that the BD model
is essentially correct (1739 2:3:3). The question of whether agency always requires
belief will be left open. The traditional controversy is over whether beliefs could be
sufficient to motivate intentional action, not whether they are necessary.

My ambition in most of part | is to make explicit the philosophical assumptions
about desires, which are embedded in the BD model. | will avoid presenting any explicit
views about the concept of belief. However, a characterisation of the model’s ‘desire’-
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concept can not be without consequences for its notion of belief. The functional role
given to desires by the BD model will yield an interlocking conception of the role left to
beliefs. It is e.g. obvious that if desires are necessary as driving forces in all motivation,
then beliefs must, on their own, be motivationally inert. This does not mean that the
model’s definition of ‘desire’ implies a correspondidgfinition of belief. In other
words, although the following presentation of the BD model’s notion of desire commits
me to some assumptions about the functional role of beliefs within the BD model’s
framework, it does not imply any full-fledged analysis of ‘belief’.

When you assign a desire to, say, your cat, in accordance with the BD model, you
endow it with an intentional state, a real inner driving force with content. The
possibility of other types of intentional states with a non-propositional content is not
excluded here, but desires are directed towards states of affairs. In other words, desires
are propositional attitudes. It is compatible with the BD model to analyse the content of
desires functionally. The claim about content does not presuppose that desires are
present “before the mind” but the BD model nevertheless commits us to the idea (under
attack by Daniel Dennett, his predecessors and followers) that content somehow is
represented within the system.

Your criteria for assuming that your cat desires something are, ultimately,
behavioural. The cat behaves as it does because of its desire, and its desire is what
makes sense of its behaviour. But the BD model differs from pure behaviourism in
giving desires the status of real causal forces. It understands desires in terms of
dispositions for behaviour, as causes of actions, and as intentional states rationalising
actions. In the following, | will argue that these claims really can be made to fit
together.

Summary of 1.4:'Desire’ is the BD model’s key concept. Although the functional role
given to desires will entail an interlocking view of belief's function, it is not necessary
to commit the BD model subscriber to any full-fledged analysis of ‘belief.

! Brandt suggests that the véieumanniflorgenstern formula for assigning utilities on account of of
choice behaviour, could be used to measure the “valence” of an outcome, while valence at the same time
is the resultant of the agent’s aversions and desires, realistically understood. (1979 p.51.) This was
brought to my attention by Magnus Jiborn. Nils-Eric Sahlin is of the firm opinion that Donald Davidson’s
theory of motivation (by many regarded as the first formulation of the BD model — at least if the
standard interpretation of Hume should appear to be incorrect, as it has been argued; see ch.7) in effect
expresses a standard decision-theoretical analysis. (Lecture at Lund University in the eighties, confirmed
in personal conversation 1999)
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2 E.g. in the introduction to Gardenforahd Sahlin’s widespread anthology and textb@acision,
Probability and Utility,the editors stress that the common core of the contributions is “that there are two
main types of factors determining our decisions. One iswamts or desires./.../ The other is our
informationor beliefsabout what the world is like and how our possible actions will influence the world.

/...l The main aims of decision theoryare, first, to provide models for how we handle our wants and our
beliefs and, second, to account for how they combine into rational decisions.” (1988 p.1). After
discussing von Neumann’s & Morgenstern’s technique for utility assignment, Alvin Goldman states that
although “social scientists often disclaim any connection between their concepts and psychic states, it is
nonetheless clear that their models presuppose a common sense want-and-belief model of human
behavior as their underlying intuitive foundation.” (1970 p.137)

¥ Hausman’s comment is a conclusion of his criticism of defining ‘preference’ in terms of choice
behaviour, and | find this conclusion just as applicable to Dennett’s version of behaviourism.

4 Aulisio (1995 p.353) credits Smith for designing fterase“direction of fit” in (1987) and tracks the
expression “relation to fit” to Searle (1979). Smith (1987 p.51) quotes Platts’ use of “direction of fit” in
(1979), and appears to ascribe this terminological invention to him. Although Smith makes no explicit
claims about the history of the phrase, he appraises Platts (who refutes the distinction) for making
Anscombe’s idea “sound so plausible”. Searle employs the expression “direction of fit” in his “A
Taxonomy of lllocutionary Acts” from 1975, as the quotation above shows.

® Michael Smith assigns P1 in the present formulation to Donald Davidson, with reference to “Actions,
Reasons and Causes” from 1963. (Smith 1994 p.92) However, in that paper, the explicit formal principle
which comes closest to Smith’s P1 reads:

“Cl. Ris a primary reason why an agent performed the aétionder the descriptiod only if R consists
of a pro attitude of the agent towards actions with a certain property, and a belief of the agant that
under the descriptiod, has that property.” (Davidson 1963, p.5).

Though this formulation isoughly equivalent to P1, it is even more clear that the principle cannot be
concluded from Smith’s three premises, if it is put in Davidson’s original form. Neither (a), (b) or (c)
entails anything about pro-attitudes being directed towards a certain property of the action, for instance.

| am grateful to Wlodek Rabinowicz for reminding me of the importance of Davidson’s view on the
principle of charity in this context, and for his suggesting a relevant quote.

| think that van Roojen too quickly assumes that this weak form of relativism about practical reason
easily leads tethical relativism as well. His point is that the instrumental account implies that people
with true beliefs in similar circumstances will have reason to do different things. But there are numerous
other ways of condemning what a person does, than by labelling it irrational. Such condemnations may of
course in themselves be expressions of intrinsic aims.

8 See e.g. Persson 1981, sections 6.1-2.
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2. Metaphysics of Desire

2.1 Reducible Dispositions and Real Desires

It is central tothe BD model that ekires are regarded in terms of
dispositions for behaviougnd at thesame time aslistinguishablecauses of
behaviour. That combination of claimscismmon inphilosophy ofaction as
well as in moral philosophy. Donald Davidsand RichardBrandtexplicitly
advocateit, and, just to mention one moreexample, Philip Pettit and
Michael Smith alsoacceptthis combination. (Davidsoth980, Brandt1979,
Pettit & Smith 1990.) Preference-utilitarianslike R.M. Hare and Peter
Singer, often seem to depict desiresetson-dispositions itomecases, and
as real inner driving forces in other.

Takentogether, the twalaims appear toimply that dispositions cause
their displays. InThe Moral ProblemMichael Smith writes, e.g.that the
dispositionalaccount of dsires“does notcommit us, aHumeans, to the
thesisthat desiresare to beconceived of aghe causes of actiorfor it is a
substantialphilosophicalthesis toclaim that dispositions can be cses”.
Smith stressesthough, thathis own view is that “dispositions, and so
desires, are indeed causes” (1994 p.114 my emph.)

My primary ambition is, may remind the reader, to present wAastin
calls a linguistigpghenomenologyi,.e. to expose theéhoughts revealed in our
daily talk, at present concerning dispositions and causes in relati@sites.
We think of desires inboth dispositionaland causalterms, inline with the
conventional BD model. Athe sameéime, in many cases weaegard it as
nonsense to bring forward a disposit(bke brittleness) asan explanation of
its manifestation(like breakingunder certain circumstaces). A secondary
ambition is to give a consistent interpretation of that apparent clash.

Even if it iscoherent taalk aboutdispositionsand asireslike this, there
could be otheplausible oections tothe ontology regaled indaily speech.
On the other hand, it seems relevianéxamine linguistigractices in search
of a more substantial ontologihndpoint. D.MArmstrong, whoseems to
pay little attention to ordinary language in other metaphysical debates (1968,
p.14) thinks that the status of dispositions can be dealt with by studying how
“scientistsand othersoften speak” andexamining vhat is “linguistically
correct".

2.1.1 Dispositions Do Not Cause their Displays

Someelements inthe characterisation oflispositionsare uncontroversial,
e.g.that adisposition isdetermined by some triggering ditions and an
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effect characteristic othe sgcific dispaition. In a philosophicastandard

example like “the ice is brittle®, the assumed triggeringcondition is,

roughly, “the ice isbeingtreadupon” and theeffect “the ice breaks”. In

the dispositional account of “I| amt a cup otoffee” thetriggeringcause is

supposed to be somethitike “I come to believethat | can get a cup of
coffee” and theeffect is “I tend to get a cup of coffegtime-variables,

ceteris paribus clauses etc. excluded).

Dispositions may truthfully be assigned to objects ithe absence of
triggeringevents and triggeredisplays.Therefore, ina sensedispositions
have a “teleological’” or“intentional” character: They point beyond
themselvestowards somethingon-existentFor this reason,Gilbert Ryle
and other philosophersassociate some realistic views of dispositions
(polemically) with occultism. It seemsimplausiblethat the physical world
could be inhabited by directed powers.

Ryle himself apgars toview most disposition-statements a®thing but
“inference-licenses”. Theyare pure hypothetical predictionsfree from
commitments abougxistent statesApplied to desires thimmeans thatvhen
we assign desires to people, e notmaking claims about theirinternal
driving forces. Waare merelymaking predtions about theirbehaviour in
hypothetical circumstance&nd this view ofdispositions is whapaves the
way for Ryle’s own eliminative view of desiresand otheralleged inner
causes of behaviour.

There s, however, agreater difference betweendisposition-statements
and hypothetical predictions in generddan Ryle’s account adits. When
we e.g. saythat something ibrittle, we are committedo claims about its
internalstate orstructure. AsPrior, Pargetter &acksonargues in“Three
ThesesAbout Dispositions” (1982), it does not makesense to speak of
dispositionswithout presupposingcausal basesThis is aversion of their
argument: Suppose we try toharacterisethe dispositional property
“fragility” by exemplifying: “If the ice is fragile itwill break when it is
walked upon.” Now, supposeur world isdeterministic,and acertain ice
displays its fragility bybreaking when it isvalked upon asn case 1. Then
we can not iraginethat theice does not break when it is walked upon in
case 2, providethat theinternalpropertiesmolecularstructureetc., of the
ice are similar, and all other things (like the weight of the walker etc.) are
kept equal. If itdoes not breakn the secondtase,although the xernal
features ofhe situation(the weight ofthe walker etc.) are exactly similar,
we would assumehat theinternalproperties ofthe ice had changed. And
the point is that such an inference about its changed internal properties is the
kind of justification we could have for assumingthat there has been a
change in fragility.

This argument appears to work for amdeterministicworld as well.
Suppose we know thail thingsare equal, includinghe internal properties
of the ice, and theice breaks incase oneNow our task is tadecide how
fragile the ice in casetwo really is, i.e. we must determine theisk of
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breaking for ice othat kind with that internalstructure within the limits of
risk-determinationin an indterministic world. Even then it seems
unreasonablenot to takeinto account what happened tase 1. The
apparent soundness of bringing up chseust stem from our conception of
fragility as dependent upon a&ausally relevantinternal structure, which
happens to be fedin this testcase.So, in order to bdragile, an object
must have annternal property, such that it breaksnder thekind of
conditions specific for this specific disposition.

Perhaps one should add that the causal base digi@sition issupposed
to be non-relational oiinternal tothe object possessinghe dispaition. We
assume that there semethingabout theice itself guaranteeinghe truth of
the conditional statement. Théevil's resolution toshatter acertain ice
every time it is walked upon would not be sufficient to make the ice fragile.

According to Hugh Mellor's article from 1972, “In Defence of
Dispositions®, it is true that “dispositions require some indepenukesis for
their ascription betweendisplays -but the basisneed onlybe another
disposition.” | amprepared tagree. Theequirement that thdisposition’s
supporting properties ainaternal tothe disposed objectioes notexclude
the possibility that they, in turn, ardispositional. | ammerely prepared to
concludethat we regard it asonsensical t@peak ofdispositions as causes
of their own manifestations.That position could be compatiblewith
supposingthat the statecausallyresponsiblefor the maifestations of the
disposition of acertain objec{say,the staten responsiblefor the breaking
of brittle ice) isanotherdisposition (like the disposition gbme othe micro-
components of thace to disentangle ken affected by other micro-
structural changes in the environmeiiif)e moleculabonding offragile ice
can perhaps not beescribedproperly withoutuse ofdispositionalnotions.
The latterdispositionwould then be dact about what can be catidnally
predicted of some components of the meaccount of thener features of
those componentslhat dispositionalfact about innerfeatures ofthe ice
could explain its brittlenesshut that is not aact about a statdormally
identified by its relation to the breaking of brittle ice.

Similarly, Richard Brandt hascharacterisedhe stateunderlying wants
and aversions as “a readineg§ certain neuron-sets tbre” (1979 p.25).
That characterisation need notfbamally troublesome. Thamportantthing
is that theunderlyingpropertiesreferred toareinternal tothe object in the
sense that thegre assumd to be sgcifiable, inprinciple, without reference
to externaldisplays ofthe verydispositionattributed to theobject. In the
examples mentioned; ruptures in the ice or my getting a coffee break.

This possibilitywould meanthat changes indispositionsmight make a
genuinecausal difference. Notthat this is not only mean in the indirect
senseghat change imispositions of ambjectimplies change in thentrinsic
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state, which isa causalcondition for the manifestation ofthe disposition.
Dispositions are not only causatigievant they can perhapasso becausally
efficacious Simon Blackburn pointeut that it is not eveevidentthat this
kind of explanationrmust have som&nal non-dispositionaendpoint {991,
p.196). In linewith this, Tim Crane has madéearthat such arendpoint is
excluded by the view (which he defends) that all properties mustddgsed
dispositionally.

Another reminder may be placehere. Myproposalsconcern our aly
speech. When someone claims that a thing possesses a dispgsibpedy,
he is not only committetb aconditionalprediction,but also to an assertion
about anintrinsic causabase ofthe disposition’sdisplays.However, we do
not presupposehat thebase he has imind must benon-dispositional.
Blackburn’sand Crane’segresses couldiiseother problemsbut they are
not at odds with our daily use of dispositional explanations.

According to one commorview, the disposition isthe intrinsic causal
conditionfor a disposition’s manifestatiolhe “is” can not be understood
as “is necessarily identical with“. Suppose that fragility of iceun world is
basedupon molecularstructurea. Now we camalways imagine avorld in
which all the relationalproperties of thdragility of ice (breakingunder the
right kind of circumstancestc.)were attached t@ rather than tax. If the
fragility of the ice and its causal basis were necessarily identical, we would be
forced to say thafragility of ice isanother property in thavorld than it is
in ours. Thatseemsodd (as Prior, Pargetter andackson poinbut, 1982)
since we think of names oflispositions, likenames ofother properties, as
denoting the same type of thing in all possible worlds. The disposaitidrits
base can therefore not kmentical ina sensemaking itself-contradictory to
separate thalisposition fromits specific base. Though everydisposition
necessarily iselated to anntrinsic causabase of a kindspecific for the
disposition inquestionthe relationbetween eacltype ofdispositionand its
specific type of base is contingent.

Thosewho neerthelessbelieve that the disposition is redtible to the
causalbase ofits displaysmust thereforesupposethat the identification
betweenbrittlenessand propertya is contingent.This ise.g. assumed by
D.M Armstrong (1968, ch.6)and Ingmar Brsson(1981, p.44). | must
confess that | am still uncertain about how that is to be understood, exactly.

One suggestion, by U.T. Placgthat theype-identitybetweenbrittleness
and micro-structure can becalledcontingent if thetwo terms refer to the
same property, but this co-reference is linguistically opaque, arattar for
science to illuminate. Water iis this senseantingentlyidenticalwith H,O —
or perhapsvas before theknowledge wasncorporated intdanguage, and
the terms became synonymous to most speakers.



2 Metaphysics of Desire 45

In science, type identitieshich are catingent hypthesesvhenfirst formulatedbecome
necessary truths when the conventional critenisassigningnstances taniversals begin
to change sasto incorporateghe empiricallydiscoveredreal essence of aaturalkind’
into the meaning of thevords andexpressions ohatural language(U.T. Place 1996
p.59)

Armstrong’s own and moreautious label “contingent identification” is

more proper than Place’s “contingent identity” for wRédce has imind.

Literally speaking,the contingentrelationship here is not the ideity

betweenpropertiesput the correspondence betwdmguistic practice and
natural demarcations.

Identity-statements, whichare true andinformative, contain non-
synonymoudermsreferring toone andthe samehing. If the wordspick
out oneseparatespecimenasopposed to d@ype), their co-referencamight
in many cases bealledcontingent in thesensethat theroles or properties
used to pickout theindividual need notnecessarily com#ogether. It is a
contingent facof this kind that “Silvia” and “the Queen ofSweden”refer
to the same entity. (Since theseone andnly oneindividual such thatthis
individual is Queen of Sweden, anthis individual is Silvia, it would
nevertheless be misleading to saypExe’s explication seents imply, that
theidentitybetween Silvia and the Queen of Sweden is contingent).

But statements idéfying types like “water=H,0” are usually supposed
to expressiecessary tths. Brittlenessanda can hardly badentical inthis
speech-hypothetical sense. This is what Pleaets to show as Weagainst
Armstrong. Even if science proves brittleness to be paired with
microstructuren, and thatkknowledge becomes part of naturallanguage,
we will still not have any difficulties in imaginintpat it isbased orf3 rather
thana. Place’s viewseems to bé¢hatthis isthe only way inwhich identity
betweentypes canbe contingentWith that presuppositiontherewill be no
meaningfulconcept ofidentity admittingthe ‘essenceodf things to be such
that two typesof properties ardadentical inour world but separable in
another possible world. If such hypothetical co-reference waghat
Armstrong’s use of ‘contingent identitwas supposetb expressthe point
above would suffice to show that his hypothesis is wrong.

However, Armstrong makesclear that the“contingent” element in his
identification does notjust meanthat the co-reference is ascientific
hypothesis, waiting to bpart of commorknowledge.“It is not like the a
posteriori identification ofthe heat of asubstance witithe motion of its
molecules, an'identity of property constitution’ where, [I agree]with
Kripke, the identity is necessary.” (Armstrong 1996 p.39)

According to Armstrongbrittleness can be pickexlt via causalole —
triggering conditions and expectedeffects — or by exposing the
microstructure of the disgaion. In aworld with our laws of nature, its
causalrole isfilled by a certain microstructureOur notion of genes is
adduced as aanalogy. Geneare, accordingo Armstrong, dispositions to
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develop certairphysiological orpsychologicaltraits. And we know that
genes aradentical with sequences of eims of DNA. Similarly, it is “a

contingenttruth that inthis glassthe brittlenessrole is played by the
microstructurej.e. that thebrittleness of thiglass is(is identical with) this

microstructure” (1996, p.39).

We are supposed identify brittlenesswvith microstructuren because the
two terms refer to a state with a certaausalrole. The role ofbrittlenes
is to explain thenanifestations obrittleness Armstrong’s argument fothis
identification is a generalisation about how we talk. He argues:

that it is linguistically properfor instance, tosay thatbrittlenessis a certain sort of
bonding ofthe molecules of the brittle object. Tgeound for sayinghis is simply that
scientists and otherdten spealn this way, and thereseems to b@o objectionsto such
speech (1996 p.14 my emph.)

In a similar way, Hugh Mllor writes that “the properréle of dispositions is
to explain their displays:its fragility is what issupposed toexplain the
breaking of a dropped glass” (1974, p.117).

| do not lelievethat Armstrong’s and Rllor's linguistic observations
apply generally. Mellor appears have changetlis mind on thissubject as
well'. Scientistsand others rarelgpeak inthis way.Neither do | thinkthat
such speech wouldormally passithout objections. We daot, normally,
refer to disposibnsas exfaining their ownmanifestations. Mie important,
perhaps, ishat we do notcceptsuchexplanations Wwen theyoccasionally
confront us in daily life. “The glass broke because it was fragile” or “I did it
because | felt like it” are not considered genuinely explanatory (more than in
very exceptionakcases)Supposesciencetells usthat what makege lreak
when it is walked upon isnolecularbonding a. Would it not feel more
natural to say that science then has found out what nakéwgile,rather
than to say thasciencehas found out whatragility really is? Toadd an
example from the social sciencé&$ie Stanfordpsychology professor ®iter
Mischel says in his widespre&e&rsonality Assessment:

Trait labels should not be confused viltle antecedents amdaintainingconditions of the
behaviors to which they refer, nor wah accurate description thie behaviorshemselves.
In fact, this confusion doeeccurwhenever traitlescriptionsare offered asexplanations
for behavior — for example, when inefficient, disorganizesponsesire “explained” by
simply calling the performer neurotic. (1968 p.68)

It seems correct that genes are identical with (sequences of) chddiAof

and that itis a contingentfact that DNA fulfils the causalrole of genes.
However, as U.T. Place poindsit, theexampledoesnot convincingly show
that wepoint to dispositions inorder toexplaintheir displays.Genes are
normally thought of asintrinsic properties, whichare responsible for
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dispositions (such as the dispositiord&velop certaimphysicaltraits) — and
were so regarded even before we knew their biochemical constitution.

Armstrong touches uporthe most apparenbjection tosuch speech,
when heexplicitly admitsthat in idefifying dispositionswith the states that
are causally responsible for their manifestations, /wexposeourselves to
Moliére’s ridicule.” To put it bluntly: If the ice ifagile, it has, by dfinition,
somenon-relationalfeature thatcauses it to tleak — but if the fact that
opium possessesrtus dormitivacannot explain why it makes steep,then
fragility cannot explain whyhe icebreaks.NeverthelessArmstrongargues,
it is linguistically correct toidentify the fragility of an object withthe causal
conditions for its breaking.

Moliére’s joke in Le Malade Imaginaireappeals tomost sensitive
language-users. When we comeuttderstand thavirtus Dormitivasimply
meanssleep-producingpowers,then we immekhtely seehow Moliére’s
pharmacist, or perhaps the sciencedpgesents, is ridiculedis explanation
Is empty. Weredispositionscommonlythought of adegitimate explanatory
factors, we would probably not apprecitite joke seeasily. Admittedly, the
joke alsoworks becausewe recognisethe type of fraud irguestion from
science as well as from daily life. The point is that we recogresdraud.

An importantreservationmust bementioned here. Alproposals where
dispositionsare offered asexplanations otheir displaysare notfake and
uninformative like the pharmacists. InMoliére, the joke is that the
pharmacist’'s answer give® informationabove what is presupposed in the
question. In this cas#hat opium tend$o make ussleepyand thatthis has
to do with its intrinsic properties. Imther wordsthat opiumpossesses the
dispositionalproperty ofbeing sleep-inducibleBut in many circumstances
we may have reason to attributedesposition to anobject in order to
excluderival externalexplanations of itbehaviour. Since statements about
dispositionsare notmerely inference-tickets or conditionglredictions, but
also indicate amternal causalbasis,they areuseful incases whre we can
not take it for grantedhat whathappens tdahe object isdue toits inner
constitution.

Should I findthat yourugly vase (airthday present frorme) is broken
when | cometo visit you, | might want to know ifts fragility was the
important factor ints breaking. Shoulgyou kick my lower shin under the
table, | would be interested in knowimdhether youreally wanted to make
my leg hurt. “It broke because it wafagile” or “I kicked you because |
wantedto” would beexplanatorily forceful in proption to the number of
available alternative explanationsterms of othethingsthan thevase’s or
your mind’s corstitution. Have | got reasorno fear that explosives or
hammers have been involvedthe slattering of mygift? Isthere achance
that your attack on mghin wasthe result anaccidentaltwitch? If such
alternatives daot seenfarfetched, itmight be useful toexcludethem by
pointing to the internal properties of the object in question.



48 2 Metaphysics of Desire

The Virtus Dormitiva objection shows that dispositionsrarely explain
their marfestations in a valuablesay, but it doesnot prove conclusively
that dispositionscannotcause theidisplays. It is analyticallyrue that the
cause of my sleep is what causes mgdep. Ifa refers tothe cause of my
sleep, it ishereforeuninformative tocite a asan explanation of mysleep,
although it istrue thata caused me tsleep. Sceven if thedispositional
term “sleep-inducilte” referredto the property causallyresponsiblefor the
presupposed effect, it would referitan an uninformative way, itine with
Moliére’s joke.

Neverthelesspur way of understandinghe joke undermineghe main
argument for idntifying dispositionswith the bases otheir displays. That
argument presumed ordinaspeakersand scientists to find aeport about
an object’sdisposition as amformative causalexplanation ofvhatever the
object is disposed tdo. But that is not howve think about suclreports.
We do notfind a genuineexplanatoryvalue inthosecases whre eternal
explanationsare excluded to begin with(as in the question to the
pharmacist). Even minimal informati@bout theinternal featuresf the ice
— like that ithasmicro-components — teach us more about why it tends to
break when we step aty thaninformation aboutits fragility (given that
externalexplanationsare pecluded.)As Campbelland Pargetter putthis
point:

[W]hen we say that &agile objectbreaksbecauseit is fragile, we do not mean that
fragility causes the object to bredkather, the'because” indicates th#e fragileobject
has anaturewhich is such that it is ausally responsiblefor the object’s breaking
(Campbell and Pargetter 1986 p.161)

So, in everydagpeechhere is no support fahinking that dispositions
explain their manifestations. Their explanatory valaanot beoffered as an
argument for assuming that they cause their manifestations. On the contrary,
we treat suchieports in a mannendicatingthat dispositions donot cause
their displays.Although dispsition-attributions entatttributions ofinternal
causal basegrdinary language observatiorggve us noreason toassume
that dispositional labeldenotethese bases.

Prior, Pargetter &Jackson defendhe position | attribute to ordinary
speakers hereg. they deny thatispositionsare explanatoryactors. They
argue the other way aroundhile | claim that the apparengéxplanatory
impotence ofdispositions is aeason toassumethat we regard them as
distinct fromtheir causal base®rior, Pargetter &lacksonarguesthat the
distinctness ofdispositions is areason toassumethat dispositions are
impotent. Firstly, they establishthat everydispositionmust have acausal
basis. Secondly, they show that since names dispositionsare rigid
designatorsgdispositionscannot beidentical with their causal bases. Since
one event cannot have more than on#icgnt operative condition, it
follows from their first two assumptionshat dispositions daot cause their
manifestationsThe causalbase ofthe disposition isthe operativecondition
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for the disposition’s manifestationsience,dispositions daot explain their
manifestations.

Their argument pesupposesthat the identification of basis with
disposition isseen as necessary. Otherwilse pointabout therigidity of
property names ignsufficient to prove thatdispositionsare distinct from
their causal basis. Furthermore, it could be questiartexther thedefender
of independentausally powerful dispositionswould have toassumethat
they must becausallysufficientto produce theimanifestationsWith Tim
Crane, one might suppose that diposition’s displays requitbe presence
of both base and dispttion, besidescharacteristidriggering circumstances.
“Given the disposition — fragility — and the circumstancesthen the
microstructure will bring about its effects”. (Crane 1998 p.221)

2.1.2 An Elimination of Dispositions

There are twesides toour talk aboutdispositions. Itexpressesonditional

predictions and it points to the internal causal basis warranting that
prediction. Judgementsabout dispositions camot be replacedvith pure

hypothetical predictionsStrict assertionsabout innerproperties an not
replacethem either. | have argued that we do ndhink of the role of
dispositions as that afausally explainingheir displays.Thereby | havelso

excluded atype of realismabout dispositions,which U.T. Placeand Tim

Crane (like Mellor 1974) wants te-establishiThat “brittleness” refers to a
distinct, non-categorical, irreduciblend causally potent property,which

besidegnicrostructures and triggering catmohs explainsthe cracks of the
ice. Inother wordsthat dispositions reallyexist inour universe ashe kind

of entities Rylepokes fun at —objects striving or pointingowards non-

existing goals.

However, Ihave notexcludedthe realistichypothesis defended by Prior,
Pargetter and Jackson. hargue tht “brittleness’refers toanirreducible
second order property, devoid of causal powaperveningipon thecausal
basis of its displays. ‘F isupervenient o’ might state as &onceptual
truth that twoentitiescannot beexactly similar with respect toa without
being similar when itcomes to F. Suppodeagility of ice depends upon
microstructuren. Since it isimaginablethat a comes withoufragility, the
disposition does not supervene upoim this conceptual sense.

It may be concepally true that if anentity is fragile, then it hassome
inner property, invirtue of which it hasthe property ofbeing fragile. It is
probably onlythis weak superveniencelaim Prior, Pargetter andackson
has in mindBut would that underpin amssumption othis kind:“No two
objects could be identical @l respects concerningabic propertiesand yet
one being fragile and the other not.” (Cambell and Pargetter 1986 p.155)
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It is concepually possiblethat a, which actually is responsibldéor a
certain object’'dragility, fails to makethat objectfragile. ‘F is supervenient
ona’ must therefore, inthis case, béaken as amntologicalassumption to
the effect that, although it is theoretically possible thabmes without F, it
is impossible insome othersense perhapsmetaphysically.The need for
clarification on this point arises because fragility is supposed to beistent
property, distinct fromts base. If‘fragility” named noexistentproperty at
all, but functioned as a Ryleainference-licencewarranted byfacts about
internal causal conditions, then it would be easier to make wlegrand in
which sense,both objects must be fragile if they have similar basic
properties.

A sufficiently weak superveniencelaim could probably be made to fit
with what | have assumed so felowever, although tegard thearguments
Prior, Pargetter andacksonpresent(for dispositions necessariliiaving
intrinsic bases and against identifyidispositions witlthese bases)ssound,
| believethat theseargumentswould becompatible with amore polished
ontology.

In other words, lam tempted to go back to position closeo Ryle’s.
Why should we think of dispositioss distinct, readnd irreduciblePerhaps
Ryle isright in viewing disposition-statements as reducible to hypothetical
predictions, with the importantaddition that disposition-statements are
distinguished fromhypothetical predictions in general, bycartainimplicit
presumption about which kind &dctsthe truth of thestatement is alwed
to be warranted by. l.e. faatencerning thenternal properties othe object
that is disposed in the described way. As Ryle plausibly argues,

there isnothing scandalous ithe ndion that astatement may be isome respectike
statement®f brutefact and in other respectiké inference-licenses; dhat it may be at
once narrative, explanatory andconditionally predictive, without being a conjunctive
assemblage afetachablesub-statements. /..Mor is such astatemenione of which an
objector might say that part of it was true, but the other part was false. (p.141)

This analysiswould, then, turn dispositional statements into semi-
hypothetical or mongredategoricaltatements, ifRyle’s terminology.They
are handylabels on acombination of complexonditional predictions and
hints about where the causal warrant of theseigiiaals can be found. The
view is in away morerealisticthan Ryle’s, sinceit stresseshat you are
committed toa view about theobject’'s inner costitution when you
attribute adisposition to it. Onthe other hand, it idess realisticthan
Armstrong’s notion. It does not say that the name ofdikgositiondenotes
this inner state. Strictlyspeaking,the suggestion iseliminative, since it
presumes that everything we say when talx about “brittleness” in
principle could beput in terms ohon-dispositionaterms. (This elimination
of dispositionatermswould not beaffected bythe possibility that thebase
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of a disposition is another dispaition. Disposition-assignments do not
describe the internal base, they just assert that there is one.)

The eliminative position, incombination with my hypothesiabout an
inherent ambiguity idisposition-talk,could also explainour intuitions on a
relevantphenomenon noted by Petbfenzies,who regards thecase in
guestion asnconsistenwith the view that dispositionsare to beidentified
with their bases. TimCrane apeals to Menzies’point in arguing for
dispositions asindependentcauses oftheir own displays, while Frank
Jacksonand David Lewis discussegshe sameexample inargumentsfor
disposition=base. In Crane’s words:

It turns out thathe categoricabasis ofthe opacity,thermal conductivityand electrical
conductivity of [some] metals are the same: it is to do with the way free eleptonsate
the metalsBut the effects of opacity, ductility and electrical conductity are distinct.
(1998 p.219)

And Crane goes on, quoting (a yet unpublished paper by) Jackson:

The transmission of a telephone call down a wire is explained biedsical conductivity,
not by its opacityGood resultsrom cooking in a copper-basesduceparare explained
by copper’s higithermalconductivity, not byits opacity orelectricalconductivity.(1998
p.219)

Jacksonlike Armstrong andLewis, thinks that theseeffectsare all really
explained bythe sameproperty,while Crane prefers to saythat in this
case the dispositionghemselvesre thegenuinecausalagents.This means
that dispositions carbe causes distincirom their categorical bases, ihey
have any.” (1998 p.220)

To begin with, it isimportant to note that my accousdmits talkabout
dispositions agauses -though not agauses otheir own manifestations. |
claim that assignments oflispositions,like ‘this saucepan iglisposed to
conduct heat’ might belliptical ways of expressingconditional predictions
along with hintsabout thecausalwarrant of thoseconditionals. It could
nevertheless nk& sense to saythat the thermal conductivity of your
saucepan was eausalcondition for the goodresults ofyour cooking. A
condition for that conductivity might, in turbe stated in terms of hofree
electrons are disposed to pass through the material, and so on.

The identity-theorists dilemma ihat if he saysthat theseeffectsare all
explained byone property, he must regard tkeparateness of thermal
conductivity, opacity and electrical conductivity as anillusion. These
dispositional terms would have to be co-referential, and that seems
implausible. Onthe account | have proposed, weuld, like the identity-
theorist, have toregard thedisplays ofall three types ofdispositions as
explained byone common type aofondition. But our distinct uses of the
three dispositional concepts would inno way be threatened by that
possibility. Weemploythem inorder tostressthat there is somfact about
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the material, whichwarrantscertain conditional predttions — about what
will happen when we heat it, rwe charge iwith electricity. Thoughthese
conditionalsare distinct, they are warrantetly the sameinternal condition
of the material. They happen to bsimultaneoushtrue about anymaterial
with that internal constitution, if the physical story is correct.

That appears to be in line with have think about such caselt appears
plausible to say that what we have ledroin Menzies’ @scription isthat if
a certain material is onductive of heat, itmust also be opaque and
conductiveof electricity (althoughdisplaysmay beabsent). When we come
to know that one and the same base warrants all #sggnments, wiafer
those twodispositions fronthe first. Crane’s approach appears to liite
justice tothe latterintuition. According toCrane’shypothesis, alisposition
to conduce electricity apgars to be necessaripesides microscopic
properties, to cause a piememetalto conductelectricity. Neitherbase, nor
disposition, is sufficient on its own (1998 p.219). But in that caseyillvaot
be allowed to infer an assumptiorabout electric conductivity from our
observation of thermatonductivity of a certain etal. Not even after the
physicist has taught us that timmer cormstitution ofthe metal is suctihat if
heat passes through it unhindered, then so does elecricity.

Reductiveanalyses othe notion ofdispositionstend to heel overeither
towards theeleological sidgthe conlitionally predictive function —Ryle),
or to thecategoricakide (the innerstate-assertive functior- Armstrong).
Both sides are essential eleméntsurtalk aboutdispositionsFurthermore,
| now want to argue, even uhaily speech we war between exqgssions
stressingone or the otheof these twosides.Sometimes wereally use
“fragile” and “soluble” agf they were“physical predicates on a pawith
others, and the dispositional form of the words is just a laconic encoding of a
relatively dependabletest or symptom” (Quine, 1992 p.76). Just as
common, however, is a way speakingn which our primary purpose is to
bring forward anassertionabout aforeseen ymptom,though animplicit
reference to the physicabnditionsfor that symptonto obtain isoffered in
the bargain.

2.1.3 Reasonable Hypostatisation

Suppose weass askater on a pond and you remark thatiteeis brittle.
Your primary purpose is thgrobably not texplainanything.Instead, you
want me to note @ossiblerisk. Unlessthe skater is veryight, or very
careful, the ice is likely to break undegr. Should we passman in anice-
hole and you tell me the same thing abouthhileness othe ice, | would
take your comment tbe meanin an explanatorgense. It iseasonable to
think thatyou arepresenting acausalhypothesis tome. The man is no
winter bather, as might havethought. Thehole is there primarily on
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account of internal properties of the ice, which are such that no
extraordinarycircumstancesare required to nmk@ it crack. Judgements
about dispositionsare put forward toexplain, or topredict. When used
explanatorily,their value isproportionate to the number ofval external
explanations in the context.

The joke about virtus dormitiva works, | argue, to the extent thatrext
alternativesare excluded fromthe start. If they are, nothing is added by
asserting that the object is constituted so that it can be expected to behave in
the way we need aexplanation of.But if other explanationsare within
reach, it might be important to mark where the cause should be sought.

Conventions ohormal speeclsituationsare such that | have a right to
expect that the things | am taldsome wayare relevanandinformative to
me. At least | should expespeakers mastering thosenventions tdell me
thingsthey believeto be of interest to meThis expectationexplains why
truismsand insinuationsare effective methods ofcheatingwithout lying. If
you tell methat B showedup sober and irtime for work yesterday, you
make me think that this &n exception. Otherwisghy would you tell me?
In a similar way, the conventionsaérbal communication givene the right
to assumethat therereally are rival external explanations ofthe object’s
behaviour, when you point out that it has a disposition to behave like that —
provided that it isclear to methat your utterance isupposedto be
explanatory rather than predictive.

Languageoffers markersrevealingwhether the primary purpose of a
certain judgementassigning a disposition to anbject is explanatory.
Roughly, | mean that the hypostatising or “objectifying” way of referring to
dispositions is a marker of that kind. We may speak abetdrittieness, the
want, the desire or the virtus dormitiva asif those dispositions were
independent entitieimsidethe object. That isuseful if we want tcstress the
need for exclsion of externalexplanations. Webjectify dispositionsvhen
we wantto stressthe causal basis athe displays ofthe dispsition, rather
than its inherent conditional prediction.

Hypostatisationsare often regarded as symptoms obntological
confusion. Whe Daniel Dennett presentkis by now well-known analogy
between‘fatigues’ and “beliefs, desires, paingnental images, experiences
— asall these areordinarily understood”(1979 p.xx), his ironicparallel
serves talllustrate his thesishat nonsensical ontologicaommitments are
embodied inour traditional ways of framing problemabout themind. In
our way ofasking, wehypostatise opbjectify unrealentities. The analogy
is simple and somewhat amusing. This depends, | believe, on thiedaeie
recognisehypostatising talkabout dispositionsfrom ordinary language.
However, Dennett’'s diagnose need not be correct, not even imalgeed
case with arestablisheduse of“fatigue“. We donot have toassign an
absurd ontologyo speakersisingtheseexpressionsSuppose amnsensitive
linguist uses herchild in an experiment.She consistentlyrefers to his
tiredness irterms of numberintensity and location of fatigues:Fatigue”
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will become part othis child’s natural vocabulary, ahgside with “tired".

Even inthis casel think that someonevho listens tothis child will be
reluctant to assign a confused ontology to him. Instead it would be natural to
interpret his use of “fatigues” rather th&mred” asindicatingthat hedoes

not only want totell us how we shouldexpect him tobehave. Hefeels,
probally, that there is a@onditionfor his behaviour to be foundhternally,
perhaps even with a more specific location, like in his legs brsihead, for
instance.

Natural dispositional concepts differ frazach other inthis respectSome
termsmostly carry with themthis (pseud¢ objectifying function. In other
caseslike ‘fragility’, this interpretation israrely applicable.However, the
context will usually give siificient guidance.Suppose Itell one of my
daughters to bearefulwith a glassand sheasks mewhy. Because it is
fragile, | answer. In thatase | amattributing adispositionalproperty to the
glass, the reducible property of breaking under certain presupposed
conditions, omaccount ofits intrinsic character. Supposasteadthat | ask
her why theglassbroke and she awers bysayingthat it wasbecause the
glasswas fragile. We could understandhat as a way ohypostatising a
causally potent distinct entity, of the occult kind disliked by Ryle. To
eliminate that interpretation | could ask her “Do you meanfthgtlity was
what causedhe glass tobreak?” To me idoes notseemunlikely that she
will find this questionsilly. Perhaps shevil come up with a claification
along the lines mentioned,perhaps‘No, of coursenot; | meanthat there
was sometimg wrong with how the glasswas made, sthat it broke too
easily”.

Hypostatising uses dafispositionatermswill feel natural dependingpon
how commonexternalexplanationsare. When anobjectbreaks it is a very
common procedure to assume that an imporandition is tobe found in
the object’s inner costitution. Informationaboutbrittlenesswill only be of
interest in exceptional cases. It is a diffeneattter when itomes to human
behaviour. The mimal informationthat | did something because | wanted
to would be substantial in many cases. E.g. where you could suspect that my
action was a mere reflex, that ignorance madenale something did not
want to, or that external factors influenced the effects of my behaviour in an
unforeseen waykor thatreason,‘desire” is aterm morenaturallyused in
hypostatising sensetressinghe internal causalbasis ofthat which is to be
explained.

Summary of 21. Judgementsabout dispositions assert conditional
predictions and stress that these predictions are warranfadtbgbout the
object’s inner costitution. Natural languagéets uschoose whichof these
functions we wanto stress when makinguchjudgements. Theesulting
ambiguity is usually contextuallydissolved.Furthermore, thdypostatising
use of dispositional terms provides allptic way of pointing tothe internal
causal basis dfhe displays of a dispositioriThat kind of objectification is
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quite legitimate, provided that extermadplanations are naireadyexcluded
in the context of explanation. In the latter cases, Moliérdisule isin place
— such explanations are without force.

When we assign desires to people, ave notjust making hypothetical
forecastsabout them. Wendow themwith existent internal statesausally
powerful. ‘Desires are causes’ does not presupjuig@ositionsare causes’,
since the hypostatising notiah ‘desire’ presupposed in ‘desiresre causes’
points to the causal base of the displays of the disposition.

2.2 Causal Tendencies

In the BD model's characterisation oflesirestendenciesare supposed to
play a roledistinctfrom dispositions. If Adesireshat p, she iglisposed to
tendrealising the state of affairs that p, and if she wantg &he isdisposed
to tend to@. Desiresare not attributedvith an all-or-nothing commitment
about the behaviour of the agent, given thatcabeditionsfor acting on the
desirearefulfiled. B canhave a more oftessstrong @sirefor p, andthis
strengthshould be revealed ithe strength ohis tendency to gep, when
the disposition is triggered. bither words, ‘tendency’ may dastice to the
intuition that it makes sense to spedilstrength of desirda absolute terms.
If tendencies are distinct frolispositionsthey are not to be understood in
terms ofconditional predictionsAnd if the notion of strengthof a single
tendency ismeaningful,‘tendency’ cannot be reafiequencially. Both of
these interpretations of the term areuge,and | want todistinguish athird
sense of ‘tendency’ from these two.

It appears common to regard ‘tendency’ awuléposition’ as near
synonyms.Ryle treats the terniike that andJ.L. Mackie’s view(in The
Cement of the Univergeappears to be similar (1974).

R.B. Brandt argues that we cannot understand ‘tendengkich plays a
central role inhis analysis ofvalence’, interms offrequency. Higeason is
that “since we might want to sayat a person had a strong tendency to
perform acertain actat atime evenif, when he has such tendency, he
seldom performs the act on accounstwbnger cotrary tendencies.{1979
p.26) Unfortunately,Brandt neer proceeds toaccount for thenon-
frequentialconcept he has imind. His only positive suggestion isot, |
think, very helpful. He claimghat we can get deast aninitial idea of the
meaning of ‘tendency’

from just oneof theselaws: that an agemtill actually perform an actioA if and only if
the tendency to perfor is strongerthan the tendency to germ any otheraction B.
(1979 p.26)
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According tolngmar Perssonthere is an importardifferencebetween
‘disposition’ and ‘tendency’. Abrittle object isalways disposed toréak
easily, although ittendsto breakonly in certaincircumstances. Astate is
dispositional when

its instantiation causes a certain effect when influentedcertain way. An imputation of
a tendencygoes one step further irthat it entails emething about the prevailing
circumstances asvell, to wit, that they aresuch as tocall forth a responsaf no
countervailing factor turns up too. (1981 p.116)

Persson’sexample islluminating, but | find his explicit characterisation of
the distinction too brief. Itequires a wayf separatinghe statepicked out
by thedispositionalstatement from mergrevailing circumstanceswhich
are supposed tdoe adistinguishingmark of tendency-assignments. That
might be problematic, soe both areanalysed hypotheticallyhey are seen
as conditions foa result, whichmight or mightnot be olained, depending
on the occurrence of otheconditions. In other words, Persson’s
characterisation of‘tendency’ is not sufficiently demarcated from
‘disposition’. Let me attempt to strengthen that demarcation.

A brittle object, like the coffee-cup infront of me, has, through its
existence, dendency to break. It maslso,now, tend to break. Botthese
truths can be covered by ‘The cup tends to break’. énmdlar way, the
statement ‘I tend to drink too mudoffee’ is ambiguous: linight describe
a passive state, identified terms offrequency orhypothetical prediction of
a certainresult, or it coulddenote an occurrerdctivity. | might have a
tendency to drink too much coffee without, now, tending to do it. ltatsm
be true that I, nowtend to drink too muchcoffee although | have no
tendency to do it, nor am | actually now drinking too muaoffee. Sothere
iIs an ambiguity in ‘tend towhich the dispositionalaccount oftendencies
overlooks.

What amodern philosophewould call a‘dispositional’ account of tendencidsurs this
distinction between occurrence and state by failing to allow for the possibilityethding
to do something’ can equally welénoteeither an occurrence orsgate. (Champlii991
p.127)

The consequences of failing to distinguish these meanings of ‘tend to’ can be
substantial. Consider, e.¢he importance ofiow to understand the term in
J.S. Mill's famous proposal th&tctions areright in proportion as they tend
to promote happiness, wang as they tend to promote the reverse of
hgppiness’. (See T.S. Chalin & A.D.M Walker 1974). Does he mealike
rule-utilitarians, that actionsare right if they belong to atype of acting,
which in “normal” circumstancegpromotes happ#ss —permitting that
individual actionsare right inspite oftheir failure to promote happiness?
(“Normal” can be taken statistically or as an abbreviation fdosedset of
circumstances, whiclare spcifiable, atleast in principle. l.e. the rule
utilitarian could makause of eithethe frequencyor the dispositionaccount
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of tendencies.) Or ishe claiming that the rightness of an action is
proportionate to the degree of happiness-promotion it tends to yield in every
individual case? The latter interpretation presupptsasit really ispossible

to give a non-dispositional characterisation of ‘tendency’.

The tendency-concept | araoking for is teleological.That intuition may
require some efence. T.SChamplinargues.e.g.,that theimpressionthat
tendenciesare teleological notions depends orconfusng ‘a tendency
towards or away fromsomething’ with ‘atendency to do or to be
something’. Onlythe first, logically distinct, sense oftendency’ involves
goal-directedness, he claims.

The assimilation of tendencies to do something to tendencies towards a gbal ies
behind the incorrect characterization of all tendencies as teleological. (1991 p.131)

According to Champlin, there ise.g. no teleology in aored pupil's
tendency tofidget. The distinction gets Ist, he thinks, becausanany
examples of tendencies do things concernactions whichunlike fidgeting,
are in themselves goal-directed football-player, who tends toscore,
performs an action directed towards a goal — butdr&tencyis not what is
goal-directed.

Chanpglin’s initial assumptiorabout howphilosophers traditionally have
viewed the role of teleology is ambiguous: “Tendencies have dmério be
teleological notions” (p.122). Does he wnt to questionthe conceptual
assumptiorthat ‘tendency’ is deleologicalnotion? No, as far as | casee,
Champlin’s arguments are concermath aless conceptuajuestion:“How
muchteleology isthere intendencie®” (p.122, my. emph.) Hs arguments
about fidgeting and scoring are construed to show th&tndenciegsave
tendenciesowards or away fronthings), literally speaking,are notgoal-
directed. | amprepared toadmit that the attribution of suchgoal-
directedness would force us tihink of tendencies as occult directed
“powers” or *“agents”. (Champlin claims that failure to distinguish
tendencies to do sathing from tendenciedowards agoal explains why
philosopherdsike Mill and Descarteshave tended tdreat tendencies as
directed forces.)

But that admission does not force me to abandorwvidve that there is a
concept ‘tendency’ which is teleological Statements aboutendencies
implicitly indicate a foreseen possible result. The result is implicitly
understood as amunmodified claim, which the tendency-statement is
supposed to weaken. If ‘thigupil tends tofidget’ is to be understood
frequentially,the implicit unmodified result of the tendency is ‘thipupil
invariably fidgets’, if appliedo a single occasionthe unmodified claim is
‘this pupil fidgets’. The mostnatural interpretation othis statement is
frequential, and in that reading, it seems farfetcheggard theunmodified
generalisation to be a goal amy senseHowever, therds a difference in
kind between statistical tendencies, and tendencies attributed to a single case.
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Onedifference isthat there is aertain ambigily in the non-frequential
“tendency”, which isexcluded inthe frequential. "This fotball-playertends
to score’, taken in thérequential sensamplies that ‘this football-player
invariably scores’ isfalse. However, when ‘this footdl-player tends to
score’ is applied to an individual caseo interpretationdoecomepossible —
one excludingsuccessand the othemadmittingit. Even theinterpretation
admitting success is though, “patchy” in the sense that it indicgtess#le
shortfall. When Ireport from thefootball field that ‘no 10 tends to score a
goal’, this does notnecessarilyexclude the possibility that she etually
scores, although it necessarily includes the possiliilay she mightail. The
latter “generous” sense of‘tendency’ is presupposed in mysuggested
definitions of ‘want’ and ‘intention’. Otherwise | would ruteit successfully
fulfilled intentions by definition.

| do notfind it farfetched tothink of theunmodified result, supposed
by the modifying tendency statement, asgbal of the tendency, when we
talk about single case tendencies. That notion of a tendency is bownith up
a notion of a triggered caugaiocess, which woulgroduce acertainresult,
were not thepossibility of shafalls agarent.Why not call that indicated
result a goal? The idea ot parasiticupon theteleology ofthe football-
player’s action. Thésingle casenon-statisticalfendency of thece to reak
under thefoolhardy skater isalso directedtowards agoal in this profane
sense. When we attributieat tendencyo theice, wehave theresult of the
completed causal chain in mind.

In other wordstalk abouttendencies as strivingwardsgoals should be
interpreted more generously than in terms of mégices. The terminology
need notexpress the confusioGhamplinattributes toMill and Descartes,
but merelythe conceptuaktlaim that ‘tendency’implies anassumedesult
(which might not beobtained).The “goal-directedness” of a tendency is
then nothing mysteous. Thepresupposedoal inthe tendency-statement is
simply the resultthe speakeassumes would obtain, givéhat the causal
chain could go on uninterrupted.

This assumption about directiah tendencies shoulcither becompared
to the innocent use ofeleological explanations in biologyThe expected
effects for a plant getting sunlight and water enough to surviverafigbly,
cane.g. bepresented as asxplanation ofthe sgcimen’sform of growth.
As ErnestNagel forcefully madeclear in The Structure ofScience,such
explanationsare quie legitimate,given that they are vieed as shorthand
versions of complicated causal explanations. (1961, pp.401-428)

All uses of‘tendency’ indicate that the supposed resulbheed not be
fulfilled. In Champlin’s words: All “talk of tending to do or to be something
IS ‘gappy’ or ‘patchy’ in the sense that it indicates that somewhere there is a
shortfall“. (1991 p.127) The frequential notion is used to indicate shortfalls in
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frequency the dispositional allowdor insufficiency ofconditions.But could
there be ameaningful non-occult and non-dispositional account of
‘tendency’,which nevertheless canake sense oboth theteleological and
the “gap-permissive” functions of the term?

Consider a person who tries his grandmother’'s home madecine, and
then surprised reports thi#is stuff tends tocure me’, Itindicatesthat the
speaker has foreseen result of eertain processr mind, and that he can
imagine a shortfall inthe scopeof that process. Hisstatement is not
frequential, since itefers to what happens onsangle occasion.Nor is it
conditional — hedoes not,and would definitely not be prepared taglaim
that the medicine has properties suchthat ‘under such and such
circumstances, Wwouldcure me’. What the applicability of ‘tendency’ tinis
non-dispositionalsense seems teequire is merelythat onerefers to a
process which cahe predicted aseading to acertain result -and that the
procesgdowardsthis result can béhought of asoeing fulfilled to a certain
degree If the possible answer #single questiors either ‘yes’ or ‘no’, we
cannot say about a espfic answer,that it tends to be correct. Waight,
however, say about a student that $bededto answer thequestion
correctly if sheproduced achain ofargumentdeadingtowardsthe correct
solution. Such examples shdhat thegoal-directedand “patchy” elements
in ‘tend’ can be dongustice, even when the term is used inren-
frequentialand non-dispositionalsense.This use of the ternpresupposes
only that it isapplied to gprocess, which can aought of agproducing a
specificresult,and that theprocess (bunot necessariljthe result) can be
imagined agpartly fulfilled.

Consider, againthe act-utilitarian interpretation of Mill's statement
‘actionsare right in proporon as they tend tpromote happiness’.This
action tends to promote happiness’ contains the information thap#ader
has a certain thinkablesult ofthe action in mind— happiness-promotion —
and that therenight be a shdfall in the scopeof the processimagined to
produce thatesult. Therightness othe action would in this interpretation
vary with two variables:the amount of happassthe complete process is
thought of as producing, as well as the degree of completion of the process.

The requirements foapplication of this non-dispositionalnotion of a
‘tendency’ are, as far as | can see, fulfilled in U#es'tend to cause! | will
therefore igist on claimingthat ‘tend’, as it figires inthe BD models
concept ofdesire’, canbe thoughtof as non-dispositionalThe teleological
element in thisconcept does not, ahould be cleaby now, force us to
think of theunfulfilled procesgeferred to asomehowpredestined towards
the imagined goal -+.e. asguided by adirectedpower.Nevertheless its, |
believe, possible to interpret ‘x tends to causeeglistically: Asreferring to
an ongoing causalprocess,the (unestablishedcompletion of whichwill
result in p.
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Summary of 2.2: The dispositionalconcept of ‘desire’ inherent in the BD
model requires a distinct account of ‘tendencies’. The notion regsi@ad
be non-frequentialin order to makessense ofthe idea ofsingle case
tendencies. It should also tedeologicalin the sense thatexplainswhy we
think of tendencies as headingowards some pre-imagined goal.
Furthermore, it musallow tendencies t@top short ofthat forecastedend.
When we talk about causal tendencies, wemploy aconcept of thakind.
We refer to anongoing processhat can bepredicted, fromour point of
view, to produce acertainresult. Theprocesstowards thatresult can be
fulfilled to a certain degree. There is nothingagicalabout theteleological
element in‘tendency’ regardingthis view, nor does thatgoal-directed
elementexploit the distinct intentionalnotion of beingdirectedtowards a
goal, as some have objected to the teleological picture of tendencies.

! Mellor's change of view about the role of dispositions is indicated by their complete
absence in his analysis of causal explanation - in terms of universals and laws as “nomic
facta” — inThe Facts of Causatial®95 In personal conversation at the ECAP-

conference in Leeds, September 1996, he confirmed that he no longer thinks of
dispositions as explaining their manifestations.

2 The case with three dispositions having one and the same base would not have to be a
problem to the supervenience theory (proposed by Prior, Pargetter and Jackson) either.
That theory does not have to exclude the possibility that more than one dispositional
property supervenes upon a certain micro-structural base. Like in my eliminative view, it
would have to say, of course, that there is one common factor, which explains displays of
different dispositions like electric and thermal conductivity as well as opacity. But that
appears to be quite in line with what Menzies and Crane took the initial observation to
establish.
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3 Content of Desire

We talk about desires interms indicating that they refer tothings outside
themselves. Desires can batisfiedor realised and wesometimes rake them
come true They areregarded assatisfied“if and only if the propositional
complement of ‘desire’ ifrue” (Stmpe 1994 p246). We speak afhem as ff
they wereinner representations dahe various states ofaffairs they will

contribute to undethe rightkind of conditions. Different desiregend, casally,
to result in different states of aiifg, but theyarerelated to these states affairs
not only causally, but also referentially.

A desirethat p might nevemanifestitself by giving rise toany tendency
towards realising pSuch a dsire exists as anner state warrantingonditional
predictionsabout theagent. But inwhich sense can itabstract orealised
content‘be there” even in the absence of external displays?

Furthermore, content apars to be ofausal releence.The fact that one
desire isabout p and another is about ceisactly what is supposed &xplain
the differing causalpowers of thesestates. A regesentationwith a certain
content may be aausePrinted tokens in fronvf you, representing aBnglish
sentence,are among thecausal conditionsfor your presentperception.
Representations cave causeshut it seems anystery howsemanticabstract
properties, like the proposition they may represent,could nmake a causal
difference. E Bond arguese.g.,that beliefs“might be regarded asauses, but
one cannot so construe belaeintents(1983 p.23).

So, are thesassumptionsabout contentompatible withthe BD model's
non-phenomenal and dispositional concept of desire?

3.1 From Object to Content

David Hume firmly declarepassions (iner states performinghe action-guiding
role of BD model desires- on the mostvidespreadnterpretation of Hume) to
“have no more a reference to any otbbject,than when lam thirsty, or sick,

or more than fie foot high” (1739 2:3:3). And StuartHampshireclaims that
wanting “unlike, for example, regretting - is not anessentially thought-
dependent, andherefore anessentiallyhuman, onceg* (1975 p.37). His
examples obuch thought-independen¢siresare lust, hunger, thirstand other
urges intimately connected withbodily needsand sesations.“When | am
starving, my desire t@at does not depend fds existence orany particular
conception | have of this activity: it depends solely on the stomach” (ibid. p.47).

Both declarationsire ambiguous. They coulde sayingthat desiresrepresent
nothing as being thecase Such adenial ofthe assertive function opassions
would suffice for Hume’s argument aboupassion’simmunity to reason’s
allegations about truth. It is also quitelime with the BD model to dengesires
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that role. However, the mostnatural reading, inboth cases, isthat these
philosophers refuseedires to beabout anything,i.e. they object the view that

desireshave content. But even Hume and Hampshireboth really denythat

desireshave content, they cannotean that dsires have no intentional
character. Any account okediresmust admitthat deiresare drected,i.e. that

they arefor something.

Hampshire’sand Hume’spositionsstressthat desires,essentially,guide and
produceactions.(Arguments forassigning thisview to Hume are presented in
section 6). To attribute a desireAas to view her as being in astatewhich will
trigger causal tendencies ungeecifiableconditions. Tendencieshaveargued,
are teleological in a down-to-earth senseewWtve talk bout thetendency of an
object in a single case, we have a certain result in mind, towards whichjd¢lce
is heading. More properly speaking, the object itself need not be moving towards
the imagined goalput there must be sequence otausally linkedevents, for
which weregard theobject’s constitutionas an importantausal condition. |
should emphasise that the process is omaisto a pre-evisagedendpointonly
as seen from a spectator’s perspectierepresentations tiie goalhave to be
attributed to the object or to any othegsentiablement ofthe processfor it to
be teleologicalin this sense. As | madgear inthe formersection,their goal-
directed appearance iherefore not aconfused generalisationfrom those
tendencies whiclare behaviouraland where it isalready presupposdtiat the
object itself has a goal in mind.

Since desires bylefinition are tied to causal tendencieshere is one sense,
then, in which they, deast from the third persqgoerspectivehaveobjects. The
agent who dsires isnot excluded fom viewing himself like that. He might
diagnosehimself byforming hypotleses abouhis own causalconstitution, and
make conditional predictions about himself, although, as | have argued before, he
IS not better off thapeople whdknow himwell when itcomes tathe reliability
of such assumptions (on the contrary).

Do we need toassume ésires tohave objects inany othersensethan this?
The object of the desire is the result it tends to produce, when triggered. There is
in that case no need for assaoga representatioof that resultanywherewithin
the agent.

As Tim Cranepoints out, the direction ofthe desire cannot be arelation
between thenternalstateandits actual result, sincnat would excludedesires
for things that do not or carot happen (1996.211). Thetendencyiew under
consideration would handtléat requirementSince tendencieare “gappy” —
they admit the possibility of stopping short of the imginedresult — but
neverthelessare teleological from the spectator'sperspective, an account
identifying adesire’sobject withthe result ittends tocausewill allow effective
(i.e. triggered) desires to fad reachthe realisation of their objects.

There areseveralimaginablekinds offailure of a @sire torealisewhatever it
Is directed towardsSome @sires Bver result inany tendenciegsowardstheir
object atall, sincethe conditionsfor triggering tendenciesare neverpresent.
More dominant dsiresmay always prevail, othe agent magimply be certain
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that theobject of desire iar beyond reachAn advantage of théispositional
account is that itallows us to attribute @sires inthe absence of their
manifestations, just like we ordinarily do. However, even in these casegude
from a third person prspective sayhat thedisposition isdirectedtowards an
object. That might sirply be a conditionapredictionabout acausaltendency
towards an imagined result.

Failure resulting frommisrepresentation apprs to bemore dfficult to
harbour within this simple causalaccount ofdesire’s object. Suppose Fido
desires a dog biscuit in your hand, and jumps in order td.g&hen he catches
it and begins toswallow, itturns out to be aill he would not eatunless you
deceived him. Although his desitauses aompletedcausattendency to get the
pill, it seems fair to say thathat he wantss a dogbiscuit,and that he does not
desirethe pill in any senseThe object ohis cesire isnot what the tendency is
directed towards. Wanfer Fido’s desirefor a biscuit from atendency to get
what Fidobelievesto be a biscuit. But how can thecausalbase of aisposition
to get abiscuit have the property dbeingcausally sensitive tohe (mistaken)
belief that something is discuit? That seems topresupposeepresentational
gualities in the desire.

Let me make use of distinctly different approach in ordeto exposemore
clearly the view that intentional actionsmust be caused by statesvith
representationalcontent. Frederick Stoutland presents campletely non-
representational model of the content of reasonadbon. Roughlyhis analysis
saysthat R is a reason for x, X is a responséo R (under theproper
description). When Adoes x because of R, iRight be a propositional attitude,
but also an event, an external object or whatevérertthe stopsign nakes me
stop, myreason is the stopign, not a representatio of that sign. When the
biscuit inyour handmakes Fidgump, his reason fojumping isthat there is a
biscuit inyour hand. It issimply a prejudiceaccording to Stoutland, tbelieve
that only representational states could functi@s reasons. Reasons in
Stoutland’s senseare neertheless agent-relative, since action-responses are
always triggered due tmackground conditiongmongwhich the agent’'deliefs
and commitmentsnay be an important partWhen someone acts on false
belief, like Fido, his belief will becomea factor of explanatorywalue, but
otherwisethere are noreasons tocite his intentions, goaletc. in reason-
explanations of what he is doing. (Stoutland 1998 p.61)

(The presentissue iswhether reasons foraction have to contain inner
representations opropositions. Therefore Iwill disregard,for the moment,
Stoutland’soverall ambition to argue, ithe tradition ofvon Wright and many
others, thataction-explanationgre notcausal atall. In his view, intentional
actionsare noteffects oftheir reasons,.e. the external things they directly
respond to.)

Stoutland’s approach provides analysis of aeason as whatever an act is a
response to. This means that it gbasly againstthe idea that content must be
internal to the agent. Content need not be represented in any stateagéiie
but Stoutland does noexclude the possibility of propositional attitudes
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functioning ageasons. When itomes to Fido’s act, a guositionalattitude is
what his act responds to. The act is to be explained by Fido’s false belief.

Most objectionable inStoutland’sanalysis isthat it seems quite adhoc to
assumehat someone’sbelief becomes an explanatory factor /just in case
she was mistakeabout thesituation originally appealed toas justification.”
(1998p.61) If wehave toinvoke propositionalattitudes toexplain misdirected
attempts, how can we disregard their role in causing successful attempts? We can
easilyimaginetwo cases whre everyconditiongeneratinghe action, including
the agent’s innestatesare similar up tothe point wiere the expecteksult is
about to berealised.Information aboutfalse beliefsmay often bdess ewulent
than information about true belietsd the explanatoryalue ofthe information
may be greater in thaenseBut if the causalstoriesare similar, except in that
Fido gets aviscuit inthe first caseand apill in the secondFido’s propositional
attitudes must be just as responsible for producing his behaviour in the first case.

Furthermore, iseems ffficult to draw Stoutland’dine between background
conditionsand explanatoryfactors in anon-arbitrary way.The question of
whether we want teiew e.g.someone’'snorms asxplanatorilyvaluable, or as
belonging tothe causal backgund, wouldnot depend on theiactual role in
producingbehaviour,but on how extraordinary they amgyen our beliefs and
presumptions. That isnother argument foassumingthat if propositional
attitudesare necessary t@xplainthe unsacessful caseghen theyshould be
invoked inthe successfubnes. Inother words, Iregard Stoutland’s attempt to
eliminate representational content from reason-explanations as inconclusive.

The difference between Fido’s desire to ehisauit and his desire not to eat a
pill can be characterised fierms ofthe variouskinds of states ofaffairsthe two
desireswould tend to causeunder different conditions. Inorder to state that
difference, wemust referto Fido’s possible beliefs among theimagined
triggering conditions. But to admiihat much is tdet desireshavepropositional
content — in afunctionalist senseBelief-sensitive etion-guiding inner states
have a content purelyetermined by, or constitutdyy, their role inrelation to
specific beliefs and actesires havaleterminatecontentbecause ofheir dual
connection withbelief and action.”(Stalnakerl984 p.19) When combinegith
the rightbeliefs, a dsirethat p tends to bring about the stateafiéirs it is a
desire for; ‘it is the case that p’. When triggerimgiefsare faulty, desires might
tend torealise astate ofaffairs, which the agentmistakenlybelieves to be the
one he desires. This description implies that desires have representational
gualities.Desiresrespond to correct asell asincorrectrepresentations of the
world, and their satisfaction consists in realising a state of affairs as represented in
the desire.

Dispositional differences reflect real internaldifferences inthe object’s
constitution,in accordance with what wasstablished inthe former section.
Therefore, on this functional definition of propositionahtent, it nakessense to
speak ofthe objects of desire as beingpresentedwithin the system. An
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occurrent but unmanifested dediv@s a contentvhich can be pickedut via its

functional role, in terms of different conditionalpredictions, but which also

reflects anunderlyingcausalbase ofthe maifestationsused toidentify it. This

means that, although the content of a desire is identical with a ceatasal role,
that role exists invirtue of a content-specificexistentand causally efficient

internal state ofthe agent. “Content-specific” does notply that each type of
content hasts type of internal state. Theelation betweenfunctional role and

internal base is that of type to token.

This means that content miternal tothe agent in asense to beclearly
separated &m theradically internalisticCartesian viewthat “one’s mind (with
its contents) neitheinvolvesnor depends upoanythingexternal” (Sosa 1995,
p.309). The idea defended is that intearad external features determine content
of desire.Which desires aperson haswill depend uporhis behaviour under
differentimaginablecircumstancesThe conditionalsrequired tocharacterise his
desireswill necessarilytell us things about how hewould respond to ifferent
aspects of his environment.

The approach is nevthelessnternalistic in aweakersenseFacts about the
inner character dhe agent arémplicitly supposedo warrant thetruth of the
conditionals implicit in desire-assignments. Whye pointout that A @sires p,
you want thdistener tograsp that there are notewortfgcts about theagent
herself (rather than about her former, present or expettanstaces),which
are especiallyrelevant tothe truth of the conditional forecastsabout her
behaviour. As Ernest Sosa suggests in an article on the possession of concepts,

the distinction between internalism and externalismot just amatter of whether the property
or the family of properties in question is reducible to conditionals aboukivaesuld behave in
certain conditions. This is not enoudbr the truth orfalsity of suchconditionalsmight itself
be relative to a presupposed environment — in swedyathat the truth afuch a conditional is
determined nojust by the intrinsiccharacter ofx but also bythe character of the external
environment. (1995 p.323)

In other words,although theconditional characterisation ofa behavioural
dispositionmust refer to sombking external, it can irtself be more or less
internalistic. Thatwill vary with our assumptiongbout what the truth ahese
conditionals requires. When we assign desoesmmeone imccordance with the
BD model, weabstract from theactual external circumstances in which the
agent finds himself. Desires are definedamms ofinputsand outputs, antheir
content is determined lilie agent'predictedresponsesis-a-vischanges in the
environment. Nevertheless, our assertions about these dispositions are
“dependingfor their truth on noexternalgroundsconcerningx’s environment,
past, present, ofuture, at themoment whernx has sucha disposition.” (ibid.
p.323)

This functional characterisation of desiret®ntentsaysthat the content of a
certain desire belongs to its dispositional features. The conteoit ssdisposition
on its own, but an insegable part of eachdesire’s spcific dispositional
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character. If wespellout all theconditional predictionsyhich make up adesire
for p, we would not only say something about what it is for it to besaed We
would also say all that needs to $sdabout what it is for aekire tobe about

We might think ofa certain desire witlspecificcontent in terms of aertain
pattern of behaviour in relation tueliefs, i.e. ashe veryrole or functional state
relating sgcific possibleinputs and outputs to eacbther. Furthermore, we
could want to stresthat there is annner (perhaps neural amental) state
playing that role, i.e. that internal statewarranting the predictionghich define
the role. We might usethe language of roldunctionalism (“functional state
identity theory” defended byBlock 1990 and Crane 1998) or oéaliser
functionalism(“functional specificationtheory” defended e.g. byArmstrong —
see Bransen & Cuwyrs1998p.11). Both ways ofspeakingare useful options
inherent in dispositional talk.

But if my eliminativesuggestion irthe formersection isplausible, wne of
these identifications reflect the full atrde story. Thelistinctionbetweendesires
as rolesand caksires as realisers rolesrests upon aiew of “roles” asdistinct
from the intrinsigproperties otthe object. Anobject’s role ign this sensdike a
hypostatisedet ofconditional pretttions aboutit. (In this respect theobject’s
“role” differs frome.g. anactor’s “role”, which is a task actively assigned to
him, in order to make him play a pre-established part.)ntisgeading toidentify
desire + content with @ertain causal rolen that senseThat would be to forget
the internal causal warrant of the predictions hypostati3adhe other hand, to
assign specific content to a certain inner stat®ionly to attribute to itcertain
intrinsic qualities, but also to add some conditional predictions about the object in
possession of the state.

This analysis differs from thedea that therare twoincompatible perspectives
on agency, which is defended dgnnifer Hornsby (1998nd byThomasNagel
in The View fromNowhere (1986) among others; the impersonaland the
personal.Hornsby argues nobnly that thesepoints of view are mutally
exclusive,but thatactionsare “absent simplyfrom the impersonalpoint of
view.” (p. 185) “Those whogive and seek ‘action explations’ do not regard
the matterimpersonally or externallyany more than the ageherself does
when she deliberates about what to do.” (p.180).

The accounsuggestedhere proposes aimpersonal or “non-individualistic”
(Jacksorand Pettit 1995yiewpoint in declaringhat the contenof important
action-guiding entitiedike desires carand must beickedout via references to
things external tahe agentWe must explain acts interms ofthings just as
accessible to other people as to the agent herself. But that does not contradict the
idea that explanations of actionmust beinternalistic inthe senseexplained.

These explanationare attempts to fix thendividual agent’s innemualities, as
independently ohis actualexternalcircumstances asur imaginative capacity
permits us to consider.

Nothing inthis pictureindicatesthat there is @mething wrong withthinking
that empathy, ‘taking thether’s point of view’ or ‘putting yourself in the
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other'sshoes’ arandispensablenethods ofunderstandingvhy people do what
they do.Behavioural patterns are coptex, aimsand goals changeable and
dispositions cancounteract each other. Tpick out the right points of
intersectionbetweenpossiblebeliefsand actions, wewould have toimagine the
agent in agreat variety of circumstances, wdre subtle nuanceand quickly
passingaspects ofhe situationmay makeall the difference.Language iblunt
when it comedo catchingthe mdivationally relevantrichnessand detail of real
life choice situations. To imaginghe facts from the other’s prspective is
probably amore efficient way of forming an opinion about whatthe agent
would respond to, than to attemgescribingthem and theirelationsto action-
alternatives. Furthermore, one should mmaderestimate the commamound for
decisions. Many goalare probablycommon to all humans and an even greater
number are common to thosee share culturend manyexperienceswith.
‘What would | doif | were inhis place? might therefore be @aroper starting
point for attempts at conditional predictions about someone else.

It might therefore still b@roper to say thatctionexplanations in a sense are
“for those who sharwith that person a point ofiew onthe world” (Hornsby
1995p.180). Theextent of that admsionshouldnot beexaggeratedhowever.
Its point is merely that viewing myself in your shoes could be aiseful
methodological device, if | should make an attempt at understanding why you do
what you do. Ulike Hornsby’s and Nag's analysesthe view defendecdhere
assumes nansoluble Kantian antinomy in people’s ways of picturing or
describing their actions.

There may besomefacts inprinciple accessiblenly to you,like facts about
your corsciousstates oraboutwhich motivationalstatesyou are awaref. But
the driving forces that produce your behaviour arenegessarily phenomenally
present,nor are theynecessarilypresent in youractive deliberation in some
other sense. Ifyou baseyour own explanations on introspectioshances are
great thatphenomenallysalient features ofyour present stat®f mind will
prevent you fom makingan unbiased estimation a@fhe forces motivating you.
That is one of the things which might explain why people close to us often detect
our motivators ad predictour behaviourmore successfulljthan we are able to
do from the agent’s perspective.

Summary of 3.1: Two non-representationauggestionsabout theobjects of
desire were examinedand rejected. A desire’s object irot identical with
whatever the triggered act would tendceise nor with the externalthings the
act responds toThese viewshave difficulties in characterisingmotivational
failure, due tomisrepresentation (in manner that is not adoc). Furthermore,
they fail to catch our ordinary way dhlking about the content of dees in a
semantic sense — desires “come true”, are “realised” etc.

The dispositionalnotion of dsirescarries with it afunctionalist notion of
desire’scontent.Such acharacterisation assum#sat the content of apecific
desire can be fraed in terms opublicly availablefacts,like possibleinputs and
outputs and theirelation to beliefs. Anassignment of a dee is nevertheless
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internalistic sincat claims toexpose thoseonditionalswhich are true invirtue
of facts about the agent’s inner states.

3.2 The Causal Relevance of Content

A functionalist characterisation of content saves the BD model from begging the
guestion against physicalisamd itexplainshow the BDmodel's dsires can be
essentially non-phenomenal. Ins¢ates with representatiorgalitiescould, for
all we know, be neurological imprintsentences” in therain (Fodor 198%sp.
ch.7), affectingthe readiness otertain neuron-sets tbre (to recycle, again,
Brandt's guess about how desires pingsically stored). Inprinciple, this sort of
functionalism about content of ebire begs no question againstCartesian
interactionismeither.But apart fromconventional objeadins tosuchdualism, it
would require an elaborate apslychologically dubioubypothesisaboutsub- or
unconscious mentabtates to maintain the BD model's non-phenomenal
conception of desires within a view of desires as essentiaihtal.

Although itis clearthat aninner state withrepresentationatualities, which
warrantscertainpredictions, could ba cause(just like marks ofink with such
gualities can be causes), it remains to be explainedhwiwhichis represented
could makea causal differenceStoutland’sintuition that reasons are vétever
we respond to appears, in this case, plausilderte extent. Wheyou regard a
certain reason as rationalising yaping, you explainyour ¢-ing by referring to
different things —objects, situationsand so on— relevant tothat kind of
behaviour. Fromsuchinformation about externalfacts, we come taote the
state ofaffairs you amed at.You expressrelevantbeliefsand dsires inyour
reason-explanation, but yaite the things they refdo asbeing yourreasons. It
Is not necessary t@add that youhave certainbeliefs and esiresabout these
things, sincehat istrivial. When a ésire is misdirected or belief is false it
would belesstrivial to point outthat yourreasons weréelieved ordesired by
you. (That is also in line with Stoutland’s intuition that beliefs and delseesme
explanatorilyimportant when they arenistaken.)Like E.J. Bond, Stoutland
concludesthat if 'reasonstefers tothe propaitional contentsof the alleged
causes, then reasons cannot be causes (Bond 1983 p.23, Stoutland 1998 p.44).

One way of attemptingo bypass theilworry might be toadmit that the
traditional characterisation of BD metl explanationas 'reasons agauses' is
somewhaglliptic, and that anore adequatiabelwould be:'causalexplanation
in terms ofbeliefsand desires containinghe agent’'sreasons'. It ixompatible
with admittingthat reasons areausallyinert abstracentities“to claim that the
thinking of certain thoughtshe contents ofwhich are reasonsould be
causes.”(Persson 1992 p.111)
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That iscorrect, butwithin the dispositionalview under examiation here,this
move would not adequately meet the challeldpdiefs and asiresare supposed
to make a causal differenae virtue oftheir content. It is n@ausal coincidence
that beliefsand desiresabout pcauseg-ing, (rather thany-ing etc.).They do so
because p figure in theiontent. To use Dretske&nalogy,unlike the slattering
effect on glass dfa soprano’supper-registesupplications” the effect of beliefs
or desires vary with their contefit988 p.79). Th&8D model’'s duaklaim about
causal explanation and justification hangs on this.

What remaingo be explainedthen, is how abstra@ntitieslike contents can
be causally relevanthrough what mechanisms couftke truth of ‘this ésire is
about p’ become a causally relevant faobut the desire? Notee gapbetween
relevanceand efficacy.“Trying to exhibit the causalefficacy of meaningitself
would be like trying to exhibit the causalefficacy of mankind, justice, or
triangularity” (Dretske 1988 p.80)

Crane expresses strong doubts aboudistnction betweensomethingoeing
causally efficacious,and its being causallyrelevant. He doesot believe that
“there is anadequatelyworked-out notiorof causalrelevance which iglistinct
from the idkas ofcausation omomic sufficiency,andwhich isnot sinply based
on striking butultimately unexplainednetaphors”.(1998p.203) Apparently, he
suspectsthat causal releance, properly explicated,will collapse into causal
efficacy. | find that suspicionunderstandable, givethat we talk about causal
relevance as a relatidietween thosk&inds of entitieswhich also might stand in
relations of causal efficacy to each other. We would perhaps choosettmasay
certain Istorical event wascausally relevantto another (rather than that it
caused the other), if weanted tostressthat the catributing effects ofthe first
on thesecond were coptex, indirect, orvery small. ‘Causallyrelevant’ might
just be a wide term covering various efficacious causal connectionsincimad
to agree that itvould be dfficult to make clearhow, e.g., aneventcould be of
causal relevance to another event without assuming that it has effects at all.

Armstrong and Crane botassume, on differengrounds, thatdispositions
cause their owmlisplays.Suppose they were right in that thenifestation of a
disposition is an effect ahat very dispsition. Since desiresre dispositional
statesand the content ofasires isessential tavhich manifestationghey might
have, the question afhether content isfficacious ormerely relevant would in
that case, onaccount of what wasaid abwe, seem to bemore of a
terminologicalquarrel than aeal issue.Cranewould then have aaseagainst
those whaidentify contentfunctionally or dispsitionally but still stressthat the
possibility weneed toexplain“is not of meaningitself being a causejut of a
thing’s having meaningeing acause”(Dretske1988p.80). My point is that
the distinction between the possible relevaaue the possiblefficacy of content
(within this functionalistframework)will be threatenednly if dispositions, roles
and their nanifestationsare presumed, dm the start, tdoe thekind of entities
between which there can be causally efficacious relations.
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The eliminative view of dispositions | suggested before imphiasdisposition-
statementstaken literally, always both assigninner statedo the object, and
expressconditional predttions aboutit. But there is narreducible dispositional
property.Nevertheless, ashavealready indicated inthe formersection, | am
prepared to agree with Crane thandkes sense to think of odesposition as a
causal condition o&nother dispation, aswell as acausalcondition of a certain
event. Dispositions may be causally efficient in that sense. Théh&chnobject
A will @ under circumstances C, might explatfer conditional predictionss.g.,
why A will y under D, or why B wilkp under Cetc. Thethe book pagén front
of you will reflect some waves ofight and absorb others whaltuminated.
Therefore itwill look black and white to you if your eyeswork properly.
Because othat, youwill be able toread what | have mtten as long as the
surface is illuminated, and so on.

In “The Efficacy of Content” Crane never explicitystinguisheghe question
of whether dispositions cdre causes, fronthe question ofwhetherdispositions
cause their own displays.i#t of course sfficient to how thatdispositions cause
their manifestations, as Crane attempts to doyder to prove that they can be
causesHowever, it is not nessary, since we couldrgue thatdispositions, as
well asrolesand otherfactsabout what can beoaditionally predicted, can be
causally efficacious without allowing dispositions to cause their own displays.

Crane’'s own form offunctionalism is arole functionalism, vinere the
disposition (in this case the belief tre desire) is dunctionalstate, “arelatively
abstract state dfeing such aso have certaircausesand effects” (1998.207).
Dispositions are real but identical with roles. As | mentioned before, the
alternative isa realiser functionalism, like Armstrong’s, according to which
dispositionglike beliefs ordesires)reinternal stateperformingrolesdescribed
in terms of causes and effects.

It is tempting butmisleadinghere, to think ofan object’s role as if it was a
pre-set task the objeist set uporfulfiling, a job rather than gosition inwhich
the object issituated.Peoplemay for differentreasongake onroles, much like
actors. A prudentral dutiful person whds appointedport mastemwill soon get
into thecharacter anactively perform therole of aport master. Note that the
subject-role of gort master iglistinct, also, from heappointment as g@ort
master. Sheould be appointedort master andgtill not choose tgoerform the
things characteristic of the port master’s role, and vice versa.

The factthat herrole is that ofa port master may be @usalcondition for
manythings e.g. that local fishermen pay her some respect. However, the role is
not a causal condition for the various amsstitutingher performing the role of
a port master to a lesser or greater extent — her decision itt@état role is
the condition for those acts. In turrerhport masteappointment is whatakes
her take on that role. Similarly, when atctor is cast ira certain rolehisrole is
clearly acausalconditionfor some ofhis actionsBut the actor’srole is atask
assigned to him, which heasdered to fulfil.It consists irhis being paid toplay
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or perform a part akastpartly as determined in advance by twipt, the
director’'sintentionsetc. Such appmtments may have direcausal effects. But
the actor’srole isthen notsimply ahypostatisedset of conditional predictions
about howthe actorprobablywill react undedifferent conditionsput adevice
in the form of a fictional characteactively used t@roduce acertainbehaviour.
In other wordsthat kind of subject-roleperformance is not vét | amtalking
about when | say that content is determined by causal role.

My view is that dispositionsand rolesare causallyrelevant fortheir displays,
and that they may beausallyefficaciousfor other things. “Brittleness” is an
elliptic label for conditional pretttions and hints about theircausal varrant.
Brittleness is nevertheless causally relevant to its displays, ‘Bueciee is brittle’
informs us that there aausallyefficaciousproperties of thece, onaccount of
which we may expect it to break under specifiable triggering conditions.

Crane’s strategy is to show “that we cexplain the efficacy of content
without having to distinguish between causflicacy and causal relevace, if we
adopt the conception dafispositions”. The aaception inquestion isa non-
reductiveanalysis of dispositions asele states,essentially identified inferms of
certain outcomes, beintpausallyefficaciouspreciselybecausehey are drected
towards these outcomes.

Tactics coulde reversedOne might startvith Dretske’sintuitively plausible
assumptionthat we take it for granted thathe fact thatsomething has
meaning[is] a causallyrelevant faciabout the thing"while we are inclined to
think of attempts to “exhibit theausalefficacy of meaning itself” as doomed.
(1988 p.80). Another attractive standpoint concerningelief's and desire’s
contents within the BD model frameworktisat content cabe characterised as
a part of the dispositional character of thetsges, i.e. as determinbg a certain
causal role. Such a funetial characterisation @ontent comes ithe bargain, if
we accept aispositional analysis oflesire.But if a certainhypothesisabout
dispositionsforces us toabandon eithethe functional view ofcontent, or the
distinction betweencausalrelevanceand causalefficacy of content, the vgest
thing might be to let go of the disposition-theory in question.

Summary of 3.2: A desire’s content is causally relevant in virtuatebeing an
element inthe desire’sdispositionality. Weexpose thecontent of a dsire by
describing various causal relations between triggering conddiotibehavioural
displays. However, content is not a separable and causally efficaciosttele
Is a functional feature of the agent, whishvarranted by factabout theagent’'s
internal character.

Functionalism abountentionalstatesand representations is \aell-established
philosophicaltradition in which philosopherdike Armstrong have produced a
variety of suggestiongbout how toreconcilethe causaland thejustificatory
allegations typical othe BD model. My primary ambitionhere is togive a hint
about the type of account content thatwould do justice tothe BD model’s
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notion of desires. Even if my specific suggestdiout how to understardesire
and content in dispositional terms shoafgpear to béncorrect, | amconvinced
that the keyto such areconciliation is to bdound within a dispositional or
functional approach.

3.3 Non-linguistic Content

We normally assume that ‘desire’ “is not restricted in its applicatidanguage-
users,who can think of theobject oftheir desire as beingf a certainkind”
(Hampshire 1975 p.37).

First, it must be notedhat when weapply the term*“desire” to somenon-
humananimals, wesometimesusethe belief-desireterminology metaphorically.
Or evenmistakenly: in cases veine theapparentlyintentionalbehaviour of the
animal can be exposed astomatic. Some peopleould e.g. like to say that the
bird who feigns abrokenwing in order todistract a predatowantsto get the
predator to believe that she is easy prey, and therebyigrattention from her
nest. The autoatic character osuch behaviour malge reeakd by its rigidity
— In situations whkre thefeigning-response iriggered orcontinuedalthough
its function obviously is pointless, for instance. Ortatke anexample viaere the
absence of intention imore evidently revealed. Ifyou move a branch of
seaweed from the water's edge on Hfamishshore of the Sound further up on
land, the insects in i{Gammarud.ocusta)will jump eastwardsn order (or so
the spectator might be temptedthink) to get back to thavater. However, if
you bring the branch ofeaweed fronthe west shordresh by boat to the
Swedishshore of the Sound, th&est-shoreanimalswill still jump eastwards
when disturbed (henderther away from thesea),even if the branches close
to the water.

The BD model does nadentify desireswith patterns obehaviour.Therefore
it will always leavaoom for scepticismabout when it is proper to regard an
organism as amtentionalsystem ormaccount ofits behaviour. Observations of
rigidity and adaptiveesswill, however, oftengive usgood reasons tesuppose
that anorganism hadeliefsand esires — orthat it does not. Irthis case, it
seems reasonablegapposehat theinsectsare reealed as having no desire to
get to the waterTheir behaviour is atriggeredreflex, rewarded bynatural
selection inthese populationstequent change ajenerations. (Thpoint of the
experiment may, | imagine, beitlustrate that theynave evolvedensitivity to a
certain point of compass or direction of light.)

On the other hand, though muahimalbehaviourreasonably can be shown
to be non-intentionalwhetherall non-humananimal actionwill fall underthis
description depends onthe plausibility of Hampshire's assumptiorthat
conceptions must be linguistical. To begin with, | do not think that the \a¢ter
receivesmuch support from commosense observationg/hy could not, for
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instance, anew-born infant have a conception oé.g. stomach-pain, and,
accordingly, a desiréor that kind of pain to terminate? Wherour dog, after
having triedtwo kinds of food,consistentlychoosesone of them before the
other,just on sight othe twocans, is inot reasonable to admihat she has a
preference, based on a conception of the contents of the can?

The functionalcharacterisation ofontentgives us naeason tosuppose that
only langwage-usertiave beliefsand dsires withrepresentationatontent.(see
e.g. Dretske 1988p.75-76) The adaptivityand complexity of ananimal’s
behaviour areur main clesfor finding this out. Linguistical behaviour is but
one of many sources of understanding.

The interdependenceetween a) the idea that non-humanimals are
incapable ofwanting, b) a propositionanalysis of dsireand c) thelinguistical
view of beliefs and conceptions is spalit in anilluminating way by R.G. Frey,
a well-known opponent ofanimalrights. Frey presents a reversegersion of
Hampshire'sargument. His doubts about tbhasefor animal welfareare partly
based onthe assumptionthat deires are dependent upobeliefs and that
(following Quine in (1960)) beliefs must be analysedeinrms ofsentencesather
thanpropositions(Frey 1980 pp 53f) His conclusionis, then, thatanimals are
incapable of having desires.

Frey supposes that desires are depengsart having beliefshat somethings
aretrue. This is thought-dependence @ strongersensethan the BDmodel's
(that desirediave propsitional content).For criticism of Frey onthis point, see
Egonsson (1990) p. 129-130. In erdo arrive ahis conclsion againstanimals’
desires, Frey wouldot haveto commithimself tothe claim aboutcapability to
believethat thingsare true.The discriminatingfactor islanguage not ability to
assert.Unlessthe idea ofmon-verbalcognitive content can be madsense of,
most non-humarmnimalsare excluded fom desiring. That is initself a strong
intuitive argument against assuminghat propositional content must be
linguistical.

Summary of 3.3: It has been argued that it cannot be part of our concept of
desiresthat they aréthought-dependent” ohave propsitional content,since

we assign desirde creaturesvithout language. It wasoted,first, that insome
cases wayet evidence showindhat it was amistake tothink that acertain
animal behaviourreflected desires.Second, and more imgant, is that the
functionalistapproachshowshow desires canhave a popositional content in
non-linguisticalterms. Thefact that few of us regardnfants, birds and non-
human mammals asncapable of desiringsupports thatcharacterisation of
content.
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4 Signs of Desire

4.1 Desire and Sensation

As Michael Smith points out ithe Moral Problem, many opponents of the BD model
criticise it because they assume a phenomenal notion of desire. Mark Platts thinks,
e.g., that any one who claims that all actions stem from desire, either puts forward a
vacuous and boring claim, or a theory which is bluntly false, phenomenologically
speaking. The possibility of desires as distinct explanatory factors without necessary
phenomenal qualities is not among his alternatives. (1979, p.256) Adherents of the BD
model sometimes seem to take this for granted as well. While claiming that it is
conceptually true that desires cause acts, they may at the same time suppose that when
an agent desires p, it is also necessary that the thought of realising p “occurs to him,
occupies his attention, fills his consciousness” (Goldman 1970, p.86). This dual claim
appears to be inherent in David Hume's picture of passions as well, as we shall see.

The BD model would be implausible on such a conception. Just like Platt's notes,
most of us would soon find the model falsified if it presupposed that all our actions
spring from experienced feelingbhen, why is that view of desires still common? A
simple explanation may be that the term “desire” is ambiguous. “Desire” is not only
employed when we refer to the roots of intentional actions, i.e. to those intentional
states making sense of what people do. “Desire” is also sometimes used as a near
synonym to terms like “urge”, “drive”, “yearning”, “instinct”, “lust” and other
expressions of a more emotional or sensual character. But the BD model involves no
claims about the motivational role of bodily needs, instincts or emotions. Let me
illustrate the fallacy of equating the two notions of desire in some greater detail.

“Wanting - unlike, for example, regretting - is not an essentially thought-dependent,
and therefore an essentially human, concept /.../. Desire presupposes only the capacity
to act and to feel” (Hampshire 1975 p.37). Some desires “may come into existence
independently of any conception”, Hampshire states. As examples he presents “sexual
desire, lust in any of its common forms, the desire of the hungry man for food or the
thirsty man for drink and some other desires that arise from bodily needs”.

However, the ambiguity in “desire” easily infects discussions concerning desires
related to bodily needs. The English word “desire” is sometimes employed to refer to
bodily sensations or feelings of bodily origin. It may, for instance, be used as
equivalent to “lust” (OED). The point is simple, but | believe that this ambiguity is an
important source of misunderstanding. It is sometimes difficult to disregard
completely the flavour of physical sensations we normally associate with the word
“desire”.
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It is probably true that sensations and feelings of this kind may arise independently
of any conception of the cause of the feeling, or the means to get rid of it. For instance,
a socially deprived person, like Kaspar Hauser, may perhaps feel signals of his bodily
needs without being able to direct these feelings towards any special state of affairs.
Neither is it certain that he will form any tendency to act upon them, since there are no
necessary relations between these sensations and being disposed to act in certain ways.

The point is made by Richard Swinburne:

There are, however, desires which are accompanied by sensations, e.g. hunger, the
desire for food which is accompanied by 'pangs’ of hunger, i.e. by sensations which,
we believe, the satisfaction of the desire will remove and which we desire to remove.
But the desire for food is not the same as and need not at all involve the occurrence of
unpleasant sensations (1985 p.434).

When Swinburne elsewhere describes desire as a slightly rebellious phenomenon in
need of suppression and control by the more reflective parts of the agent's mind, his
view becomes more understandable if “desire” is taken in the primitive sense. “Desire,
in that case, inclines a man to act contrary to his beliefs about worth, including his
moral beliefs.” (1986, p.115) This way of thinking would seem reasonable if it just
meant that, for moral and prudential reasons, we can not always put the satisfaction of
desires based on our bodily needs first.

To consolidate his thesis that “there may in principle be motivation without
motivating desires”, Thomas Nagel refers to a distinction between 'desires motivated
by reason' and 'unmotivated desires'. A desire to put a dime in a soft-drink machine
may e.g. be motivated by a desire to drink together with certain beliefs. It is a trivial
truth, according to Nagel, that if “desire” is taken to include motivated as well as
unmotivated desires, then “whatever may be the motivation for someone's intentional
pursuit of a goal, it becomes in virtue of his pursuit ipso facto appropriate to ascribe to
him a desire for that goal”. He denies that an unmotivated desire (like thirst in the soft-
drink example) is always. present in the motivational process. Motivated desires are
always present, Nagel admits, but they are not the independent initiating driving forces
the BD model takes desires to be. According to the BD model, actions are either
produced by instrumental desires, which in turn, at some stage, have been caused by
unmotivated desires and means-ends reasoning. It also allows for actions to be caused
by intrinsic desire and beliefs directly. So, unmotivated desires always figure in the
explanatory background. Such desires are the necessary driving forces of any action.

Nagel puts forward hunger and thirst as typical examples of unmotivated desires.
Moreover, hunger and thirst are identified with desires for food and drink (1970 e.g.
p.29 & 32). The intuitive plausibility of Nagel's examples of cases where motivation is
supposed to work without motivating desires is, | think, undermined by the distinction
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between felt “desires” and desires in the BD model’'s sense. Unmotivated desires
should be distinguished from bodily sensations, instincts, needs or urges. “Hunger”
may refer to pangs of hunger, or to the desire for food. In some cases a sensual state
related to physical needs is a causal antecedent of our unmotivated desire, like when a
dry throat gives rise to a desire for drink. But it is clear that ‘desires’ in that primitive
sense are unnecessary in motivation. All of Nagel's crucial examples concern desires
closely connected with bodily sensations. Intuitions in favour of his view may
therefore be based on considerations about the independence of intentional action from
bodily sensations, which is irrelevant to the BD model’s view of motivation.

Let me now return for a moment to Hampshire's initial argument against the
thought-dependence of desires. The distinction between desires as dispositional states
with representational content, and ‘desires’ as bodily sensations does not exhaust the
possible uses of “desire”. Hunger, lust and many other urges appear to be non-
representational. One explanation of this impression may be that we associate these
‘desires’ with bodily needs, or sensations associated with such needs, both of which
are non-intentional (or at least non-representational) states. But assume that we do not
speak of hunger and lust as the sensations produced by bodily needs. There is then still
another, non-representational, sense in which these almost universal drives can be
directed towards objects.

A common view ofsexual desire seems to be especially difficult to fit into the two
categories suggested so far. Could not Kaspar Hauser sexually desire something or
someone (the first human being he meets, for instance) without having any idea about
what it is that he desires? Might he not jant her, though he does not have any idea
as to what kind of state of affairs that could fulfil his desire? In that case, there would
be a sense of “sexual desire” referring to an internal state with a direction, afatesire
something, but still a state which does not require that the agent has any conception of
the desired object.

Jerome A. Shaffer presents an analysis of sexual desire that meets this description.
His characterisation implies that, even if we do not confuse sexual desire with mere
feelings or sensations of arousal, sexual desindti® subspecies of desires (in the
qualified sense). “B sexually desires A” is normally not just another way of saying “B
desires to have sex with A”. According to Shaffer, sexual desire is similar to desires in
general in that it is tied to satisfaction or frustration. But unlike desires, sexual desire
is not fulfilled or realised by some “pre-envisaged state of affairs” (1978 p.184). B
need not have any idea about what the satisfaction of his sexual desire for A could
consist of — what the “getting” of A might be (he may sexually desire A without
being sincerely interested in “having” A at all). A is the “object” of sexual desire only
in the sense that she is seen as a source of satisfaction. And “satisfaction” does not
here mean anything like realisation of the propositional content of the desire — but is
rather used as an overall term for certain types of bodily events and sensations which
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“are centered in the genital area and radiate out from them”. (p.186) To sum up, sexual
desiring (in a certain sense) resembles desiring in that it implies that something or

someone is desired. But the mere occurrence of the sexually desired object is not what
satisfies the sexual desire. Sexual desire “is not a desire of any special amorous
practice /.../ In a general way [sexual] desire is not a desid®iof. /.../[Sexual]

desire can not posit its suppression as its supreme end nor single out for its ultimate
goal any particular act” (Sartre 1958 p.385) This non-propositional viesexobl

desire is compatible with a propositional analysis of desire.

Shaffer’s proposal shows the possibility of distinguishing between three notions in
connection with sexual desires. Firstly, lust as a mere sensation of feeling sexually
aroused — a feeling without direction. Secondly, lust as a state directed towards an
object seen as a source of satisfaction, but a state which may come without any
representation of the state of affairs that would satisfy the desire, and also without any
disposition towards realising such a state. Thirdly, lust as a desire in the BD model's
sense, i.e. a dispositional state with a representational content — ‘*having sex’ — such
that the agent under certain conditions will tend to realise that proposition.

| believe that the second notion, which Shaffer wants to expose as specific for our
sexual motivation, can be applied to other types of motivations related to bodily needs
as well. “Hunger” may refer to the desire to have food, or to the felt signs of an empty
stomach, but also to a directed state that does not represent its satisfaction in terms of
some state of affairs. It is e.g. imaginable that a hungry infant perceiving its mother’s
breast simply “wants” it, without imagining itself as “having it” at all. No self-
consciousness would be needed to be in such a state. Similarly, we might imagine an
otherwise normal person with a limited neural damage making her forget everything
about how to eat. In the light of cases described by Oliver Sacke Man Who
Mistook his Wife for a Hat and Other Clinical Tales and other books, that does not
seem to be a too unrealistic example. She would feel pangs of hunger, and
furthermore, it is likely that her attention would be directed towards food on the table,
if it smelled and looked appetising. Still, she would not represent herself as eating that
food, or be in a state such that the typical kind of circumstances would trigger her
eating. The important thing here is that the type of directed state she is in must be
distinguished from BD model desires.

Summary of 4.1: The BD model does not presuppose that desires must be felt,
experienced or accompanied by any kind of sensations. It is, however, understandable
that many of the model's critics have thought so, since the term “desire” is often
employed in a primitive sense, typically referring to sensations related to common
bodily needs. Furthermore, there is still another notion of desire in use, which refers to
a felt state directed towards an object — as in “he sexually desires her”. The important
difference between this notion of desire (which can be applied to other areas than the
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sexual) and desire in the BD model’'s sense is that the agent’s state in this case is not
set upon the realisation of some state of affairs.

4.2 First Person Knowledge of Desire and Action

In “Desire” Richard Swinburne states that the “real trouble” with a dispositional
definition of desire is “that it would be odd to suppose that a man's desires were totally
unknown to him” (1985 p.432). Therefore he supposes that “my desirg mental

set which gives rise (barring exceptional counter-evidence) to the belief that | will act”
(p-433 my emph.). This mental set is also characterised as “an organized readiness to
do the act when | believe that | have the opportunity to do it, a readinebsch | am

aware” (p.433 my emph.). Note that Swinburne’s suggestion is proposed as an
alternative to the dispositional analysis of desire. It is fair, therefore, to suppose that he
is not only claiming that desires entail the possibility of first person predictions, but
that first person predictions are part of wbaistitutes a desire.

The first sentence seems to identify my desires with my predictions about my
behaviour, the second with my assumptions about my dispositional states, i.e. about
my desires. Knowledge of desire is presented as essential to having desires. Swinburne
makes explicitly clear that if my prediction is false it is still a better guide to my
desires than my action-dispositions are. “I believe that | would choose the éclair, but in
fact | would chose the rice pudding. Which do | now desire? | suggest that ordinary
usage favours the answer 'the éclair” (1985 p.433) (Swinburne’s proposed
identification of desires with predictions comes close to another identification which is
the target of Anscombe’s “direction of fit"-criticism imtention; intentions with
predictions.)

Sometimes we desire to do things we suspect that weavilo when we get the
opportunity, and ordinary usage must also be subtle enough to allow for self-
deception. It is a fact that people often are mistaken, even without being victims of the
wilful act of self-deception, about what they desire. Swinburne's éclair-example could
be a quite unproblematic illustration of this. Swinburne presupposes links both
between desire and action and between desire and introspective knowledge. In a
similar way, David Gauthier writes that we “must distinguish a behavioural dimension
of preference revealed in choice, and an attitudinal dimension expressed in speech”.
He thinks that a conception of “preference” concentrating solely on revealed
preferences would be too impoverished a concept. (1986 p.27) It is correct that the
explanatory value of a “revealed choice” concept of preference is lesser than the BD
model’s more substantial notion. But both signs mentioned by Gauthier — what we say
and believeabout our desires and what we then actually do — cannot be conceptual
criteria of desire. It is a brute fact that they often come apart. Speech is also intentional
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acting, and as such it is an instrument for desire fulfilment and a criterial manifestation
of desire. But the desire expressed verbally, or autobiographically described, need not
be identical with the desire that moves you to those speech acts.

There are many cases where people desire things but do not have any beliefs about
what they would do in a certain situatjeang. when they have not been giving it any
consideration at alFor example, | think it would be all right to say that | desired,
even before this example came to my mind, to have a meal this evening, although |
had not been thinking anything about what | would do if it should appear to be
impracticable. “After all”, Pettit and Smith argue on p.574 in “Backgrounding Desire”,
“the evidence of intuition and introspection - the phenomenology of deliberation - is
squarely against the hypothesis that desire always has a foreground presence. We are
no more inclined to think that the deliberating agent always considers his desire-states
than we are to imagine that he always considers his states of belief.”

That description is incompatible with requiring desires to be objects of our
occurrent beliefs, but someone could reply that my desire for p at least implies the
disposition for thoughts that | desiré pvhen my attention was drawn towards the
matter of supper, | came to think, occurrently, that | desire supper this evening. But is
that true of any desire by definition? This is one of the possibilities Pettit and Smith
would want to exclude as well, since they stress that “foregrounded” must not be
conflated with “phenomenally present”. “A desire may be in the background and be
consciously possessed. And a desire may be in the foreground, as in implicit
deliberation, without being consciously considered.” (1990 p.568) Even this weaker
assumption, that desires must be objects of dispositional beliefs, would be
phenomenologically implausible. Someone might ask me to consider whether | desire
p, | may search my mind and direct my attention to the matter, and still not know
whether | desire p or not — even if my behaviour eventually reveals to the spectator
that | actually desire p.

Philip Pettit's and Michael Smith's main argument against the view that desires must
be present in the foreground of an agent's deliberation is also concerned with changes
in motivation (1988 p.576). | believe the point they are making can be explained like
this. Most desires can be satisfied whether or not they are still held by the agent. In
contrast to e.g. the desire to smoke whenever | feel a craving for a cigarette, most
desires are not, to use Parfit’'s term (1986, p.151), conditional on their own persistence.
Suppose it was a necessary feature of motivation that intentional action involves both
the belief that the action will realise a certain property and the belief that the property
is desired by the agent. Then it would be difficult, they argue, to explain cases in
which | act upon a desire, which | predict will have vanished by the time it is to be
fulfilled. I may e.g. submit an article for publication because | have a desire to air new
ideas. At the same time | may know that | will have lost interest in airing those ideas
by the time the paper is published. “The prediction will not”, Pettit and Smith argues,
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have stopped me acting on the desire to have the paper published, because what
nourished that desire was not the prospect of relieving the desire to air the new ideas in
the future but simply the prospect of airing them. We believe that any claim to the
effect that desire is always foregrounded in decision-making will run into problems of
this kind. (p.577)

It is probably possible to modify the epistemic criterion of desire in a way enabling
it to cope with self-deception, foreseen changes in motivation over time and other
difficulties of similar kinds — at the cost of simplicity. (One might e.g. assume that
my present desire to air ideas at a time when | predict that this desire has vanished
must be foregrounded in my deliberation at the time when | submit the article for
publication i.e. that the prospect of satisfying — rather than “relieving”, which is
somewhat demagogical in this context, as Wlodek Rabinowicz pointed out to me —
that present desire in the future motivates my action now.)

But other difficulties may arise if desires are taken to imply knowledge of desire
and action. Swinburne’s first characterisation appeared to assume that knowledge of
desire partlydefines what it is to have a desire. Other philosophers have more
explicitly placed the agent's beliefs or even verbal reports about his desires among the
defining characteristica. (Audi 1973, Pears 1975, Williamganal Luck. 1981 p.48).

But if 'l believe that | desire p' is part of the meaning of 'l desire p', it seems difficult to
explicate what it is for me to believe that | desire p. This type of circle would
undermine the definition.

A similar circularity may arise from defining desires in terms of predictions. The
type of action forecasted by the agent must be supposed to be done at will. Otherwise
it would obviously be too wide. Our ability to predict our own reflexes must be
irrelevant in this context. On the other hand, at least within the BD model framework,
where intentions belong to a subclass of desires, this will also make definiens refer to
definiendum.

Within the dispositional view of desire, there must be an intimate connection
between knowledge of desire and predictions of behaviour. Since the desires that
motivate you have no necessary phenomenal presence, but are essentially
distinguished by their relations to beliefs and behaviour, your sole advantage over
other people when it comes to knowing your own desires is that you know what the
exterior looks like from your point of view. Smith and Pettit could be right in
assuming that a desire in the backgromag be consciously possessed (that is not an
issue | will debate) but the important thing is that its being consciously possessed has
nothing to do with its motivational force. Introspection is therefore notoriously
unreliable as a method for detecting desires. To form an opinion about your desires,
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you will, like other people, have to think about how you would react under different
conditions.

Some well-known types of self-references are improper for formal reasons. | cannot
honestly say that | always tell lies, and | cannot really believe that all my beliefs are
mistaken — if | believe that, | must also believe that it is false. However, someone
else could truthfully point out, without any inconsistency, that | never tell the truth,
and she might also know that none of my beliefs are true. As Frederic Schick
convincingly shows, first person knowledge of choices and future actions belongs to
that group of inconsistent self-references (1999). | cannot think of myself as making a
future choice among options, and at the same time be sure about how | will act. The
idea of an option is the idea of “an action | neither yet think | will take or that | won't”,
as well as an action | believe | would perform | chose to. (p. 7).

This is the main point of his argument, put in informal terms. Suppose you know
now that I will choose p rather than g tomorrow. If p is an option to me, it follows that
| cannot now believe that | will perform p, though it follows, also, that | believe that if
| choose p tomorrow, then | will perform p. Butlialso believe, now, that | will
choose p tomorrow, then | must believe that | will perform p. In that case, p is not an
option. l.e. if | believe now that | will choose p tomorrow, this belief cannot be true.
And if it is true, | cannot believe in it. “Others may know this, but we ourselves can't.
To that extent our knowledge is bounded, and bounded not by our mental limitations
but by our self-discipline” (p.11). Furthermore, as Schick also stresses, we have little
to lose if we avoid attempting to make such predictions. This is a point | will stress in
a different context further on.

We can indeed deny ourselves the beliefs that | say are improper. We lose nothing of
any importance if we avoid such beliefs. Still, we sometimes ascribe such beliefs, if
not to ourselves then to others. Sometimes we even endorse ideas that oblige us to do
that. We trip ourselves up when we do, so it is well to be cautioned against it. (p. 11)

The impossibility of foreknowledge of one’s own choices gives us part of an
explanation of the fact that first-person motivational analysis is less reliable than third
person analysis. Suppose you attempt, now, to form a judgement about your present
state of motivation. You have to take stock of all your motivationally relevant desires
and beliefs. Assume, for the sake of argument, that considering your beliefs is
unproblematic. How do you detect your desires? Since desires are, essentially,
dispositions for action, to judge what you desire must be much like predicting your
behaviour. So when you have considered your beliefs, in order to find out what you
desire, you have to decide how these beliefs relate to action. The nature of that relation
is determined by your desires. The trouble is that any decision about which action that
is fitting, given what you believe, in itself must be just that: a decision. Your own
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judgements about how you will act given your beliefspares of your motivation. If
you include those decisions in the body of motivation you survey, you disqualify
yourself as an agent, i.e. as someone with a choice between options.

My pessimistic generalisation about first person motivational analysis (and its
formal explanation) is an important element in my anti-rationalistic approach to
akrasia and morality in part 1l. Empirical laboratory evidence underpinning it is
referred to in section 8 (Gopnik 1993, Nisbett & Wilson 1977).

Like the linguistic conception of desire’s content, the idea that desires must be
foregrounded would have practical consequences for non-human animals. One of R.G.
Frey's arguments against animals' desires is e.g. based on such an assumption. He puts
forward the following argument: Suppose someone claims that even if animals cannot
have belief-dependent desires, there is a certain kind of “simple” desires, like Fido's
desires for bones, “which do not involve the intervention of belief” (1980 p.101). As
Tom Regan has pointed out, it is doubtful whether anyone would think that it makes
sense to attribute a desire for something — a bone — to someone — Fido — while
denying that the agent believes anything at all concerning the desired object — like,
for instance, that it is a bone. (Regan 1982 p.277)

However, now Frey argues a) that ability to be aware that one desires implies self-
consciousness (lacking, it is supposed, in most non-human animals), and b) that it is
pointless to attribute desires to creatures who are alleged to be capable of having only
unconscious desires. “Where no desires are conscious ones/.../”, Frey asks, “what cash
value can the use of the term 'desire’' have?” (Frey 1980) Tom Regan's criticism of
Frey focuses one implicit assumption of the deduction — that 'Fido desires but is
unaware that Fido desires' is supposed to imply 'Fido's desire is an unconscious desire'.
This inference is invalid, Regan argues, since it overlooks a distinction between “being
aware of our desires” as objects “of non-reflective consciousness” and “being aware
that we have desires”, i.e. to have our desires as objects of “reflective consciousness”.

The meaning of “unaware of a desire” and “unconscious desire” is not entirely clear
in the context. If read as synonymous, Frey's inference would be valid. Furthermore, it
seems a bit strong to characterise the fact that a desire is not an unconscious one, as its
being anobject of consciousness, as Regan does when he assumes that “the desire for
the bone can be an object of Fido's simple consciousness” (1982 p.278).

But why is awarenessf desires essential at all? Could it not be the case that Fido
just wants the bone, without being aware or conscious of his desire for the bone? Frey
believes that the idea of unconscious desire in humans makes sense “only because we
first make sense of conscious desire” (p.104). But for reasons mentioned earlier,
awareness of desire cannot be among the conceptual criteria of having desires. We
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cannot rule out the logical possibility of creatures, who desire but never think that they
desire.

Admittedly, it would be implausible to analyse desire in a way, which makes
awareness of one's desires conceptually impossible. But the attribution of desires to
beings incapable of self-consciousness need not involve such conceptual claims.
Animals' desires are not alleged to be inaccessible in principle — they are not
supposed to fall under a different notion than peoples' desires. It is simply a contingent
fact that some creatures never can be conscious of their desires (or of their beliefs, for
that matter).

It might be the case that Frey's argument about the cash value of “desire” should be
interpreted differently, so that it exploits another distinction than the one Regan
emphasises. Namely the one between 'being consofause's desires' and 'having
conscious desires' (i.e. be able to experience or feel one's desires). What he in effect
says, then, is that it would be pointless to attribute desires to animals incapable of
experiencing (i.e. feeling) their desires. Such an argument could be met in two ways.
To begin with, this interpretatiowould make Frey's inference from lack of self-
consciousness to lack of desire blatantly invalid. From 'Fido cannot know that he
desires' does not follow 'Fido cannot feel his desire'. It would be like inferring ‘Fido
cannot feel his broken leg’ from ‘Fido cannot know that his leg is broken’. In fact,
there are well-founded reasons, based on analogies (neurology, behaviour,
evolutionary advantage) for assuming that other higher mammals are able to feel much
the same things as humans do. But most important is that, for reasons mentioned,
feelings of desire are natiterial of having desire. Therefore it is logically possible
that there are desiring creatures who for some contingent reason are never able to feel
their desire.

Summary of 4.2: The BD model’s dispositional notion of desire is incompatible with
the assumption that desires entail knowledge about how we will act, or about our
desires. Those assumptions are also phenomenologically implausible. We often desire
things without thinking about how we will act, we do not place desires in the
foreground of our deliberation and we do not even always have dispositions for
occurrent beliefs about our desires.

An agent cannot consistently believe that he will make a certain choice. Other
persons may view him as conditioned to make certain choices, but he cannot. This fact
undermines the reliability of our beliefs about our own desires, since the identity of
desires is determined by what can be conditionally predicted about the behaviour of
their bearers.
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4.3 Desire and Tendency to Get

“The primitive sign of wanting is trying to get” is an oft-quoted statement made by G
E M Anscombe inntention (1957 p.68). Donald Davidson assumes as a necessary
truth that “if an agent desires to do x more than he desires to do y and he believes
himself free to do either x or y, then he will intentionally do x if he does either x or y
intentionally.” (1980 p.23) Ifrreedom of the Individual Stuart Hampshire writes, “'A
desires to do X' is indeed equivalent to 'other things being equal, he would do X, if he
could™ (1975 p.36). An important presupposition in Hare's theory of prescriptive
language is that there is a “close logical relation /.../ between wanting and doing
something about what one wants” (1963 p.71). If 'evaluation’ is used to cover “mere
desire”, then Davidson is right, according to D F Peaidativated Irrationality, in
supposing that there is a necessary two-way connection between valuing and doing
(Ch. IX & X). Ingmar PerssonReasons and Reason-Governed Actions consists partly

in an elaborated defence of the view “that it is a conceptual truth that in a class of
conflicting wants the strongest one is the one that expresses itself in behaviour” (1980,
p.101). Alvin Goldman emphasises that “it is a logical truth that wants tend to cause
action” (1976, p.112). Harry Frankfurt thinks that the “concept designated by the verb
'to want' is extraordinarily elusive” and that wanting to x is compatible with, for
instance, wanting to refrain from x-ing and not “really” wanting to x. He nevertheless
admits that to have a “genuine” want is “to be inclined or moved to some extent” to
perform the act in question (1971 p.9). All of these declarations express a central
theme of the BD modél.

The BD model's conceptual link between wanting and doing can be split up into
two: The Forward Connection (wanting implies doing) and the Backward Connection
(doing implies wanting), to use D F Pears' terminology (1984). Though these views
are closely related, it is conceptually coherent to hold one of them without embracing
the other.

None of the quoted philosophers defend a conception of desire, such that there is a
straightforward and simple connection between desiring and doing. The ceteris
paribus-clause and the hypothetical “if he believes himself free to do” (Davidson) are
presupposed, at least implicitly, in these contexts. Desires are not supposed to imply
actions, not even to imply action-tendencies — the BD model assumes that desires
entail dispositions to act.

Hampshire thinks that “the open, or catchall, phrase 'other things being equal’
cannot be replaced by a definite condition, or closed set of conditions, without
destroying the equivalence” (1975 p.36). Nevertheless it is possible, for instance from
Hampshire's own text, to specify four main types of reservations. If B desires that p, he
will necessarily realise p provided that:

* he is capable of realising p,
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* his beliefs about how to realise p are correct,

* he has no stronger desire which could be frustrated by realising p, and

* he believes that he is capable of realising p.

Each of these reservations is in itself sufficient to explain why someone desiring that p
still might fail to realise p. None of the conditions is a matter of all or nothing. We
may be more or less hindered to get what we want, more or less certain about our
capabilities and about which means that are proper to our ends etc. It is reasonable to
think that most real life choices are influenced by one or several considerations of this
kind. Actions result from complexes of desires and various beliefs about means and
ability. This means that choice behaviour only under very idealised circumstances
would reveal a person’s desires straight off.

Why are precisely these four provisos natural? Capability and correct relevant
beliefs are evidently required in order for action to give evidence of desire. It is not
unusual to be misinformed about the objects of one's desires, or otherwise incapable of
realising them. Concerning the third exception Hampshire writes that it “is of the
nature of desire that a desire or interest may at any time be prevented from issuing in
action by a conflicting desire or interest”. (1975 p.36) Most real life choices are
between complex outcomes towards which our desires are diverse. R. B. Brandt
suggests that

[if] the valences of the expected outcomes are mixed, the most | would suggest as a
possibility is that if each negative product can be matched with a larger positive
product there will be a residual action-tendency to perform the act; and if each positive
product can be matched with a larger negative product there will be a residual action-
tendency not to perform the act. (1979, p.65)

How can the fact that a desire may remain unexpressed because of conflicting
desires be made compatible with the idea of a forward connection? In line with
Brandt’s suggestion, we could describe such hidden desires in terms of counterfactual
statements like: “If p, which is an element of the expected outcome, had been the sole
motivating factor, there would have been an action-tendency of strength S.” Or
perhaps better: “If p, which is an element of the expected outcome, had been absent,
the action-tendency would have increased/decreased in strength with S-S'.” The very
point of talking about dispositions for action-tendencies (rather than about action-
tendencies directly) is to make room for unmanifested desires.

The possibility of conflicting desires concerning an expected outcome may perhaps
appear problematic to the view that what we intentionally do always is desired. If x
does p, against which she has a strong aversion (sees her dentist, for example),
because p is a necessary condition for g, which she desires strongly, is it not simply
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untrue to say that she does something she desires to do? Our linguistic conventions
seem to be ambiguous on this point.

However, | do not believe that this ambiguity is inherent in the concept of desiring.

It is rather the multitude of degrees of specification in daily speech, which creates the
possibility of classifying actions in widely different ways. If the agent were to specify
precisely which objects she tries to get or shun, the ambiguity would cease. If the
backward connection shall be upheld, the description of her intentional action (what
the agent tries to do) must fit the agent's opinion about everything that she thinks the
action might lead to in the long run. (Her intentional action, necessarily supported by a
desire of hers, is in this sense not only to see her dentist, but to see him in order to get
her denture fixed and avoid future suffering etc.) When an agent's intentionally
performed action is demarcated in this broad way, it is always true that the desire
resulting from all her desires and aversions concerning different parts of her action, in
the moment of acting, is a desire to perform the action.

Real-life explanations are rarely complete or fully specific. “You desire p’ might
sometimes mean merely that yoarmally would desire p. l.e. that whatever your
present dispositions point to vis-a-vis p, your otherwise typical inner set-up would
produce a tendency to get p when other things are equal. The expression could also
inform us that you ineffectively desire p. This means that there is an actual and real
inner state of yours, such that it would produce an actiother things were equal.

E.g. if you were capable, believed that you were capable or had no other dispositions
pointing in incompatible direction3hus, there are philosophically unproblematic
senses in which the BD model allows you to do things you do not desire to do.

To avoid misinterpretations, | should stress a terminological point here. Unless
explicitly stated otherwise, “occurrent” (when used about desires) is throughout this
work used in Brandt's sense, without implying phenomenal presence (1979, pp.27-
28.). An occurrent desire for coffee can be assigned to me when | am in a state such
that if the belief that | can get coffee comes to my mind, | will tend to have coffee. |
have been discussing desires mostly in this sense. That is to be distinguished from a
normal desire for coffee, which is the state | am in when | just had enough of coffee
for one afternoon, and therefore would abstain from coffee for the moment, even if |
came to believe that it was cheap to get. So that just means that under most
circumstances, | would have an occurrent desire for coffee. Occurrent desires are not,
however, necessarilffective desires, i.e. they are not necessarily triggered.

Another, perhaps even more common way of using “occurrent” implies that if B’s
desire for p is occurrent, the thought of realising p “occurs to him, occupies his
attention, fills his consciousness” (Goldman 1970, p.86). To Goldman, an occurrent
want is a mental event or mental process, a “going on” or “happening” in
consciousness. A “standing” want, in Goldman’s terminology, is a disposition to have
occurrent wants, a disposition “asserted to someone only if he has a number of



4 Signs of Desire 89

occurrent wants for a period of time”. My use of the term does neither entail
phenomenal presence, or dispositions to experience mental events of that kind. It is
distinct from Goldman’s standing wants, as well as his occurrent wants.

As Amelie Oksenberg Rorty argues in “The Social and Political Sources of
Akrasia”, social institutions and economic systems often encourage and foster
practices between which there might geeat tensions. “[While condemning
aggression, they also praise ‘aggressive initiative.” While admiring selfless devotion,
they also reward canny self-interest. Except in extreme cases, rewards and sanctions
do not form a clear and guiding pattern.” (1997, p. 652) Weak-willed actions are
commonly taken to be theoretical threats to the idea that evaluations express desires,
or to the idea that desires entail dispositions to act. Rorty’s observations indicate that
we should not be surprised to find that the ordinary agent in a given moment is
disposed to realising irreconcilable or antithetical goals and that momentary
contingencies determine which dispositions that are manifested. Furthermore, as Olav
Gjelsvik notes, the traditional philosophical debate often treats akratic acts against an
empirically untenable background assumption about unchanged preferences over time.
Empirical evidence shows, e.g., that even without additional input of information or
affective pressure, the gradual reduction of time-distance to an expected event tends to
change our desires and dispositions to make choices concerning that event. (Gjelsvik
2000) In other words, the conventional philosophical worry about akratic behaviour
within the BD model springs, at least to some extent, from an underestimation of
common complexities, tensions and instabilities within an agent’s network of driving
forces. What is originally mainly a psychological and perhaps socio-political problem
is perhaps thereby unnecessarily turned into a philosophical difficulty.

Another point of importance in this context concerns explanatory and predictive
value. Many philosophers have concurred in Thomas Nagel's vidheiRossibility
of Altruism, that the wide dispositional notion of desire is a “logical ghost” (E.J. Bond
1983 p.13). They think that this notion makes the BD model true at the cost of
trivialisation, “since anything that moves us (at least to intentional action) is likely to
count as such a desire” (Scanlon 1998, p.37). It is true that if the BD model assumed,
as a conceptual truth, that there was a straightforward and easily detectable link
between real life choices and real desires, then it would be quite uninformative to cite
desires in order to understand people’s behaviour.

But the BD model commits us to a stronger claim about desires. It does not merely
say that desires exist only as inferences from actions and that if there is no action,
there can be no desire. Desires are to be attributed to agents if they are moved to
action, but also when theyould be moved, were it not for counteracting beliefs,
desires or other circumstances of any of the four kinds mentioned above (see e.g. Foot
1979 p.149). So desires are supposed to exist as real causal forces even when they are
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unmanifested. Information about such desires will help us predict and understand
people.

In an idealised situation where we have independent evidence showing beyond
doubt that none of the reservations mentioned are applicable, we will find an
explanation like “I did it because | wanted to” completely uninformative. If the context
makes it evident from the start that the agent knows what she is doing and that the
most notable condition for her behaviour is her inner constitution, rather than
accidental external circumstances, we would find such information useless. Our
intuitions would be in line with the BD model then. But even the meagre report that
someone wanted to do what she actually did is normally of explanatory value, since
people mostly would only tell us this in situations where we otherwise are expected to
believe that the action was unintentional, misconceived or accidental in some other
way. Furthermorejf they tell us this as an explanation of what they do, the
conventional way of speaking about dispositions gives nightito assume that they
want us to understand that such external explanations could be expected in the context.
Otherwise it would not be informative to exclude them.

The fourth typical reservation concerning a desire’s giving rise to behaviour states
that the agent must believe that he is capable of realising p, if the desire shall initiate a
tendency towards p. This suggestion should not be given a stronger interpretation than
necessary. The weak justification needed to makegamyg intentional requires
merely, | would suggest, that | regapdng as a means to the realisation of some state
of affairs desired by me, and that this means-ends belief is among the causeg of my
ing.

Sometimes, e.g. in simple immediate actions, the desired state of affairs might
simply be the one in which | agring. The acknowledged instrumentality of what |
am doing must not be thought of in terms of a causal relation between my action and
its effects. Myg-ing is caused by my desire for some p and a beliefgvag in some
sense leads to p. In some cases, “leads t0” means that p is a possible gHeagt of
i.e. a causal consequence following upon the action, but an effect which nevertheless
affects the action-description. An example: One of the actions | am about to perform
right now is to publish this book. This action goes on as long as my beliefs and desires
to do so supports behaviour tending to realise the publishing of the book. These
motivating reasons will probably, as far as | can see right now, continue contributing
to that kind of behaviour at least until it is too late to withdraw the book from the
publisher. My action of publishing the book goes on just until then, but that
description of the intentional act can not be fixed before some further effects are
known — like if the book really gets published. Even if | will regret having it printed
immediately after the point of no return, | will by have performed the intentional act of
publishing the book. So in this cageing precedes and causes an instantiation of p,
i.e. of the proposition contained in my rationalising desire.
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In other cases, the realisation of p may not be thought of as caused by, but as
instantiatedn my @-ing. | may view my action of eating a certain dish as constituted
by the desired eating of something filling. Or | could regard my public uttering of
certain words as an instance of making an apology. If | seg-imy, or an element in
it, as an instance of p in this way, this is enough to fulfil the instrumentality
requirement of my motivating reasons. Michael Bratman agrees with Gilbert Harman
(in discussing Kavka'’s so called Toxin puzzle, to be commented in section 5) that “if
one does somehow come to have a new, reason-giving intrinsic desire to drink, that
may make it instrumentally rational to drink.” (Bratman 1998 p.27) “Instrumentally”
could here be understood in line with my weak characterisation. My belief that
drinking is an instance of a state of affairs, the realisation of which my present desire
is directed towards, is in this case a means-ends belief in a non-causal sense.

As | noted before, it is not necessary that my desire for that state of affairs is
present as an object of my deliberation. Since my motivating reasons for action can be
unknown to me, it is quite possible thap intentionally without having the belief that
| am @-ing, i.e. without knowing what | am doing — in a literal sense. | need not picture
myselfas @-ing, or as coming t@, in order forg-ing to be caused by my desires and
instrumental beliefs in the right way. Although I cannot inteng tmless | regardg-
ing as contributing to something | desire, intentiogahg does notconceptually
require that | have the positive belief that | am able. tlh is enough that mg-ing is
caused by desire and means-ends belief. | do not even find it empirically unreasonable
to suppose that many of my actions are caused by such assertions and desires, without
the aid of any positive beliefs about capability to perform those actions.

Admittedly, it does seem difficult to imagine a person, who intentiorgaBy(he
believes thatp-ing will contribute to the realisation of p and his behaviour is caused by
the desire for p, which is triggered by this belief) and at the same time is positively
convinced that he is unable goSuch beliefs are typical inhibitors of the triggering of
desires. But | am not sure that it would imeoherent to describe him ag-ing
intentionally. If you believe that you are incapablegahg, it is unlikely that you
think of your @¢-ing as an effective instrument for anything, and the type of
instrumental belief that could rationalise yauing will probably never occur to you.

That is improbable, but as far as | can see, there is nothing in the conditional assertion
‘my @-ing would with some probability lead to p’ entail ‘| am capable ofp’ (or ‘I

will ¢ for that matter.) Therefore it is at least a conceptual possibility thatpyou
intentionally while believing that you are incapablepohg.

It would be a mistake to assume that it is conceptually impossible for a papson’s
ing to becaused by a conditional means-ends belief tipaihg might lead to p, and a
desire for p, in the presence of his belief that he is unable to do it. The important
guestion here is not whether that kind of causal and conceptual relation is conceptually
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possible, but whether his pessimistic conviction by definition disqualifies his reason
from being the kind of rationaliser that allows us to view hinp-agj intentionally.

This illustrates the question of how thin the rationalising or justificatory function of
BD model reasons should be taken to be. To view a creature as acting intentionally is
to apply a belief-desire scheme of concepts to it. This scheme enables us to see means-
ends rationality in its behaviour and in that weak sense, the BD model identifies
intentional behaviour with rational behaviour. However, the model allows intentional
behaviour to be irrational in a variety of different thicker senses. Most of us regard the
person who intentionallg-s, in spite of his mistaken conviction that he is unable to do
S0, as an agent who is acting irrationally, given his own beliefs. Many adherents of the
BD model want to exclude that possibility by definition, and say that this type of
irrationality is enough to disqualify his act from being intentidriBhat is perhaps
mostly a matter of terminological conventions.

For practical reasons, | think that the notion of intention should appeal to the
thinnest possible concept of rationality. There is no reason to endow agents with more
rationality than necessary. This strategy is also a way of forestalling a common
objection to the BD model, put forward e.g. by Annette Baier against Davidson, that
the model on some characterisations make agents unduly rational, and that it is
counterintuitive in that sense. Furthermore, building the thicker concept of rationality
into intentions (excluding intentional actions contrary to pessimistic beliefs of the kind
mentioned) would make the BD model leave a distinct category of behaviour out of
the account.

Suppose we have a quarrel in my garden, and when you are out of further
arguments, you kick down my solid-looking garden shed as an effect of your sudden
desire to do me some damage. Your act is caused by your desire to make me sorry,
and by your belief that your kicking down the shed would have that effect. Throughout
your act, you are also convinced that no one could make what looks like an unusually
stout little building fall over by kicking it. It might be psychologically rare for
behaviour to be caused under such circumstances, but it is possible. Your action
differs distinctly from reflexes, misdirected attempts and other typical forms of
unintentional behaviour, since it is caused by means-ends beliefs and desires with the
right kind of content. So, if what you do is not intentional, what kind of actiort'is it?

Summary of 4.3: The BD model makes it a conceptual truth that actions are outcomes
of desires and that desires produce dispositions for behaviour. It entails, therefore, one
sense in which it is trivially true that people always do what they want to do. However,
the BD model’s realistic conception of desires allows desires to exist but remain
unexpressed for a lot of different reasons. The model admits greater diversion,
contrariety and unsteadiness among an agent’s desires, than many of its critics appear
to have thought. With that in mind, it is easy to see that the model permits people to
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act against their own desires in a variety of ways. Nor does the BD model undermine
the normal explanatory and predictive force of citing an agent’s desires. Even in cases
where an agent simply cites a desire to do what she did as an explanation of that
behaviour, we would, normally, at least learn that she finds the situation to be such
that we might have expected some external explanation instead.

When a belief of the type ‘mg-ing will contribute to the realisation of p’ triggers a
desire for p so that these states tend to cause p, an intentional action takes place. In the
absence of appropriate means-ends beliefs, desires will remain unmanifested, as causal
warrants of certain conditional assumptions about the agent. An instrumental belief's
triggering of a desire to realise p can also be blocked by stronger conflicting desires
and by various beliefs, such as the belief that | am incapalgléngt Unlike stronger
conflicting desires, the latter kind of belief is, however, not an inhibitor for conceptual
reasons, i.e. it is not conceptually impossible to have desires to realise-pgy
triggered in spite of such beliefs. It may be a psychologically odd foripradtical
irrationality, though.

4.4 Another Objection to Desiresas Mere Inference-Licences

| have made clear that the BD model’s notion of desire is dispositional and realistic at
the same time. To assign a desire to someone is to claim something about his inner
life. But adherents of the BD model often characterise the dispositional notion of
desiring simply in hypothetical terms, as a relation between a possible belief and its
effects on action, without stressing that this conditional relation must be supposed to
be backed up by facts about the agent’s inner states. | will now add some further
comments about this way of viewing desires.

Hampshire claims that if A believes that he could do X, then *'A wants to do X' is
indeedequivalent to 'other things being equal, he would do X, if he could™ (1975 p.36
my ital.). The implication of this is that when we assign a desire to someone, then we
are just making a conditional prediction about him. Michael Smith appears,
momentarily at least, to presuppose something similar when he thinks that the
dispositional analysis of desires meshes with the “directions of fit"-approach. The
direction of fit of an intentional state concerning an object p is, namely, then
characterised (roughly, and somewhat simplified, Smith admits) purely in terms of its
counterfactual dependence on a perception of p, and the effect of that perception on
the action-tendencies of the subject (1994, p.115).

This characterisation runs the risk of turning the dispositional notion of desire into
nothing but an inference-licence. That would be in line with the behaviouristic
ambition of the “revealed preference” approach contrasted with the BD model earlier.
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The eliminative effects of that move alienate the notion of desire from any realistic
allegations. It reduces desires to what we regard as (inconclusive) evidence of desire,
when we apply the BD model. To paraphrase Hick’s disclaimer about the theory of
demand again, the BD model really depicts people with some “pretence to see inside
their heads”.

One minor objection to the inference-licence view, in defence of the more realistic
conception, is this. In terms of conditional predictions, there appears to be no intrinsic
difference between a situation in which A desires that p, and one in which she would
desire that pif she came to believe that she could obtain p. But ordinarily we would
only regard the first as a state of A where pcurrently desired by her.

It could also be argued that such a conditional prediction might be true of beings
who are totally ignorant of the object of the desire which thereby is assigned to them
— like the desire of a new-born infant to end the conflict in the Middle East. It might,
as a conceptual possibility, be true that if it occurred to her that she was capable of
reaching the object, she would try to do this. Though perhaps false, the attribution
would not be meaningless. In other words, the notion is far too wide.

In Interests, Utilitarianism and Moral Sanding, Dan Egonsson argues that this type
of objection really is harmless (although his own preferred definition of desire, in
terms of internal states, appears to be unaffected by it). In order to make the
hypothetical predictions true of creatures incapable of having a clue about what they
desire, we would have to assign (counterfactually) several other capabilities to them as
well, such as ability to act upon the belief. Therefore it will, at most, make sense to
attributehypothetical desires to them, nogttually dormant wants”(p.79). One might
therefore object to my assigning political ambitions to the new-born child, that there
are holistic restrictions on formation of belief and desire, which require that | assign a
whole network of beliefs and desires to the infant before the isolated counterfactual
hypothesis becomes true.

But if 'other things being equal, it would obtain p, if it could (and believed that it
could)' really is supposed to lequivalent to ‘it desires p', then | am inclined to think
that those countermoves are blocked. Such restrictions on what someone could do,
given a certain belief, presuppose that the agent’s constitution, given a certain desire,
sets limits to the conditional predictions we can make about it. The pure “inference-
licence” approach allows me to assign a desire on the assumption that the child would
act upon that belief in a world as close to our own as posskdept for all the
changes necessary for the child to be capable of acting. That is permitted, unless |
assume an analysis of the dispositional notion of desire, which lets attributions of
desire entail things about the agent’s constitution.

Summary of 4.4: An independent objection against defining desires as mere
“inference-licences”, without commitments about the agent’s inner states, is that such



4 Signs of Desire 95

a definition appears to blur the distinction between occurrent desires and dispositions
to form such desires under certain conditions.

! Wlodek Rabinowicz suggested this possible counterargument.

2|n spite of many attempts to prove otherwise, there is a prevailing suspicion among many philosophers
that it is simply a fallacy to combine causal and justificatory claims like the BD model does. See e.g.
Gilbert Ryle inThe Concept of Mind, G H von Wright e.g. ifNorm and Action, Anthony Kenny in

Action, Emotion and Will and E.J. Bond ifReason and Value.. It is reasonable to think “that such
writers as Donald Davidson, William P. Alston, and Alvin |. Goldman have achieved at least their
negative purpose of showing that the major arguments against a causal theory of reasons are unsound
(Audi 1993 p.35). Audi contributes further to that tradition of refutation#adtion, Intention and

Reason. (1993) So does Méle ifprings of Action(1992 and several authors in Heil's aht&les
anthology Mental Causation. (1993)

Although it ought to be clear by now how the dispositional account combines the causal and the
justificatory claim, it might nevertheless be necessary to forestall the two most common objections of
this kind.

To begin with, some simply assume without much argument that if we explain behaviour in causal
terms, then we turn actions into mere happenings. E.g. Chisholm (1966), Taylor, R (d8idgn
(1961) and Bond ifReason and Value, p. 23-24. They find it evident that causality eliminates agency.
But, as far as | can see, this way of reasoning simply begs the question against the possibility of
explanations which both are cauaadl rationalising. For further and effective criticism of this view, see
Davidson (1963, p.19).

A more substantial ground for reconsidering the possibility of a causal interpretation of reason-
explanation is the discrepancy between the law-like character of intentional explanations and, on the
other, the contingent relations between the things (beliefs, desires and their effects) they denote.

Within the BD model, it is e.g. a conceptual truism that strength of desires is proportionate to
behavioural tendencies. How could there be an ontological counterpart to the logical relation between
'strength of desire' and 'tendency to cause'?

In a discussion of Kenny's argument's against a causal analysis of emotion, J. R. S. Wilson
explicates where this way of thinking has gone wrong:

“1 necessarily (or non-contingently) any A is related (or connected) to a B

2 therefore any A is, necessarily, related to B

3 therefore any A is necessarily-related to a B.

1 clearly tells us nothing about the nature of the A:B relation. But it would be possible to move from 1
to 3, which seems to say that the A:B relation is of a certain kind, namely that it is a necessary or non-
contingent relation, and from this conclude that therefore it cannot be a causal relation.

This is obviously invalid. Even if necessarily a father is related to some child, nothing follows from this
about the father: child relation, and in particular it does not follow that it is not a causal relation.”
(Wilson 1972, p.22)

A closely related objection invokes Hume’s requirement that only independent events can be
causally related. Desires, as they figure in reasons, are “subjective states, /thays bljeetive or
independent existence. They exist wholly within the intentional world of the subject who thinks or feels
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them. Hence they cannot qualify as causes.” (Bond 1983 p.23) A similar idea seems to be at the core of
Thomas Nagel's refutation of desires as driving forc@héPossibility of Altruism:

“That | have the appropriate desire simfidllows from the fact that these considerations motivate me;

if the likelihood that an act will promote my future happiness motivates me to perform it now, then it is
appropriate to ascribe to me a desire for my own future happiness. But nothing follows about the role of
desire as a condition contributing to the motivational efficacy of those considerations. It is a necessary
condition of their efficacy to be sure, but only a logically necessary condition. It is not necessary either
as a contributing influence, or as a causal condition.” (1970, pp.29-30)

If the presence of a desire is a logical consequence of a reason's motivating, then thedroesite

among the causes of motivation, Nagel argues further on. For Nagel this shows that desires “exist” as
nothing but an inference from the fact that an act has been done. l.e. that it is a logical fallacy to think
that desires could birces of some kind. This way of reasoning seems to commit him to a kind of
verificationism concerning desires: If desires are unthinkable independently of their evidential effects,
then they are reducible to these effects.

Admittedly, like every psychological state, desires are, in Davidson's words, “constituted the states
and events they are by a location in a logical space” (1982, p.304). They do not, then, have
“independent” existence. But even if every intentional act necessarily is related to a desire, and every
desire necessarily is related to a behavioural tendency, it simply does not follow that desires cannot be
the causes of action-tendencies. Wilson's argument makes this clear.

“Causality and identity are relations between individual events no matter how described. But laws are
linguistic; and so events can instantiate laws, and hence be explained or predicted in the light of laws,
only as those events are described in a certain way.” (Davidson 1970 p.215)

3| believe e.g. that Audi (1992) and Persson (1981) both would exclude as incoherent the possibility
that intentional actions can be irrational in the sense that they are performed against the agent’'s
conviction that he is unable to do the thing in question.

* For similar reasons, | am inclined to dismiss the distinction between wanting and wishing, which is
defended as substantial e.g. by G E M Anscombe (1957 p.67), and Ingmar Persson (1980 p.104). They
reserve the term “want” for states of motivation directed towards objects the agent considers to be
within his reach. To begin with, this seems counterintuitive, since it turns the common experience of
desiring what one believes to be impossible into a misconception.

The distinction between wanting and wishing could be badet on the idea that wishing takes as
its objects “propositions the realisation of which the wisher definitely places outside the range of his
power” (Persson 1980 p.104). In that case, | believe that considerations of the kind mentioned
nevertheless show that wishes (conceptually) may perform the causal and rationalising role needed for
intentional action to take place.

Another possibility is that ‘wish’ is taken to designate a diffetgpé of psychological state, not
only a state with different objects. To me, thssumption has a low prinfiacie credibility.As Persson
notes, “In non-technical discourse, “to want* seems sometimes indistinguishable from “to wish” (p.93).
Anscombe thinks of wishing as a state without any necessary connection with motivation. “A chief
mark of an idle wish is that a man does nothing - whether he could or no - towards the fulfilment of the
wish” (1957 p.67). Persson seems to be subscribing to a similar view when he states that “a wish is the
expression of an emotion (of hoping that p, being sad that -p etc.)” (1980 p.185). If wishes are certain
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types of emotions, two distinctions are run together here. The second concerns phenomenal character
while the first is about objects of the states in question. It seems illegitimate to stipulate that these
categories must coincide.

Suppose we reserve “wanting” for dispositional states directed towards objects within reach and
“wishing” for a certain type of emotion, directed towards unreachable objects. We will then get two
unnamed categories to account for. The dispositional state | am in when Igydfuldcame to believe
that it could lead to p, which | desire, and the state | am in when | experience an emotion, intrinsically
exactly like the one normally connected with wishing, but directed towards an object | consider to be
within reach.

object within reach object beyond reach
disposition “desire” ?
emotion ? “wish”




100 5 Intention

5 Intention

Motivating reasons are thought of as causes of actions when we think in BD
model terms. These causeare reason$or the behaviour theyproduce in
virtue of theirmaking sensef this behaviour as ell. |.e.they rationalise it
and cause it. Reasons are capable of doing so beteyssomprisedesires
alongside beliefs. In order for reasons to rationalise actions)ot sufficient
that they depict the world; they must getls as wil. The causal power of
reasons, asvell as their justificatory force, ispartly determinedoy their
content.

The BD model'saccount ofintention “needsonly desires(or otherpro-
attitudes),beliefs,and theactions themselveS here isindeedthe relation
betweenthese, causal orotherwise, tobe analysed,but that is not an
embarrassing entitythat has to be added to the world’s furniture®
(Davidson 1978 p.87). (The Bimodel's ‘desireis suitablybroad toreplace
‘pro-attitude’ and Davidson’parentheticatemark is thereforsuperfluous.
Like Michael Smith, | do not find that terminological point substantial.
—1987 p.55). My intention tog is not nmetaphysicallyseparabldrom the
state inwhich my desirdor some p is triggeretdy my coming to believe
that realises p, so that these states together terehliee, causally, atate
of affairs determined bythe content of thdelief and the dsire. Inother
words, intentionsare reducible tdoelief, desire, behaviouralendency and
the right kind of causal relation between these entities.

5.1 Intention as Executive Desire

W.P. Alston expresses a BD medaccommodation ointentions. His
reductive proposal states that an intentiokp ie an ‘executive’ cesire to@
“a desire that has come owuttoriousover anyimmediatecompetitors and
that will therefore triggeroff mechanismsleading to overt movement
provided thathe relevantmechanismare working normally.” (1974.95)
Alston identifiesthe irtention withone element ofthe belief-desirecomplex
that causesbehaviour. One might also choose toregard thewhole
motivating reason — operatirggliefsand asires — ashe intention.Both
theseidentifications,though somewhaarbitrary, are inline with the BD
model,and we ofterappear totalk aboutintentions inthat way, as if the
intention is an entity which underlies behaviour.

| see no objections to any thiese suggestions. Qine contrarythese are
the mostplausiblesolutionsconcerninghow to understand our use of the
noun ‘intention’. We sometimdsrm intentions andave think that theentity
thus comingnto exstenceis something. Ifine with the accounsketched
earlier, wemight understand thesxpressions ageferring tothe internal
statecausally responsiblefor the ongoing maifestations ofthe triggered
desire. On my readingf Alston’s proposalemphasis should daid on the
assertionthat an intention isdentified with a desirethat has come out
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victorious. Intentions dmot exist antecedently; desirdgcomeintentions
only insofar asthey aremanifested inbehaviour.Deliberative forming of
intentions is an activerocedureaffectingthe triggerig of desires. Inthis
sense, intentions can iegought of as “comingnto existence,‘sometimes
as a result of deliberation.

It is important that thadentification of intentionwith executivedesire
does notmislead us tdhink thatintentions inprinciple could beseparated
from actualised action-tendenciegnd characterised inother terms.
Davidson’s “pure intending,” literally understood as “astate or event
separate from thmmtended action othe reasonshat prompted the action”
is a contradiction interms, on my BEreductiveview. Desires or dlief-
desire complexesf a certainspecifiablekind are therefore not needed to
trigger intentionalaction The attractiveness dhe reductionlies partly in
that itfrees us from having tepecifythe essential qualities ahtentions in
any other way —t.e. inany other way than iterms ofa certainrelation
between belief, desire and behaviour.

A reduction of this kind does not distinguish gteength of a ésire from
its tendency-triggeringharacterThis is itsmain flaw, according toAlfred
Mele. He argues that manyntentions, whichare executive states, are
formed in significant part on thebasis of evaluative assessments of the
objects of our desires. Second, he states that “themnsderablempirical
support for [thisthesis:] The motivational face of our wants (broadly
constructed) ismot always inline with our assessment or evaluation of the
“objects” of ourwants,that is, the wantedtems” (1992 pp.163-164). In
short, Mele resistsreducingintentions to beliefs and asiresbecause he
thinks that we mayintendto do otherthingsthan our strongestelevant
desires point to, partly becauseintentions are formed by evaluative
assessment rather than by desires.

An important premise foMele’s conclusion ighat evaluative assessment
and strength of ekires can comapart. Eeside various inmagined cases,
Mele’s most importantevidencefor that assumptionare Walter Mischel's
well-known behaviouralexperiments withchildren. Theseexperimentsalso
play the main role in R. B.Brandt's arguments for ‘adequacy of
representation’ as separable motivating facto(Brandt’'s suggestionswill
be discussedurther on.) Theconstant feature of Igchel's experiments is
that thechildren,after explicitly ranking different kinds of snacksre told
that they can have tHewer rankeditem on request, anyme. They have
to wait awhile to get theexplicitly preferredsnack,and they cannot get
both. Other elements in tisguationare varied; Rewards otifferentkinds,
slides of the preferrefdod beingshown, instructiongabout how tahink of
the food (as chewy andsweet marshallows, or as cottonballs etc.)
preferred food in sight, etc.

“To put the experimenter’'s conclusion simply, attention to the
consummatory features of tiseacks increasedthe children’smotivation to
request thdower rankedsnackseven thoughthese veryfeatureswere the
basisfor the children’sranking of thesnacks.” (Mele 1992 p.164, seealso
Brandt 1979%p.61-63) It isworth noting that alesssurprising conclusion,
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pointing in the opposite direction, caalso be established fromome of
Mischel’s experiments, as descridgdBrandtand Mele. Whenthe children

can watchpictures ofthe higherankedsnack,they becomamore inclined

to wait for it. Pictures appe&n guide theirattention tovaluablefeatures of

the snack, without making the children so peckishthat they choose
proximate gratification. Only when their attention is directed to real food on
the table beforethem, or they aréold to think ofthe pictures in acertain
way, i.e. as real food, they becomere disposed to take timmediate but
lower ranked snack.

Both Brandt and Meleegard thesomewhatsurprisingconclusion (that
some types of attention to features of fineferredsnack makehe children
take thelower rankedsnack) as anllustration of “essentiallythe hoary
philosophical problem ofweakness ofthe will” (Brandt p.60). In
Irrationality, Mele argues that these&ases illustratehow heightened
attention to certaiffeatures ofthe object (say, like getting to smell the
higher rankedsnack)affectsthe motivational force othe agent’'sdesires.
(1987 pp.84-93) In line with his account$orings of Action, he would say
that the self-controlled person succeeds in stickinpeointention hesettled
with to begin with, onthe basis of hignitial evaluative assessment of the
alternatives. (That could m®rroborated by théact that olderchildren and
children with higher 1Q were lesstempted tochoose the lower ranked
available snack.)

A weak-willedagent, inMele’s view, ismore motivated torealise pthan
to realise q, in spite of his decisive judgement that it is better to realise q. But
on such aharacterisatiorthe irresolutechild in Mischel'sexperimenteed
not display akrasia. Genuine akrasiarequires disparity between the
evaluative rankings of #ernatives and motivation towards thosevery
alternativesBut in all the cases describedhe children initially appear to
express theievaluations ofnacks, while their later behavioureveals their
motivation toward®ptions — proximalsnack ordelayedsnack’ That does
not show how evaluations of alternatives capart frommotivation to get
those veryalternatives. Fuher discussion othis follows in ch.8 inrelation
to normative problems about akrasia.

Suppose thathis feature wasliminated fromthe testsituation — the
children could beold to rank thesnacksthen to evaluatethe option of
getting thefairly good snack anytime, and the greasnack in twenty
minutes. Assume that they initially set higher valugeatsnack later than
to fairly good snack sooner, atitht their resolutenessereafter arieswith
age, IQ and various inputs as descrilbechight nevertheless, to beginith,
be questionedwhether the children’s motivational change vis-a-vis the
options really must have been produced kattending tothe very same
conummatay features, aghosethe initial ranking was based orslide-
shows ofthe preferredsnack or food on the tabtuld have made them
think of formerly disregarded features of the lower ranked itemedis Twis
would mean that relevant information had changed their rankings.

Mele’s conclusiommight also beobjected to inanotherway. Younger
childrenand children with alower 1Q mightsimply belessstable in their
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evaluative assessmenthere maybe variougosychologicakexplanations of
such a co-ariance.(Such explanationsneed notnecessarily indicate that
resoluteness ideliberativedecision-making is amtellectualvirtue. Perhaps
age make us moregid for good andfor worse.One could imaginethat
such a developmentould have been an evolutionaryadvantage irtimes
where humans were born in widatlffering conditions,but then mostly
stayed in a certaianvironment during theilifetime. And performance on
|IQ-testsmay cevary with evaluative resoluteness as a personality trait,
without intelligencebeing a conditionfor resoluteness. Resolufgersons
could be more firmly motivated todisplay a good result on IQ-tests,
evaluative resoluteness could happen to be pairedaility to concentrate
on one task form long periodetc.) Thepoint isthat theseexperiments do
not prove thatintentionsformed on thebasis of deliberative evaluative
assessment of options may come apart from an agent’s stromge&tting
desires.They mayequally well be taken asllustrations of how dominant
desiresthereby evaluative assessmends)d thereby intentions,are sensitive
to various subtlechanges irthe agent’'srepresentations afe options at
hand.

With reference toBratman’s non-reductiveanalysis of intentions as
planning deviceDlav Gjelsvik remarks thathis perspecti® on intentions
“presupposeslynamic consistencies as morm.” (2000 p.121)One might
perhaps say thdhe non-reductiveview of intentionsimposes time-neutral
rationality restrictions on motivational changestisat optionsare supposed
to be seen as invarianbver time, in spite ofprobabilistic or evaluative
changes irthe agentoncerningthe goods broughalong inthoseoptions.
The agent’'s own imposition of such norms may in itself function as a tool of
deliberationand in thatsense play aole in motivational ®iange. The
supposeddentity of optionsthroughtime may be instrumentally required.
But in that case, thisorm works as any oth@&ementamong theattitudes
and convictions of our motivating desires. Itmay be a normal and
instrumentally valuable norm, atleast in rationaladult humans, but to
assume that suchagvice could be distinct meta-motivational eleznt (an
element preservinghe identity of optionsover time) over and above the
motivating reasons that operate in each momenidd be tdforce the agent
to transcend his temporal limitations.

All intentionsare not formed under thefluence ofdeliberation.Even
when deliberate weighing of alternatives, practical inferenaesl other
varieties ofpractical reasoningprecede them, these proceduvat only
partially affectthe reason-based trgring of action-tendenciesi.e. the
intention. Intentionsare not automatically inferred from deliberative
proceduresThis means that ievaluative assessmentusderstood in the
foregroundeddeliberative sensérather thanin, e.g.,a motivational pro-
attitude sense)and it plays arole in decision-makingthen it is not at all
unlikely that the ranking in suchssessments ithemselvediffers from
motivational face ranking. As |have stressed,the BD modelallows
foregroundeckvaluationsand asires to deviattelom motivating desires. It
is clearthat the ranking before mynind neednot matchthe ranking |
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express inovert behaviour. Inthat respect, Mele’s premise is sound.
However, in thatinterpretation, the premise wouldnot underpin his
conclusion, sioe intentionsare not products ofdeliberation, but of
motivation.

Intentions can be seasvictoriousdesires. In asomewhatrivial sense,
the BD model will anyway admé distinction betweentrength andefficacy
of desire. Victory can be a walkover, due to disqualified competltetsme
use anothemanalogy. Assumehat two substancesach are capable of
reacting with oxygen and that the resulting compounds, in éasehave a
similar effect, i.e. the compound eatswtay throughmetals.Substancex is
more strongly corrosivehan substance3, which meanghat it nakes the
metalcorrode more anthster.l.e. the triggered tendency favhicha is a
causal condition is more thoroughgoing than the tendnmyay contribute
to. Now we mayimagine that the coniions for triggering theseeffects
differ slightly, sothat when we pour botbubstances on metal plate, low
humidity blocks the triggering af’s (but notf’s) disposition to makéoles
in the plate. Stillo’s disposition to dahat is stronger thafi’s, in terms of
the exactly similar types of tendenciesthey both would cause when
triggered. Theexecutive dispositional property is not necessarily the
strongest one.

The realistic dispositionalnotion of desire asserted befordets us
distinguishbetween strength aneffectiveness of ddres in asimilar way.
The BD model’'sconceptualcommitment tothe claim that the strongest
desire is the one expressedaation mustherefore be furthegualified. It is
true only onthe assumptiorthat wetalk about strength ofeskires within a
group of conflicting desireswhich all are supposed to bdriggered by
similar external conditions. The triggered @sire is not necessarily the
strongest one concerning a certain type of outcome, when vieweldtion
to a broader set aflesires. (Again, this distinctionetween strength and
effectiveness is ofourse muchHesssubstantiathan the gap Me attempts
to establish.)

5.2 Deliberative and Future-Oriented Intentions

Recall the childvho waits for the higher rankedood, in spiteof input that
makesother children choosesooner snaclbefore better snackThe BD
model’s picture ofthe resoluteself-controlled childcould bethat this is a
child for whom theinitial executivedominant @sire persistand continues
supporting theéendency towait, for some(any) reason beyond the child’s
control. Some peopleare just lessapt to change their mind aftéaving
made it up. Genes amgbringing may rake ourmotivational setsnore or
lessunstable. Resolutenegariesbetweenpersonsgven incases \Wwere no
additional information is addd. (SeeGijelsvik 2000 on Ainsley’s work,
which is evidence of this, and my discussion in ch.7)

However, the BD modetould also do justice to anore deliberative
picture of self-control. | may e.gesort toexternal pre-commitment devices
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in order to block foreseen temptatidoschange myntended coursa/Vhen
| startedtelling peoplethat | am about tdinish this book, thatwas one of
the actionsprompted by my ésire tofinish it, togetherwith my beliefs
about themeans toachieve thisend. (Iknew | would beless inclined to
change my mind athe costof appearingwishy-washy.)That intentional
pre-commitmehwasan overtcausalttendency in thalirection ofthe goal
represented in my desire.

Even when such d&es are entirely internal,they are parts of the
intentionalaction decidedipon by theagent. Suchnternalinstruments for
sustaining acourse one hasettledupon mayinclude investingenergy in
thinking about alternative plansand strategiesfor the goal, deliberately
avoiding todirect one’s attention talistractingmatters, etcSome people
apparently ofterdo things like that, especially vinen they havedormed
intentionsdirectedtowards thenon-immediatduture. We canmaginethat
the resolutechild is awarethat somekinds of attentionare likely to trigger
other tendencies of érs and that she therefoawoids attending tosuch
features, etc. The BD modallows us todepict herlike this, althoughsuch
efforts are no necessary partsradéntional actions, whethéney arefuture-
oriented or immediate.

Like Bratman and>avidson, Mele viewsthe differencebetween‘future-
oriented” and “immediate” (“distal’and “proximate” in Mele’s
terminology) intentions as significainother sinlarity between Bratman'’s
and Mele’s non-reductive views of tention isthat they both appear to
regard ourunderstanding ofintentions concerningactions inthe non-
immediatefuture, i.e. distalintentions, agprimary for ourunderstanding of
intentions in generaPlanning is e.g.regarded as an importaatement in
intentions. Intentions irorporate executive attitudestowards plans
according toMele. In a definition-like pssage he says: “Intentions are
executive statesvhose primaryfunction is to bring the world into
conformity with intention-embedded Igns.”(1992 p.162Bratman 1996,
Davidson 1978).

Audi remarksin defence of a BD-reductioimat Mele’s objections to the
reductive account appedapsible because “Melis conceiving intending as
arising from somethindgike assessin@ptions.” (1988p.244). Thepositive
analysis of intention Melsubtly elaborates i8prings of Action retainsthis
feature (1992h.9-10). To form an intention is tgettle things”(1992) or
to settle “a first-persopracticalissue” (19880.241)Audi is clearly right in
ascribing this deliberative viewf intention-formation tdViele. It is essential
to Mele’s main argument against the reductionthat intentions and
motivationallydominant @siresoften comeapart — and that they do that
becauseintentions, unlike desiresare basedon “our assessment or
evaluation ofthe “objects” of our wants,that is, the wanted items.”(1992
p.163.)

When discussingintentions for things in the non-immediatefuture, it
appears quiteplausible toview planning, choiceof strategiesetc. as
importantelementsincorporated irthe intention. Furthermore, | have no
objections tothe idea that distal intention-formation,i.e. decisionsabout
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what to doin the future typically are preceded bgeliberativeassessments
of options. In that respect, Alston’s formulation of the reduction ih&sty.
It givesthe impressionthat nointentions could beleliberately affected by
other courses ofictiontaken bythe agent, such akinking mattersover,
dwelling upon ranking obptions andhe valuablefeatures othoseoptions.
The idea that some desire “has come out victorious” leads the thoughts to a
somewhat random procedure. Anotbeersimplification isthat thepassage
identifies intentions with desires tHatigger off mechanisms”, whickeems
to indicate that intentionsthen typically immediately withdraw. | would
prefer to say that beliefs triggdesires, and thatbeliefsand eksires inmost
cases play a continuedusalsupportingrole. A third unfortunatechoice of
terms in Alston’s formulation athe reduction ishat theexecutive desire is
supposed to trigger off mechanisms that lead to “overt movement.”

None of thesethree features are characteristic of future-oriented
intentions. Intentions concerning what to da dater timeare oftenformed
under theinfluence of some deliberative assessment of alternativ@ach
intentionsare usually not only triggers,but upheld assustainingmotivators
of the initiated action-tendency. The tendency towaedisation of duture
desired state of affairs does not, either, necessarilybegin with overt
movement.Instrumental reasoning of variodsnds, including, possibly,
reasoning about my owanticipatedfuture intentions,may well be parts of
the initiated tendency.

What | am gettingat is that BD modeleductionismabout intentions,
properly expessed, camccommodateMele’s observations offeatures
typical of distal intentions.Let me illustrate further, to make thatlearer:
These signswere typedintentionally. They were the result of overt
behaviour caused and rationalised by my beliefs and desires. My intention to
write precisely these words was formed and executed almadtasigously,
without any intermediate plannimy other types ofeasoningThat kind of
action wouldfit well in with Alston’s reductive accountEven on Mle’s
view, “proximal intention playsroughly the triggering roledentified by
Alston.”(Mele 1992, p.173) The facthat | intended to write these words
was not a fact about a separate statmiofl, formed under thénfluence of
deliberation. It simplyconsisted irthat | did what | didunder theinfluence
of my contemporary beliefs and desires.

A while ago | formed an intention to write down some comments
concerningintentions. My witing of the words above partlfulfiled the
intention. Suppose something had stoppexdfrom executingthat intention
— it would newer resultin any writing. How could | then claim that
intending is equivalent thaving eksirestriggered intoactions? The answer
Is that actions cannclude avariety of non-overtactivitiesdirected towards
the realisation ofthe pre-setgoal: Being pre-occupied withmanners of
expressing mself is one suchactivity. The triggering beliefs and desires
sustainand motivate thesactivities adong asthe motivational situation is
unchanged in other respects. In thahsehe intention eists aslong as the
processcontinuesBut it is in the nature afendencieghat they carfail to
complete their process.
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Sometimes, also, | form a few sentences in my mind, and try to figure out
which one isbest, before decidingupon what towrite. l.e. | deliberate a
little, beforesettling thingsBut then, how can my intention gty be the
result of the strongesedire in my mindamong those triggered by what |
come to believe for the moment? Here, the answer is that theed&@tion
involves no restrictions concerning how the triggering catitions are
obtained. | may choose ttirect my attentiorto mattersespeciallyrelevant
to a certain course of action (ims caseyerhaps think about sonpetential
readers.etc.), and intentionally influence my decision ithat indirect way.
My intention stilladds nothing to the story. Whensiatesare triggered and
cause the behaviour they rationalise, that behaviour is intentional.

Although the BD reduction can dastice tothesefeatures, which are
most typical of intentions directed towards the non-immediate futuleeg
not give them status ofcriteriafor intentions ingeneral. Theyre noteven
essential to future-oriented intentions.

5.3 Pure Intending

Among thenon-reductionistaboutintention, Mele lists Donald [avidson,
due to theviews heexpresses ifintending” (1978) and inhis replies to
critics in Vermazen’'sand Hintikka’'s anthology (1985). Davidsonhas,
initially, no problem with reductionism in descriptions ofimmediate
intentional actions, where intentions are formed and executed
simultaneously. Hisgloubts abouteductionism arise fronthe assumption
that the edstence of‘pure” intending must berecognised(1978 p.89).
Pure intending “is not necessarilyaccompanied byany action.” (p.88).
Although Davidsonfinds it possiblethat pureintending hassomeessential
featuresnot sharedwith all other cases of intending,it would be
astonishing ifthat extraelementwere foreign to our understanding of
intentionalaction.” Future-orientedntentionsare especiallyrelevant here,
he thinks.“It seemdghat in anyintentionalactionthat takesnuch time, or
involves preparatory steps, somethiikg pure intendingmust bepresent.”
And when that mucls admitted, astrongerclaim can bedefended:Once
the existence of pure intending is recognized, tiseme reason not to allow
that intention ofexactly the samekind is also present when théntended
actioneventuates.” (1978.88) So, like in Mele’s account,distal intentions
are supposed to make a strong case for non-reduction.

Why do wehave to admithe exstence ofpure intendings? Davidson’s
evidence is that some intentions can be had, and formed, “withostious
deliberation or overt consequence.” | accept that, but | do not thinkhibat
observation “leaves no doubt that intending is a state or event separate from
the intendedaction orthe reasonshat prompted thection.”(p.89) Note
that Davidson’sevidence ofpure intendings is cases whe intentions are
described as having novert consequencesand being based on no
conscious deliberation. Elsewhere he employ®ther modifiers: Pure
intendings are to be“abstracted frormormal outcomes”(my ital.) and a



108 5 Intention

certainanalysis ofpure intendings islismissedbecause iffails to give an
account ofan actionthat is“familiar or observable”(p.90). Whatall these
expressionsgmplicitly suggest isthis: The variousmotivational states we
regard as instances or proofs of puntendingare nevertbless examples of
intentions tiedto reasons,but not to deliberative, foregrounded or
phenomenallypresentones. Theyare alsobound upwith actions,but with
non-overt, non-familiar or non-observable actions.

Davidson examinethe possibility that pureintendingis an action. Since
intending isnot a change or an event, it cannot be something the agent
does, he argues. Therefore, the thesis must bé&lieaaction is forming an
intention, while pure intending is astate ofthe agent who has formed an
intention.”(p.89) So, what he goes tandiscuss isvhether theformation of
a pure intention intself could be an action. His objection tisat account is
that “the purportedaction isnot famliar or observablegven tothe agent
himself’ (p.90). He also discusséiseories tothe effect that intentions are
actionslike speech acts — promises commands.Davidson is roughly
right, | believe, in claimingthat “to point out that promising and
commanding, as weusually understand them, areecessarily public
performances” is enough to discredit these theories (p.90).

As | have already hinted atthere is amore natural butless literal
understanding of the idea that intentions can be abstractecétons. The
solution isimplicit in Davidson’sown choice ofwords. Beliefs and desires
causeand rationaliseaction-tendenciethat areneither overtnor based on
deliberation. In many cas#sese motivatingeasongersistand support the
course of behaviowntil the initiated tendency iscompleted, irother cases
they dsappearbefore that. Whernyou intend to realise somethinghat
“takes much time, or involves preparatory steps,” your attempts to reach it
often, to begin withconsist merely in your mertal preoccupationwith
means and strategies.

In this sensethere appears to be somethplgusible inHume’s picture
of “the will’ — read here as sgnymous with“intention” — as“the
internal impression wéeel and are conscious of, when we knowingly give
rise to any new motion of otmody, or new perceptioof our mind.” (1739
3:1:1 my ital.) These impressiongay be regarded asito-simulations, with
a somewhatdemagogical term borrowed from computeroriented
psychologists. That suffices to dbe kind ofcausalrelationbetweenreason
andaction, whichallows us toendow youwith an intention. Enough has
beensaid, | believeabout how théBD-reduction of inteion handledistal
intentions, deliberative intentions, and (allegedly) pure intentions.

| am not sure thatlele’s non-eductionistlabel onDavidson iscorrect.
Davidsoris own positiveaccount is clser to reductionisnthan it appears.
Let me indicate why. Davidson’s analysis gives intentions the role of
conclusions from Aristotelian practicalyllogisms. Such conclusions are
sometimesthought of asactions, sometimes asere judgements.Now,
practical reasoning may resurtactionsin somecasesput in manycases it
resultsmerely in an intetion to do something ithe futureaccording to
Davidson. When the conclusion of a piece of practical reasoningastian,
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that conclusioncan be expressed by &alue-judgementeferring to the
action. E.g.:“This action of mine,this eating by me oftandy now, is
desirable” (1978 p.96).

But when apractical inferencgproduces an intention to dsomething
later, i.e. apureintention, whichmight not endwith the desired resulthat
conclusion igust a judgement, say®avidson. When actionare of “brief
duration, nothingseems tcstand inthe way of anAristotelianidentification
of the action with ajudgment of a certain kind — aall-out, unconditional
judgment.” In the case of puretending,“the intentionsimply is anall-out
judgment” (p.99). There is no doubthat ajudgement is aform of
propositional attitude for Davidson, and that wikathas in mind here is not
an assertive attitude, but a pro-attitude, belongpndpe same genusf pro-
attitudes as desires (p.97, and p.102).

When Christopher Peacockeiscussesthe possibility of interpreting
Davidson's “letter judgment” in terms dfatisfaction ofpresentdesires, he
understands the judgement as expressifigekef in the agent abouwhich
course of actiomwill bestsatisfy hispresent desires” (198256). In a reply
to Peacocke, Davidson writethat they both“agree thatto intend
somethingis to have anattitude towards a prop&tion. He calls this a
dispositionand | call it a judgment;but what | call a judgment is a
disposition, and | am happy to give up the word ‘judgment” (1985 p.211).

What he does not makéear in thisreply, iswhich kind of disposition he
regards thesgudgements to beAre they dispositionsfor behaviour, or
dispositionsfor occurrentbelief? Ifthe lattershould bethe cae, Peacocke
would still be right in pointing out théto make such gudgment isnot yet
to have settled the question of what ovike try to do.” However, it can be
safely concluded from Davidson’s declarations in “Intending,” that he is not
thinking of judgement as amxpression ofoelief in this context. “No
weight should be givethe word ‘judgment’. /.../ | do not suppose that
someone who wants to eat something sweet necessakls that it would
be good to eat something swegd'97) The sole differenceébetween pro-
attitudeslike desiresand pro-attitudedlike intentions isthat intentions are
unconditional and can be expressedalyout judgementsyhile desires are
conditionaland merelycorrespond to primdacie judgements.Both are
dispositions for behaviour, and Davidson’s talkpafe irtendings as having
no overt outcomesdndicatesthat even in theseases, hehinks of anall-out
judgement as a dispositiovhich is manifested isome sense. Oran action-
dispositionalinterpretation ofjudgement,” thefollowing declarationcould
well be taken as identifying intentions with executive desires.

a judgment that something I think | can do — that | think | see my way clear to doing — a
judgment thasuch amaction isdesirable nobnly for one oranother reason, bun the

light of all my reasons, a judgment likihis is not amere wish. It is an intention.
(Davidson 1978 p.101)

The non-reductive air of Davids®@ description springs frorthe fact that
“judgement” could be used talistinguish pro-attitudes seems mental
episodes from pro-attitudes seendapositions. ltcould also beread in the
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conventional sense (excluded IBavidson’s footnote onp.97) implying
truth-claims. Both of these interpretations would be natural.

5.4 Intentions and Predictions

Doubts have beerepeatedly expressead former sectionsconcerning the
possibility of making predictions aboome’s own behaviougn the basis of
one’s asiresand beliefs. But we appear tdie intentionsmuch cl®er to
such beliefs in ordinary usage. As Robert Audi says:

Note how odd iis to say things as “Intend to go toyour paper,though it is notikely
that | will make it,” “He intends to visit us for theeekendthough he does ndielieve it
probable that he wiltome,” and “She intends tosurprisehim by comingearly, but
believes that as likely as not her coming early won’t surprise him. (Audi 1993 p.57)

Audi’'s own belief/desire reduction of intentions says, rougtlgt intentions
are dominant wantsogetherwith beliefs that one will do the act in
guestion. It is clear that the BD model reduction suggested heddfésent,
since it cannotadmit that intentionsare necessarily(partly) constituted by
predictions.Beliefs with any kind of contentcan, in principle, trigger the
desiresthey are appropriately relatedo, and whenthis happens,an
intentional action takes place.

Nevertheless, Audi isght in describinghe linguistic behaviour above as
odd, andthis impression should bexplained. Dointentions conceptually
entail predictions, do they typically but contingengiye rise to predictions,
or is it simply a natural mistakethat needs to be dmnosed further, to
supposeéhat there is @methinginconsistentabout thedescriptions above?
My answer ighat thesdhreeclaimsare all true, when read in the correct
sense, respectively.

We do not intend to do everything we desire to do. One reasahigas
that wetypically do not intendto reach thegoals we believevith great
certainty to be beyond reach. | desire to levitate, but | do not intend to do it.
On the BDreductiveaccount,intentions can be ascribed toparsononly
when a desire is triggered. Therefore, a minineghtive belief-condition for
intentions is inherent in the conditionals specifying the relation between most
desires and tendency to get. Usuallg, do notintendto ¢ and at thesame
time believe that we are unableq@oYour belief that you areunable to@ is
a standard inhibitor of the triggering of your dispositiop.to

However, as | made clear in section 4, absendeelaf aboutincapability
IS not aconceptual requirement forintentions. Itmay be apsychological
fact that means-endsbeliefsrarely or perhaps never triggdesires in the
presence obuch negativéeliefs. Perhaps italso afact that beliefs of the
type “I will not @” typically inhibitstriggering ofa desire to@. From none
of theseassumptiondollow that yourintending to@ mostly or always is
dependent upon a positive belief that you are alfe to
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A consequrce ofthe suggestedeductionist view ighat intending and
desiring also differ in that desires carecede action,i.e. they mightexist as
causal conditions waiting to lieiggered by theright kind of beliefs. It is
perhaps too strong to suggest that ‘Willingplies delay’ (John Donne), but
it is at least aconceptualfeature of @siresthat theyadmit delay. As a
contrast, when Intend, my action habegun —by definition. Intention
never precedesaction. Hume’'s characterisation of intention as a state
occurring when we knowingly give rise to any new motion of our body, or
new perception of our mind” is correct tims respect (1733:1:1 myital.).
That feature of reductionism appears to be the great stumbling-black-+to
reductionists —they view prolongedactions asases whre theintention
exists before theaction, and therefore aproofs thatintentions can be
abstracted from actions.

Let me therefore illustrate the point once mahenA intends toinsult
B, her actionsare directed bybeliefs and asires whichactually tend to
cause something Aelieveswill be aninsult to B. Ifshe has thaintention,
her action has bgun. Her intention does not precede tlaetion. For
different reasons, su@n inteion mightfail. B is too stupid to bensulted,
or A's insights in thart of huniliating peope areinsufficient. A ca also be
physically unable to execute her decision: B standschowd andA cannot
make herself leard, orA suddenlysuffersfrom cerelal haemorrhage and
utters other sounds than the words she intends to utter. A atsgisimply
be overcome by a sudden sensearfipassion anduddenly want tdwug B
rather thaninsult him. In all thesecases, it rakessense to sayhat her
beliefsand desirestend to cause somethingheconsiders an indi) as long
as her intertion persists. It igherefore amistake tothink that prolonged
actions Bow thatfuture-directedintentions carbe separatedrom actions
and motivating reasons. A causal chain is initiaged it is directed towards
an imagined goal,even though thecausalsequence ignterrupted (for
whatever reason) while it still hadang way togo beforereachingthe pre-
envisaged endpoint.

Intentions can beeen as future-oriented two serses. “l intend to visit
you tomorrow” might either baunderstood as declaration of an ongoing
intentional action, wére my arriving at your place is animportant final
component. Seeing you is tdesired element instantiated in npyng. But
the expression could also be seestang my preserdgngoing tendency to
affect my intentionabehaviourtomorrow, which then isseen as amction
distinct fromthe one lam performing nowOn the latterdescription, the
intention-statement neverthelessplies that an action-tendencyg-ing, is
going on now and it is directed towards a stataffairs inwhich | perform
anotherintentional actiong-ing. In that sense, intentionsan beseen as
antecedents odctionswithin the reductiveview. But this is not a sense
showing that intentions can be abstracted from actions.

The fact thayou intend torealise p is irprolongedactionslikely to give
rise to beliefsthat youwill realise p.Your intention means that you are
already headingpwards p in someense. Atendency towards p hdmen
initiated by the triggering of your desire ayal are a parf thattendency.
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To the extent that you know what you are doing, yelietethat you are
about torealise p. Weare probably unawaref our immediate intentional
actions atmanytimes.But when it comes t@ctions oflong duration it is
improbable that you are unaware of what you are doing, sinceastichs
typically begin in your mind, with planning, strategasd evennternal pre-
commitment devices. If you live far from us, and now intendist ws next
week, you are in one way or anotladneady preparing for thigip, and it is
unlikely that thesereparations aranknown to you. Should you sinmegy
tell usthat you arecoming tosee us, weare allowed toassumethat you
have beemiving the matter some thought, and that yalidve that you
are on your waymetaphorically speaking) to do this. ‘A intendsrealise
p’ implies ‘A is about taealise p’ (providedhat ‘is about to’ is read in the
weak tendency-sense, admittingf low probabilities, interruption and
failure). This goes for self-referential attributions of intentions as well.

Your statement thagou intend tovisit us may of course bdalse, not
only becausgou mightdeceive usbut also becauseyou areconceptually
allowed to deceive yourself in thisatter.l.e. it is comreptuallypossiblethat
you do not know what you are doing, and wiméntionsyou really have.
The pointis that your belief about your intentiorcommitsyou to abelief
about what you are doing.

Audi arguesthat caseslike the ones quoted in thbeginning ofthis
section show that when “intemd)” is used“stringently,” then ‘lintend to
realise p byp-ing” implies that | regard it akeastprobablethat 1 will realise
p by @-ing (Audi 1993 p.57). From this hefers as a conceptuauth that a
person can intend to demething only if shdelievesthat shewill (or that
she probably will) do it. (p.65) In my view, it ®rrect that a persorould
not sincerely assent to ‘I intend to realise pphyg’ without regarding it as
probable to some extent that she wikkndrealise p by doingo. However,
her sincere assent then anexpression of delief about herintention. She
can not have thabelief without finding it probablethat shewill ¢ and
thereby realise p.But that assumptiondoes nothing tonecessitate the
conclusion that she cantend to realise p byg-ing only if shebelievesthat
she will realise p by-ing.

Let me qualify that conceptualklaim a little. Suppose she viewserself
from a third person perspective, and tries to form a picture ohtesttions.
She might blieve that shestrongly asires p,and also believethat she
believesg-ing to be away of reaching p. Neverthelessshe may well be
uncertainabout whether she is about g@in order torealise p. On the
reductive account, this implies that she is also uncertain about whether she is
intending tog. She may élievethat she itends to@ without believingthat
her@-ing is goingon now, butonly if shebelievesthat she now is about to
do something else;ing, regarded as instrumental to her coming kater.

| claimedinitially in this sectionthat, if read in the corredensethree
seemingly incompatible assumptions @ue. Firstly,intentionsconceptually
entail predictions.This merely meanghat the dscription ‘A intends to
realise p’'implies ‘A tends torealisep’. Secondly, intentionsgypically give
rise to predictions. Planningand other meal activities often begin the
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tendency triggered imtentional actions, at leasthen acts are ofome
duration. In sucltases, weshouldexpectpeople to be aare of what they
are intentionally about teealise.Thirdly, to supposehat one cannantend
to do something withoubelieving that onewill do it, is a natural mistake
that needs to be dgmosedfurther. Thatmistake could be aymptom of
conflating any of the first tarassumptiongyr both,with the lessreasonable
claim that ‘A intends torealise p’implies ‘A believesthat she tends to
realise p’.

The two conceptual commitments about intention jaredlictioninherent in
the BD-reduction ofintentions carbe illustratedwith Gregory Kavka’'s so
called Toxin-puzzle (Kavka 1983).

Put briefly, the dilemma isthis: At tO, a clairvoyant and trustworthy
billionaire offers you abillion dollars, which you will receive att2, if you
form the intention, at t1, to drink nauseating poison at t3.plmson makes
you really sickfor a day buthas no otheeffects. Whatyou do at t3 is no
part of the éal — nofurther retributions etcare to be expected whatever
you choose at t3. So, the benefit of acquiring the intention is supposed to be
autonomous; it does not depend on executingrleation. Ranking at tO is
evident. ‘A billion dollars at t2 plus sickor a day at t3’ is better than no
money, and ‘aillion dollars at t2minussick for a day at t3’ is even more
desirable. Yowvill also anticipate a0, that yourranking at t3will be the
same. Why on earth should you then get sick for no benefit at all?

Side-betsand pre-commitmenteyicesthat could affect future rankings
are forbidden.For thesake ofargument hereexcludealso the possibility
that ranking at tZould bechanged bythe mere aagjsition of an intention
to drink thepoison at arearlier time.That might otherwiseget you the
billion. Wlodek Rabinowicz points out that resolutenessand sticking to
previousintentionsare inthemselvesiesirablefeaturesaccording tosome
agents. One might perhaglso argueas GilbertHarman has done, that the
intertion to drink in this casemust expressn intrinsic cesire, whichthen
affects myreasons at t8or drinking the poison.(Rabinowicz1995, Gilbert
Harman 1998, both referred in Bratmawliscussion othe Toxin puzzle
1998). Such solutions are, then, also out of the question by stipulation here.

Michael Bratman discusses whetlogre carrationally form the required
intertion at t1, while Kavka’s difficulty concerns,also, whether onecan
form that intentionsimpliciter. Obviously, if conceptual commitments
prevent us fronforming such anntention, it camot berationally formed.
Kavka states thdlyou can notintend to actas you have no reason &ot,
at least wen you havesubstantiareasonshot to act” (1983p.35).Let me
interpret that assumption in line with the reductive account of intentions.

On theface of it, it seemsthat the BDmodel reduction ointentions
should have difficulties in admitting that therecould be an autonomous
benefit ofthe intention, sincehe intention orthis view is inseparable from
its execution.However, theras a sense in whicltone could saythat an
intention todrink poison couldbe separatedrom the drinking of it. You
may intentionally start yourpreparations fodrinking it, either overtly,e.qg.
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by avoiding eatinghingsyou believewill make thenausea worse, amon-
overtly, e.g. by actively avoiding thoughts aboutbeing sick and
concentrating onthe pleasure dillion will give you. But somewheralong
the line, yoummotivating reasons chga, andyou will not drink itanyway.
We could think of this as a case in whigbu intentionallye-s at t1 because
you regarde-ing as ameans torealise adesiredstate ofaffairs att2, in
which you perform anotheintentionalaction@. It might also be described
asyour intentional@-ing from the start, wheralrinking poisoninstantiates
the desired element of-ing from your perspective. Inboth casesyour
intentions are unsaocessful and withdraw without giving sufficient
continuous support to the action-tendency in question.

On the BDmodel, it isnot an opemguestionwhether youactually will
drink thepoison ornot. Your notivating reasonst t3, i.e. your strongest
desireand yourrelevantinstrumentalbeliefs, asstipulated, isthen against
drinking. ‘Strongest’ implies decisive ofbehaviour, according téthe BD
model. This isthe minimalrationality requirement conceptually inherent in
all intentional action. Arasia as clear-cut incontinence, asacting against
strongesimotivating reasons, sxcluded.Behaviour isthe final measure of
strength. Thenitial characterisation ofour reasonamplies, therefore, that
you do not drink at t3.

To begin with, thismeansthat it would be dficult for you at t1 to
believe that youintended todrink the poison.That wouldimply believing
that you are about to dg i.e.that a tendency towardhinking isalready
going on (in any of the twosenses admitted). Apectator of youmctions,
like yourself whenyou takethis perspectivemay in manycasesdoubt
whether thesgoal-directed tendenciesill be fulfilled in accordancewith
the intentional statethat rationalisethem. Howeverthis casdas exceptional
on the BD modeteading, sine succesdor your intention at t1 is natnly
insecure; it is excluded.

The BD-reductive view implies that you can not have an intention at t1 to
drink poison unless a tendency towarekslising p hadegun (aleast in the
form of strategiesetc.), and this tendency is supported by motivating
reasonconsisting of apprapate beliefs and desires. | amnclined to think
that it is conceptually impossible fgou to regardyourself as'being about
to drink poison” if you believéhat drinkingpoison is noavailableoption at
all. Notethatthis isnot parallel toexamplediscussedefore. Thequestion
then was whether yocould intend tog, in order torealise p, whildinding
it impossiblefor you to ¢. And my answerwas that this is at least
imaginable, since your act nevertheless couldchased by theight kind of
desiresand instrumentalbelief — like that your kicking down my shed
would upset me. But here, the question is whether yobasave at t1 that
you are about to realise the stataffairs in whichyou drink poisonand be
convinced that you will no do it.

However, intentions can bainknown toagents,and if tO and t1 are
separated by some tin(say, ayear), you might be able taleliberately
manipulate your motivation so that you come to havevéhgable intention
attl, withoutbeing avare ofit. That isimaginableand probablynot even
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more farfetched thaaolairvoyantand trustworthybillionairesare. Then you

do things attl, like mentally preparing fordrinking poison, as means
towardsrealisation ofpoison-consumption at t8wvhich is ®mething you

desire attl) withoutthinking of yourselffrom the third persomerspective

as someone who intentionally does those things at t1.

In the example where you destroyed my garsleed, my pointvas that
you could believeg-ing leads to p’, without believinthat you were able to
@. This could be enough for yogring to be caused by youesirefor p. In
that case, Isaw noreason not tdabel your action intentional. However, |
am less inclined toadmit a similar possibility here. Even if youcould
manage to have the intentiondrinking poison at tWwithout beingaware
of thatintention, | kelievethere mightbe otherconceptual reasoregainst
the possibility of forming it.

The deliberatédorming of such an intention would forg@u to acquire
an instrumental belief you know to fese.The minimal instrumentdielief
required is thatf you do thethings characteristic dfaving an intention at
tl to drink poison att3, this will contribute to therealisation ofyour
drinking poison at t3. could induce theight kind of instrumentabeliefs in
you at tl, and at theame time becertainthat thebeliefs of yours are
mistaken. lam, though, inclined to think that you could ascribe @elief
recognised byourself as bluntly mistaken tgour (other) self only if you
embodied genuine multiple personalities.

Admittedly, person’s canwillingly manipulatetheir beliefs. A person
following Pascal's advicenay place hisbet on God’sexistenceand then
deliberatelyavoid hearing andhinking aboutthingsthat could undermine
his faith, and concentrate ormituals and thoughtsstrengthening it
“Although you cannobelieve by simplydeciding to do soyou can come
to believe bydeciding to cultivatdelief” (Mackie 1982 p.202). InPascal’s
argument, thailtimatetruth of the matter isupposed to b@accessible to
reason, and the desired belief doeteastnot, it isalleged,contradictother
plausible beliefs of yours.

In the toxin case,things are different. | have taken for granted as a
prerequisitethat you know, at tl1, about youanticipated motivational
attitudetowardsdrinking the poison att3. Somephilosophers, e.gRobert
Nozick and FredericSchick, doubthat knowledge is closednder known
logical implication, i.e. they derthat if apersonknowsthat pentails g, and
he knows that p, then he knows tha{Npzick 1981 pp.203211, Schick
1991). But | guess #t most ofus wouldfind the principle ofclosure sound
(thoughthis is amatter beyond thecope ofmy ambitions here). lit is
sound,you cannot know that theotivating reasongou will have at t3
entailsthat you do not drink th&xin, without knowingthat youwill not
drink the toxin. Then you cannot without bluntonsistencyhave theright
kind of instrumentabelief. And it is even moreguestionablevhether it is
theoretically possible toentertain contradictorybeliefs knowingly in this
way.

Perhaps it is naexplicit prerequisitethat you know attl, about your
motivation at t3, although that seems to makectmelesschallenging. But
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it is certainly anmportant presumptiothat you know thdull story at tO,
when you areofferedthe deal. Att0, you know about youmotivating

reasons at3, and therefore that yowill not drink poison att3, whatever
your beliefs and desires at t1 viokk. So you wouldhen have tananipulate
your state ofmind sothat you forgethis knowledgeand come tdoelieve

that yourintentionalactivities at tlreally docontribute to theealisation of
your drinking. It seemsapparent to me, thaat some stage irthis

deliberativeprocessyou will have to klieve in ablunt contradiction, or at
least violate the principle of closure.

Your intention to drinkpoison maynot imply a belief that youwill do it,
but atleast itimpliesthat you regard something you do on account of that
intentionas an instrumerfor comingto drink poison. Inmany cases, you
may intend to dothings inthe future but be verpessimisticabout your
ability to stick to the plans.But here, theexample isset up in away that
makes thanbility excluded — orthe reductiveaccount ofintentions. You
know at tO (and perhamdso attl, dependingupon theprerequisites of the
case)that whatever youmtentionsare at tl1, at t3 yowvill intentionally
avoid nausea, sincgour intentionsthen, like now, merelyreflect your
motivating reasongwhich, by stipulation, at t3are againstpoison). In a
sufficiently strongsense ofcan not” you arecommitted tothe belief that
you can not do it, due to your foreseen future reasons.

So, | aminclined tosay that on the Bfedudive account ofintentions,
you can not form an intention to drink tip®ison. This is in line with
Kavka’'s assumptiorthat “you cannot act as you have reason t@ct, at
least when you hav&ibstantiakeason not t@ct”. Insofar aghe billionaire
shares these conceptual intuitions, he is puihoigr leg. Inother wordsthe
guestion ofwhether the intention can lvationally formedwill make sense
only on anon-reductiveaccount ofintention, wlere intentions can be
abstracted from motivating reasons and action.

5.5 Intended Attempts

The worst storm irdecadegages outside,and | intendto get homethis
evening. Orperhaps Ishouldsay, “I intend totry to get home,” since |
strongly suspect that the ferry | must wglt not sail. Would that choice of
words make any significant difference? lseven improper of me to say that
| intend to get home?

D.M. Armstrong holds that when someone performs araction
intentionally, this entails herhaving tried toperform thataction (1968
p.151). And JohnSearle’s “intentions-in-action,vhich largely resemble
intentions inthe reductivesense defendeldere, are in mor@lain English
referred to as‘“trying,” according to Searle (199p.298). These
suggestionare inline with my BD modelintuitions about attemptsAny
intentional action isalso anattempt, and the degree of proitigb with
which the action is supposed teealisethe state ofaffairs it isdirected at,
raises no central conceptual questions.
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Other philosophersregard differences indegree ofsuccess-probability
from the agent'sviewpoint as philosophically relevant. According to
Christopher Peacockéhe possibility of intentionally doing things where
chance ofsuccess is lovealls for revision ofthe belief condition (i.e. the
allegedconceptual entailmerdf ‘I believe Iwill ¢ from ‘l intend to @).
(1985 p.69) One of his examples of an intention in the distinct “wsakSe
threatening the belief-condition tise intentionto hit a croquetball through
a distant hoop. (Peacocke’s revisebelief condition stateghat the agent
must kelievethat “I will do what | can tog@” — a suggestionthat must
seem very thin to adherents of dpglief-condition,and appeaproblematic
alsofor otherreasons, khink.) Audi takes themore radical positionthat
intentions for lowprobability outcomes arelisqualified; We daot say that
we intend to realise p “unless weledst believe iprobable (in thesense of
likely)” that we will do it (Audi 1993 p.57).Otherwise it isnore proper to
speak of “hope,” according to Audi. (Some have held ititahdingimplies
believing that one will try. That view is mistaken for reasons similar to those
mentioned in the former sectioh.)

A weak belief clausecould beinvoked in accordancwith the reductive
view defendedhere. Theagent muswiew what he does as in sonsense
instrumental to somethg he desires. Heshouldthink of his behaviour as
possiblycausing the realisation of acertain proposition, or ahat state of
affairs beinginstantiated in his action. Notethe difference betweenbelief
conditins requiringthat an agent mustelievethat hewill ¢, and thereby
contribute to p, anthis condition whichmerely sayshat he musbelieve
thatif heg-s, thiswill contribute to@. Canthis reductiveaccount dgustice
to our ways of talking about risky vs. safeintentions without essential
revision?

To begin with, | donot kelieve that wenormally sayabout ourfellow
croquet-playethat heintends totry to get theball through the hoop. “He
intendsto do it,” or “he tries to doit” is more natural. Another simple
observation supportinthe conclusionthat thedistinction is non-substantial
is that when weapply it in daily life, it is drawn quitearbitrarily. We can
hardly say that | intend to get home provided that Icamfident insuccess
to more than fifty percent, otherwise | anerely hoping.There is noteven
a roughestimation of wherthe prdability is highenough todistinguish
‘try’ from ‘do’, as established in our linguistic practices.

Broadly speaking, we diminish people’s actions to attempenthey fail
to get what they have started twach outfor. Should theyunexpectedly
succeed infulfiling very demandingintentions, wemay sometimestalk
about successful attempts. As Davidson saysatadiutintentions totry are
seen“as moreaccurate than théald statement ofintention when the
outcome is sufficiently in doubt.” (1974892). It seems to mihat this is all
the distinction needs to indicate. ‘I will trgimply adds thanformationthat
| regard mychances of succeid asrelatively low (ascompared to ‘iwill
do’). The important thing isstill that my actualisedtendency towards a
certain result idriggered andsustained bythe right kind of intentional
states.
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A somewhaitmore intricate useof ‘I intend totry’ or ‘I will try’ is also
admittedwithin the reductionistaccount. The notion of intention proposed
here admits the possibility of intentionally affectingone’s own future
intentions — by directingne’s attentioraway from temptingalternatives,
concentrating orfuture rewards that are dependent umticking to the
plan etc. Inthose cases, myongoing intentional action affects future
intentions, and | may be uncertain, now, about my own ability to govern my
motivation.

The efistemic problemmight become moreifficult when the agent has
very low confidence irsuccess. lrsuchsituations, it is simplynore dfficult
to figure out what he is doing. Suppose you know whaiéveabout my
chances to get home tonight — they are close to zero. Whesegome on
my way to the harbour, it may therefore htfiadilt for you to figure out
my intentions.(An analogoudifficulty of understanding what | amoing
will arise when you havendependenteason to élievethat acertaindesire
of mine isextremely weakand it neerthelesstriggers behaviour — on
walkover). These are, though, merely practiifficulties that needhot enter
the account of intention.

To conclude, thdistinctionbetweenintentions torealise pandintentions
to try to realise p isnot essential, action-theoretically speaking. To
paraphrase a somewHafty passage byHume (on anothesubject),this
distinction is not, primarily, a businesdor philosophers; itbelongs to
Grammarians to examine wht entitiesare entitled tothe denomination of
‘intending to realise p’, rather than merely ‘intending to try to realise p’.

5.6 Unintentional Actions

Some actions are not intentional. Some action-types are typically
unintentional.Consider misinterpretingOne mightintentionally pretend to
misinterpret, but true misinterpretationplies failedintentions.Many would
say, withDavidson,that it isfruitless tosearch for a concepff actionthat
does not appeal fatention. What turns misdirectedattempts intcactions is
that they arantentionalunder somealescription: “aman is the agent of an
act if what he does can beestribedunder anaspectthat makes it
intentional.” (1971 p.46) Thaakes care oéctions, whichare unintentional
due to mistaken assumptions. When | misinterpoeir words, it isstill true
that | intentionally listen to Wwat you say, although | fail to realise the
desiredeffect. “I amthe agent if Ispill the coffee meaning tospill the tea,
but not if youjiggle my hand.”(1971p.45-46) My spilling the contents of
the cup is intentional, and that aspect makes my spilling coffee an action.
However, we sometimes categorise as actiomsflexes, twitches,
instinctive procedures, mmifestations ofcommon clumsinessand other
types ofbehaviourwhich are notintendedunder anydescription.They fall
under the notion of agency as different types of unintentectadns.Under
the agective “reflex,” OED lists “reflex action (independent dahe will,
caused as autatic response toerve-stimulation)’andthe noun‘reflex”
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is explained asymonymouswith “reflex action.” When lunknowinglytalk
loud to myself, or even whenakcidentallystumbleandfall, you maythink
of me agdoing something. In theseasesthere is no appropriate intentional
aspect to the behaviour. Whetalk to myself, it imot thecase that Intend
to tell somebodgomething andails. | do not intendto make mgelf heard
or form any verbal structures aftll. This behaviour of minemay pass
without my noticingit, or it may evensurprise meSomewould probably
stick to Dawvidson’s characterisatioand say thabehaviour in thelatter
category is notreally action at W since it isnot intentional under any
description.Reflexesetc., are thendisqualified by definition. They have
nothing in common with intentional actiorss our us@f onelabelfor both
Is misleading and usage is in need of reform.

| find it more proper, though, ®ay that more than one notionagency
is in use.With Davidsan’s narrow concept Would beforced to saythat it
was you who spilled coffee biggling my hand.Or, if your jiggling had no
intentionalaspect eitherthat no onespilled coffee — but just that cdfee
was spilled. Therés, though, a weakesense ofaction,” just as natural, in
which | would say that you madahee spill coffee when yoyiggled my hand.
| did something, although | did nothing intentionally.

Both notionsare usefuland there is no reason fawvalry. How, then, is
this weaker concept of agency to bistinguishedfrom things that merely
happen to melike when myhair grows or wherthe earth beneath me
moves me away from the sun? We carapgeal to the empiricédct that it
is beyond my power tinfluencethese eventsyhich | take part irf. That
inability is, namely, assumed to part of the story aboueflex-actions and
clumsiness as well. These are acts | cannot help doing.

Like many other verbs, “growtan be usetransitively orintransitively.
When used transitively, thisterm might referto an activity, which is
intentionalunder somedescription. Apersoncould perform theaction of
growing weed. (He could dlieve that he is growingtomatoes. That is
sufficient to seehis growing weed asn action in Davidson'sense.) | may
grow a beardand so onHowever, thatactive sense dfgrow” does not
entail the presence of angtention. A gant grows,but it isalso capable of
growing a new bud. We might evaxplicitly say aboutsay, achemical,
that it acts upon acertainsubstance, e.g. byaking itcorrode ordissolve.
These everyday expressions eearly notmetaphoricabntropomorphisms.
They indicate, therefore, that we are capabldisiinguishing aveaknotion
of acting, which is not intentional under any description.

When Crane exposes his view thegpositions are independesduses, he
describegshem ascausal‘agents.” (1998 p.220). Although | disagree, as |
have madelear,with his viewthat dispgsition-talk assertshe exstence of
independent directedates, | do notfind it intuitively unnatural totalk
aboutexplanatory conitlons or events inagency-terms. We poing.g., to
certain conditions as beingsponsible for their effects. The weak notion of
acting fits well in with these ways of speakiitpe chemical’s @nstitution is
causallyresponsiblgor the corrosionand the innerfeatures ofthe plant
causes itbud to grow.This way of speakingplacesthe object in a certain
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causal rolegand referdo an effectfor which the object is acondition. “My
hair grows” expresses nguchclaims about arelation betweencause and
effect.

The notion of action we employhen we talk aboutreflex-actions and
other types obehaviour withoutintentional aspectgjoes notonly bear a
metaphorical resemblance the weak notioncharacterised abové&Vhen
your jiggling mademe spill coffee, my causalble for that effect is stressed
— although nointentionsare in play. My spilling coffee is in thiscase
something that | do,albeit unintentionally, so iis an action,but not in a
strongersensethan the oneoutlined. The weak causalassumptions made
about me inthis casediffer widely from the conditional statements that
would have to be true in order for meimtentionally spill coffee.

Davidson's solution to casef misfired attempts — that they are
intentionalunder some @kcription— appeals,althoughthat is not made
fully explicit by Davidson, to wat has been labed“the accordion effect”
(by Joel Feinbergeferred byDavidson1970 pp.52-55).This effect,alleged
to be typical of agency, lets usstretch out,” somewhat aibrarily,
someone’saction toinclude differenteffects. “In brief,once he has done
one thing (move dinger), each consequengeesents us witla deed; an
agent causes what his actions cause.” (XB®e we hava “primitive,” or
“simple” intentionalaction,like someone moving a fingewne canview his
flicking the switch, illuminating the room arderting aprowler asthings he
did. The accordioreffect lets unintentional effects of my simgdehaviour,
like my spilling coffee, when | meant to spill tea, nevertheless be things | do.
Davidson suggestthat the accordion effect might be “a fairly simple
linguistic test that sometimes revetdat wetake an event to be antn”
(p.54). It does not work iall cases of agencyput only in suchcases:The
accordion effect is limited tagents.”(p. 53) Davidson daas explicitly that
this effect can be assigned to inanimate objects.

| believe,however, that somethingimilar to the accordioneffect really
can be applied to inanimatebjects — in cases lvere the wealkcausal
notion of agency isapplicable. Wecould saythat once thechemical
compounds with the substands,act can be stretched so that it makes the
substance corrode, get filag break etc. Thechemicaldoes, wemay think,
all these things to e.g. a piememetal(or we may for some reason want to
squeeze the action ilaclude onlythe first of theseeffects).Since stretching
Is applicable tosuchcases, it is applicable toumanactions inthe broad
sense as &l. (I snored, woke up mywife, scared the doginitiated a
discussion, etc.) Furthermore, this indicates, | thin&t theaccordioneffect
exists due tohe weak merelgausalnotion of ageng, and thatDavidson’s
way of accommodating urtentional actionghereforeexploits a broader
notion of agency than the one he suggests.

Although | accept thadea that actions (in the weaksense)can be
delimited somewhatarbitrarily, dependingupon which effects we want to
include in the action, | shoulderhaps makelearthat | do notthink that a
person’s intentional acting therebysisetched irtime. Anintentional action
goes on as longs the agent isausallyinvolved inthe tendencytowards
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some end, anthis involvement is upheld bliis notivating reasons. It is
another matter that sonpdausibledescriptions ofan action cannotalways
be fixed before w&now whatthe behavioulactually causes. I only in
this sense that the accordion effect is applicable to intentional actions.

Actions inthe narrowDavidsonian senseg. actions,that undersome
description are caused by beliefs and desaggnalisingtheseactions,form
a subclass of actioms the weak senseOtherwise the BD model makes no
generalallegationsabout the character chuses of people’s actions tims
weak sense, positiver negative.Thoughts might,perhaps, causactions
without beingthe reason$or thoseactions. Acertainbelief may make me
nervous and get me to talk to myself, although what | then say is in no way
rationalised bythat belief. Beliefsmight alsotrigger reflexes. Ifthat can be
possible, it wouldhot contradicthe BD model. Whathe BD modelsays is
that intentional actionsre actions caused bheir reasonsand thatdesires
are necessary constituents in motivating reasons.

The question of whether a certain action (in the wssadse) isntended is
a matter of degree, rather than all-or-nothing. The reastinsalising what
| do (in the weaksense)may causally contribute to myaction to some
extent, while other inner states of minemight have agreater causal
influence.Most noteworthy is theconceptuapossibility that anaction to a
great extent izaused bybeliefs or @sireswithout conceptual connection
with that action,i.e. by reasons operating asuseswithout beingreasons
for what theycause. Inthat case,the action (in the weaksense) is only
intentional to some low degree.

! Wlodek Rabinowicz pointed this out to me.

2 Another victim of this type of dilemma is Parfit's psychologically transparent and

selfish desert traveller who is stranded with a useless car. He cannot promise bypassing
strangers a future reward in return for help, since he knows that he will have no reason to
give it to them when he gets home. (1983 p.7)

® In (1998), Bratman suggests a "no-regret” clause as a measure of the rationality of
following through prior plans, rather than revising them. The condition is supposed to
underpin rational revisions in some cases where revision is not prompted by new
information. It says roughly, that if you anticipate at t3, that at t4, when you think about
your choice at t3, you will be glad if you stuck to the plan at t3 and sorry if you did not,
then you should follow through with the plan — even when following through violates

your ranking at t3. In the toxin case, the condition recommends revision, but in other cases
it does not. As Jonas Josefsson plausibly argues, "glad” and "sorry” are simply used as
expressions of the ranking at t4, of options at t3, here (1999 p.8). On the reductive account
of intention, it seems difficult to picture the agent as anticipating at t3, that he will, at t4,

rank drinking poison at t3 lower than not drinking it, while he also, at t3, (one might
assume) predicts that he will, at t4, rank intending at t1 to drink poison at t3 over not

* "Intentions-in-acting,” like all intentions on my view, are intentional states present in the
action from its start and at the same time sustaining causes of the tendencies triggered. In
other respects, | believe that Searle’s account differs from the BD-reductive analysis.
Searle recognises "prior intentions” which may precede an action and cause it by causing
intentions-in-action. | am uncertain about how to understand his prior intentions. It is
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possible that this concept could be analysed in line with the BD model’'s view of the
motivating reasons that can precede intention and action. However, | do not think that this
issue would affect the points | want to make about intentions in the BD model’s sense.
(Searle 1984 p.88, see also O’'Shaughnessy 1991)

> Audi ascribes this view (that intending implies believing that one will try) to Stuart
Hampshire. The thesis is criticised by Audi, and he claims that his counterexamples also
show that it is false that intentiorging implies having tried t@. However, | think that
Armstrong’s idea to that effect remains unmoved by those examples, unless one takes it
for granted, as Audi appears to do, that ‘trying'tmust involve the belief that one tries

to .

® This is Irving Thalberg’s suggestion about how to distinguish action verbs from
"bodily process and reaction verbs” (1972 p.62). For criticism of this suggestion, see
Persson 1981 p. 15.
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6 Hume’'s model

It is often takerfor grantedthat thefirst and perhaps most thoroughgoing proponent of
the BD models David Hume:The Humean Theory oMotivation” is acommonlabel

for views constituted byall or many of the BDmodel's assumptionsThis way of
speaking is sovell establishedhatthose opposinghis interpretabn of Hume thereby
become forced to questiorwhether Hume really was a Humeanwhen it came to
motivation! All in all, | believe there are strongasons to suppose thhe intuitions about
motivation and practical rationality, which Hume’s theory of action appedis well into

the BD model.

Subtle argumentshave been put forward gainst this standard*Humean”
interpretation ofHume. These arguments show,ledst, tlat the BD model reading of
Hume requiresmportant qualifications if it is t@reserve the internaonsistency of his
theory of action. These qualifications are in line with the characterisation of the BD model
outlined sofar. Thefollowing brief exegetical digression isot relevant as amrgument
for any philosophy of action. It may be argument, though, for supposing titla¢ model
outlined, with the qualifications in question, really catclesme essentiatlements in
people’s psychological thinking.

Hume’s theory of motivation and action is most straightforwardlyexpressed in
Treatise ofHuman Nature, especially2.3.3and2.3.4, and thénterpreter’'sdilemma can
be illustrated with reference to what Hume explicitly says iteatise

6.1 Passion as Desire

The BD model treats desiresasisal forceswhich arenecessary to produ@etions and
which make ugdisposed toact. Belefs about means tends are also necessary but
insufficient. A desire is an intentional state contributing, alongsittesomebelief, to the
rationalisation of the act. has a cotent thatfits some description dhe action it makes
the agentlisposed for. As made clear in s#ion 3, thenotion of ‘content’ carries no
phenomenal implications; content can be characterised in functional terms. It is essential to
the BD model that desir@se not (necessarilyphenomenallyccurrentand also (alaim
distinct from the first onedhat theyneed not occutbefore the mind”, in the content of
some belief or other intentional state.

In Treatise2:3:3 Humeopposesthe ancientview that reason andpassionare two
similar types of driving forces, struggling for contoder acton. Hepresents his famous
alternative view that reason alone is incapablprotiucingaction, whilethe essential role
of passion is tanotivate. $, are Hume’s“passions” nothing butthe BD model’'s
desires?

Ingmar Pesson finds‘the Humeanconcept of gassion to correspordost closely
to that of anemotion”. Heclaims that it is a mistake to maklumethe founder of the
belief-desire model. (1997 p.196) Ba®yroud regardshe dispositional inérpretation of
“passions” asnon-Humean”,since it clashewith amore phenomenal conception of
passionswhich heattributes toHume, onaccount of Hume’s generéheory of mind.
Hume explicitly listspassionsamong thampressionsLike all psychological stas,they
aresupposed to be “perceptiobgforethe mind”. (Stroud 1977 p.166This ought to
mean that they must be phenomenally present, foregrounded, or both.

Stroud stresses, however, that the viewlesires/passions aséttain kinds ofcausal
states or dispositions —and notparticular items felt oinferred to bein the mind” is
compatble with “the intutive idea from which Hume derives his theory of action”.
(p-168) The intuitive ideassigned to Humappears to be something likee BD model,
then. InDavid HumeAnthony Flew suggests an interpretation close to the BD model. He
claims that Hme’s famousideaaboutReason’sslaveryunderPassion igounded on a
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paradoxicallywide use ofthe term “passion”.“For the word is heraised toinclude

every inclination whichcould conceivably constitute amotive for doing or not doing
anything.” (1986 p. 145-46) J. L. Mackiet4ume’s Moral Theory(1980)and Jonathan
Harrison’s Hume’s Moral Epistemology (1976) favours similar, BDmodel-like,

interpretations.

Hume mentionsat leastfour types ofpro-attitudes agpossible causes afction (in
contrast to reason)Volition” and sometimesthe will” appear to baised in senses
close to themodern notion ofntention, asoveralltermsfor the wholedecision process,
the outcome ofwhich is determined bycognitive aswell as non-cognitive elements.
“Desires” and “passions” denotgon-cognitive elements motivation. These concepts
are not clearly demarcated from each other (Persson 1997 p.197).

Hume'sterminology is misleadingly common. He concedes timtuse oftermslike
“resson” and“passion” is more technical han in ordinary usage‘We speak not
strictly and philosophically when we talk of the combat of reason apdssion”. (2:3:3)
And in the same section enphasiseshat somecalm passionsare brought under the
same heading as judgements of truth and falsetibgdall those, whojudge from the
first vieward appearare.” It seemdair not to judgeHume'sterminologyfrom the first
view and appeance eitherl.e., it is clear thait need notnecessarily bdarfetched or
anachronistic to interpret thg@rovocativeterm “passion” in alessdramatic sense, in line
with modern philosophical terminology.

As Michael $nith makesclear, muchopposition againstthe Humean theory of
motivating reasons” is based upon a phenomenal conception of desires. (1994 p.125) The
word “passion” is probably even more loaded (tharidesire”) with associations to
feelings,emotions andgensations. linight therefore beéhought thatHume’s choice of
label simplyexcludes thepossibility thatwhat hehas inmind is some dispositionadtate
without necessary phenomenal presence.

However, even in modern usagpassion” isemployedin bothsenses. Aawrding to
the Oxford English Dictionary, there are at leasivo common modernwvays of using
“passion”, which might be relevahere:“1. Strongemotion. 2.Strong enthusiasnfar
thing, for doing)”. To have apassion forfishing, e.g., does notnecessarilymean that
beingemotionally arosed by fishing(the first sense). Itmay simply mean thatone is
strongly disposed to go fishing whenever there is an opportunity to do so.

The passage which most evidently commits Hume to the
dispositional and non-phenomenal conception of passion is in Treatise
2:3:3, where he makes clear that passions need not be felt at all, and
that their strength lies in their motivational power, rather than in
their phenomenal intensity.

Now it is certain, that there are certain calm desires and tendencies,
which, though they be real passions, produce little emotion in the
mind, and are more known by their effects than by the immediate
feeling or sensation.

Hume begins by noting that the term *“reason” in ordinary usage
often refers to calm passions. This frequent, though less “strict and
philosophical” usage, is according to Hume, explained by the fact that
calm passions may be phenomenally indistinguishable from cognitive
judgements:

When any of these passions are calm, and cause no disorder in the
soul, they are very readily taken for the determination of reason, and
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are supposed to proceed from the same faculty, with that, which
judges of truth and falsehood. Their nature and principles have been
supposed the same, because their sensations are not evidently
different.

Since reason“exerts itself without producing any sensiblemotion”, and scarcely
conveys anypleasure or uneasinessxcept in rarecases like“the more sublime
disquisitions of philosophy”, this must mean thatcalm passionsalso may exert
themselves without giving rise to any sensible emotion. I.e. Hume makes clear that it is not
necessary for a passion to be felalgtin order for it to becapable ofinfluencingaction.

So Hume's 'passions’, as characterised in section 2:3:3Tokthtese appear to share one
feature with'desires' irthe sense empiged by the BD model: It isot essentiato them

that they are felt.

“Calm” and “violent” are opposites on a phenomenal scale, and the
violence of a passion is clearly distinguished from the motivational
force of it. Hume argues, for instance, that men as a fact “often
counteract a violent passion in prosecution of their interests”
(2:3:3). On the other hand, he presents no other clue to
measurement of strength, than influence on behaviour.

It is evident passions influence the will not in proportion to their
violence, or the disorder they occasion in the temper; but on the
contrary, that when a passion has once become a settled principle of
action, and is the predominant inclination of the soul, it commonly
produces no longer any sensible agitation. /.../ We must, therefore,
distinguish betwixt a calm and a weak passion; betwixt a violent and a
strong one. (2:3:4)

It seemsclear thatHume findsinfluence on action to be distinguishingmark of
passion. Like desires in the BD model’s sepsssions are here characteriseterms of
their function as the base of action-dispositions.

Michael Smith notes, followin@troud (1977, p.166), thatume’s presentation of the
idea that the strength (as opposed to violence)afsaion igdetermined byts effects on
behaviour seems twommit him to theview thatpassionsare causal f@es.Passions are
inferred from behavioural evidence, for which they are necessary causes.

Some might, to begin with, questionwhetherthis interpretation is consistentith
Hume’s scepticismabout causationOn the standard textbookeading ofHume, he is
claiming that there is nsuch thing as causal force or causacessity and that the
principle of inductionis nonsensical. This is e.g. SdUlipke’s view in Wittgenstein on
Rules and Private Language (referred by G.F. Strawson 1989 p. vii. See also
Beauchamp/Rosenberg 19881 about how widespreatthis intapretationis.) Would it
not, then, be strange &ssume thatlume presupposegeal causatonnections ancelies
uponthe princige of induction inhis theory ofmotivation?How could he inferinternal
causalforces fromtheir behaviourakeffects when hedeniesthe validity of inductive
inferences? Similarly, asIngmarPerssomotes, a generalegative claimabout thecausal
power of beliefs would seem to contradiw “regularity” view ofcausation according to
which “a priori, anything may produce anything” (Persson 1996 p.198)

Such objections against interpretintgume in linewith the BD model are, however,
clearly based on awover-stated version of Hume’s critique of causalityHlfme really
regarded the idea of causal necessity asconceptually incoherent, much of his
philosophicalwork, which drawsupon psychological, sociologit and anthropological
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generalisations, would be disqualified kg own standards. As Strougmarks,Hume’s
scientific project isall about seekingcausal explanations diuman behaviour. (1977
p.53). Hisdependenceiponcausal necessity is gaps most evident inhis theories of
moral practices and moraldgementswhere heoften explicitly appeals to principletke
“The cause ceases; the effect must cease also” (3:2@albgues Concerning Natural
ReligionHume letshis spokesman Philagyeeewith the other empiricist, Kleanthes that
inductive arguments must rest on the princifilike effectsprovelike causes”and Philo
stresses ftiner: “You cannotdoubt of the principle; neitheught you toreject its
consequences.” (1779 section 5 p.37).

Hume characterisethe idea of a reatonnectbn betweencause anceffect as, in his
own word, “unintelligible”. But, asGalen Strawsorforcefully argues,Hume uses the
word “unintelligible” in its most literal sense. He is not saying taatsality isnonsense
or a contradiction ierms,he is merely making the epistemologipaint that we cannot
know anything about its nature. The eliminative ontologicaition - thathere cannot be
such athing as causgbower and hat reglarity is all there is — would be a dogmatic
metaphysicalclaim of just the sort he abhors; it isuled out by his own sceptical
principles. (Strawson,1989)*. Humes references to causal powers his theories of
motivationand virtue are notjust temporaryconcessions to those “natufagliefs” even
the toughest sceptic cannot help takioggranted ineveryday life. On the contrary, they
are in line withprinciples heelsewhere explicithstresses thatcientific enterpriseshould
be guided by.

The view that passions or desig®e causapowerswould therefore be no amaly in
Hume; it would be one morereason agast ascribingthe exaggeratectliminative
ontological position concerning causalitynion. Even thouglume states #t we cannot
knowa priori that anything could not follow anything, (e.g., that we cannot kagsiori
that beliefs could not be the cauaatecedents of passionsamtions)he doesot beleve
in the metaphysical hypotkis that anything really could be followed by anything.
Although his main target ithe metaphysicadssertion thatausal powergxist, over and
above regularities, he would regard it as just as dogmatic to deny that such powers exist.

Ingmar Perssonnotes the distinction between calm/violent and weak/strong, but
regards it as “a mystergow, on Humeanprinciples, a viant passioncan have the
weakness of letting ealm one rulebehaviour” (1996 p.198). He assigns twiews to
Hume, whichtaken together arsupposed tanake thedistinction betweenstrong and
violent mysterious; First, thagassionsare secondary impressns, and thereforiglentical
with emotions —felt passivestateswhich arecaused by other perceptions by beliefs
about them. Furtherone, that thevivacity of animpressioncorresponds tats causal
influence. The point Persson wants to make is that Hume really never sketches the modern
“Humean” theory of a&tion. On the contraryHume overlooks the possibility of
distinguishing desires in the technical sense — non-cognitive states partly defithed by
functional role as causal initiators of intentional action — from emotions. (1997, p.197).

Persson’ssecondclaim about Hume’s views is leaswident. Asfar as |have seen,
Hume never argues explicitly that Bnpression’spower to causeaction isproportionate
to its liveliness.Nor does Persson presaty quotations to thaffect. In thepassage
adduced byPersson, Humestatesthat the “force and vivacity” of an impression
determines itSinfluence onthe mind” (1:3:10).Apart from the fact that the additional
term “force” tends tdrivialise theclaim aboutinfluence,Hume neverpairs vivacity with
motivational strength.Effects onbehaviour are notmentioned,just the effects on the
mind.

It seemslikely that the point Hume wants tomake by distinguishing phenomenal
calmness fronmotivational weliness is to repudiatprecisely thatidea about a link
between phenomenaitensity andmotivation. There is in that casaothing internally
mysteriousabout &tting calm passionsbeat vioent oneswithin Hume’s philosophy of
action.

However, itcannot be deniethat Hume’'s generaheory of the mind impliesthat
passionsare somehownecessarilyexperienced, in thaft, as Stroud and Persson
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emphasisecategorisesll acts of mindas perceptions(Stroud 1977 p.166) Onither

interpretation of‘passion”, the dispositional asvell asthe phenomenalinconsistencies
will therefore be found within théreatise Hume’s theory othe mind is abddswith an

element inhis philosophy of aain. If passionsareviewedphenomenally, akis general

theorysuggests that they shoube, his descriptionof calm passions irn2:3:3 does not
hold.

There is another obstacle against ascribing the dispositional notion of
passions to Hume. He explicitly denies that passions can have
contents or point beyond themselves; they are always “original
existencies”, “complete in themselves” (2:3:3, 3:1:1). This sweeping
denial is false on most acceptable readings of the term “passion”,
(Kenny 1963 pp.23). Unfortunately, it can hardly be disregarded as
signalling Hume’s views, since it is presented as an important part of
his argument against admitting that passions can have anything to do
with truth or falsity, other than in some derived sense. Since it is
essential to the BD model that desires have content — that is a
necessary feature of their rationalising function — it must be
admitted that this is one of the passages which cannot be made to fit
into the BD model interpretation. As the idea expressed is implausible
as well, it is tempting to think that Hume would have said something
less categorical about the representative function of passions, had
he given the matter further thought. In order for Hume’s conclusion
to follow, he would not have to contend that passions do not
represent or point to anything. He could admit that they are
intentional states, but merely refute the possibility that they are

assertive of whatever proposition they are about.

To sum upabout HImE&s nation of the passions:The most important reason for
regardingthe dispositional intrpretation as thenost reasonable one is to fmund in
Treatise2:3:3 and 2:3:4Even Rerssonand Stroud, although they bothvour another
interpretation, admit that Humés distinction between calmness/weakness and
violence/strength will makeense only iktrength ofpassion igre-)interpreted iraction-
dispositional terms(Stroud 1977, p.167). The price of choosing the dispsitional
interpretation is that it fits less well into Hume’s general philosophy of mind.

In this choicebetweeninconsistencies, find it more reasonable to readlume’s
philosophy of action as refining and modifying soetements of the general theory, than
to interpret his motivational terminology cormpletely in accordanceavith his general
declarations. Theaction-dispositional int@retation would be more generousnd, |
believe, likelier to catch what Hume had in mind. In other words, thereasens tdhink
that Humantroducesa category ifreatise2:3:3 and 2:3:4, and that what he overlooks is
not the dispositional notion of desire, but fhet thatthis notion equiresmodification of
the general theory of mind outlined in thesatise

6.2 The Potency of Belief

The BD modelsays hat belefs aloneare insufficientto produce intentional agbns.
Desires,conceived aslriving forces, arenecessary awell. It is awell-known factthat
Hume, in a similar fashion, declares “reason” to be ratitimally inert. Reasoncan not
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give rise to actions'of the will”. Nor is thatfaculty capable ofaffecting actions by
“opposing” passions.The “Humean” interpretation oHume equals theseegative
views. Belefs are thananifestations ofeason and Humes read asclaiming thatsuch
manifestations cannot make intentional behaviour without the aid of passions.

“Reason ighe discovery of truth anfhlsehood”(3:1:1). But inwhich respectdoes
Hume want to deny that reason could oppose passions? Is&pagityto discover wth,
or the manifestation®f that capacity, ie. our beliefs,— or is it eventruth that cannot
oppose passioridke Pall S.Ardal, | find “good reasons fobelieving thatHume is not
talking here of reason as a faculty of judgme(#972 p.11) To beontrary toreason is,
for Hume, to be inconsistemtith some trth. Althoughhis expressionsometimes seem
to equae reasonwith truth, it is mostly morenatural to readeason adeliefin a true
proposition He talks, e.g., ofpassions“yielding to reason” when he destes
motivational changes on account of new acquired beliefs about a desired object.

This also shows that he is willing tmncedeand evenstressthe fact thabeliefs may
influence and create passions. “Reasonjaddementmay,indeed, be the mediatause
of an action, by prompting, or by directingpassion” (3:1:1). Ideasf pleasure angbain,
especially, producetlie newimpressions oflesire andaversionhope andear”, and he
makes explicit that the pain thoughtimthesecaseseed not bdelt atall, in order for it
to prodwce passion. Fuhtermore,all of Hume’s “artificial” moral virtues, which are
socialpractices are partly products of beliefs, althoutleir source lies in natural intrinsic
passions and inclinations.

Such admissions do nestrange Hume frorthe BD model framework. Itloes not
contradict the BD model tassumehat beliefs create nedesires by gmealing toother,
more fundamentatlesires. Pain is atate towardsvhich | have anatural and intrinsic
aversion. The fact that my belief about the prospect of paincneayeother desiresposes
no problem for the BOnodel, adong as mybelief does sanstrumentally, by appealing
to desires already existing.

As far as | can see, Hume’s examples of how ideas produce passion
all presuppose that another passion is the original source.
Furthermore, he only admits that beliefs might cause actions
indirectly, by causing passions. Ingmar Persson objects to the latter
claim, though, that

it should be noted that, although Hume sometimes talks as though
such an interposition of passion were necessary, he elsewhere takes
“the will” to be one of the impressions that are “the immediate
effects of pain and pleasure” /.../ This allows that volitions, and
thereby actions, may arise from ideas without the mediation of
passions. (1997 p.195).

Strictly speakingHume sayshere that the will might be thenmediateeffect of pain
and pleasure, not thenmediate effect of theidea of theseimpressions."Of all the
immediateeffects of painand pleasure, there insone moreremarkable tharthe will”
(2:3:1). So Persson’s conclusion does not follow. But assume, anyway, thatadomite
the possibility that beéfs about a specific pleasure or pain cogide rise to action,
without doing so via an extra passion. He might still hang on to the BD model claim, that a
more fundamental or general passion must be the solitttis action, anthat the role of
the belief is that of a tool (or a slave).

| have not seen convincing textalidenceindicating tha Hume considers it possible
for beliefs to causgassions intrinsally, i.e. without app&ling to more fundamental
passions. Ingmar Persson argues, however, that Hume, unlike modernaiinreally
thinks of beliefs as motivationally efficacious, at leash@sense thatlaelief alone might
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create goassionwhich inturn may be thesource ofbehaviour. Haests hiscase on the
following assumptions:

a) Hume categorises passions as impressions.

b) Hume presents the distinction betwaapressions and ideas a differencemerely
of degree of vivacity,e. force and liveliness.

c¢) The vivacity of an impression is its causally relevant aspect.

From this Perssononcludes thathe intrinsic differencéetweenpassionsand beliefs is
meely one of degree ofivacity. How could there, then, be difference inkind when it
comes to causal power, Persson asks.

SupposeHume really claims that théwo larger categorieso which beliefs and
passiongelong — ideasndimpressions —are to be characterised by a difference in
degree, rather than kind. It is nevertheless quite costnt toclaim thatthere are other
qualitativedifferenceshetween the two subcategories. r&ams differ merely in degree
from whispers — but screams ofughter differ in kindfrom stagewhispers.) Inother
words, a), band c¢) do not forceis to abandon tha&lea that belieind passiondiffer in
kind.

Furthernore, as indicatedbove, Ifind it doubtful whether it carbe establishedhat
Hume subscribes to c), which is ascribed to him on the basis of this quote:

The effect, then, of belié$ to raise up aimple ideato an equalitywith our impressions,
and bestow on it dike influence on thepassions./.../ Wherever wemake anidea
approach impressions in force and vivacity, it will likewisitate them inits influence on
the mind. (1:3:10)

Another passage that could be adduced for the same point is this:

| have already observed, that belief is nothing but a lively idea related
to a present impression. This vivacity is a requisite circumstance to
the exciting all our passions, the calm as well as the violent. (2:3:6)

Both these sttementsare, however, congpible with Hume denying that beliefalone,
without appealig to existingpassions,might influencepassions. Furthermoréjume
speaks only of influence on the passions and on the mirtiegmassagdoes infact not
commit him to theview that equally vivaciousbeliefs and impressions shoulthave a
similar effect on behaviour” (Persson 1997 p.193).

Since passionsinfluence behaviour, it follows,admittedly, thatanything affecting
passions may have indirect effects on behaviug. point is that Humeoes nothave to
admit that the motivational effect of beliefs and impressiosisrigar, on account ofwhat
he says in 1:3:1@&nd 2:3:6.He might still, e.g., insisthat while the impulse ofpassion
“had it operatedalone,would havebeen abldgo producevolition” (2:3:3), a belief could
only produce volition via influencing leér states of mah i.e. though mediatingpassions.
And the BD modeldoesnot have to involveany commitmentsabout howdesires are
caused, by excluding the possibility that they can be excited by beliefs.

I haveattempted taunderpin twoobjections tothe unconventional interpretatidhat
Hume really regards beliefs as mationally potent. Firstly, it is nbclear thatHume
would admit beliefs tacausepassionswithout appealing tgpassionsalready existing.
Secondly,even if heallowed that,nothing indicates that he regards belieépable of
causing actions directly, without any intermedipéssionsAlthough thepassagesentral
to Persson’s interpretah state that thens a difference indegreebetweenbeliefs and
passionsyhen itcomes to theiwvivacity, and that theivivacity is causally relevanthese
passages do not supptme conclusion thiahe effects obeliefs andpassiongherefore
must besimilar. Beliefs angassiondliffer in more respects than byvacity, asHume
makes clear in other passages.

| could endthe discussion of Hume'siew onthe potency ofeasonhere,but | will
add one furthecomment ofsome length. Mymotive is notonly that it makeshe BD
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model interpretation more fully covered, but thaso sheds light oan important feature
of the BD model.

Hume endeavours tprove “that reasonalone camever be a motive tany action of
the will’(2:3:3 my ital.). Similarly, hestresses tliareasoncannotoppose passion in
directing the will(2:3:3) “The will” is the mark of intentionaiction, i.e. arfinternal
impression” wehave“when weknowingly give rise to anynew motion of our body, or
new perception ofour mind” (2:3:1). This nodifier indicates that hénas abroader
concept of action in mind asell — a notion ofaction not done atwill. A risk of
trivialising the negative claim might appear. If the willaigriterion of intentionalacting, it
seemssuperfluous tgrove thatreasonalone, ie. withoutany pro-aitude (like thewill),
cannot produce those acts which are intentional.

A more substantial interpretation this: Actions, insofar asthey are performed
knowingly, are by definition behaviours trigggd or at leastccompaniety sane internal
state, “the will”, that is separable from merely knowing what one is doing. “Intention” or
“decision” might be appropriate terms tbiat kind ofinner sate. Furthemore, this kind
of triggering state cannot beirectedby reason. Only passiotan direct thewil, and
reason cannot oppose passion in that respect. If we set aside his claimféeiiane are
conscious of‘the will”, that could be cmpatible with the BD model interpretation.
Intentional actions are aohs directed bydesires, as in the map-metaphbesires set
goals and beliefs tell us how to reach them. The conceptual claim put forward by Hume on
this reading is inérent inthe BD model. Itsays that irthe broader class o#ctions,
intentional actions are definedthose ations, whichare directed bylesires — that is a
necessary condition for their being intentional.

“Directed by”, aswell as “oppose” in Hume’s twonegative theses, iwhtes a
relation that is conceptual as well as causal. WhdmektsB, A does notmerely push B,
but A pushes B towards some predetermined destination. WiogpdsesB in directing
C, A draws C away from thegre-envisagd placeowardswhich B otherwise wouldoush
C. Such descriptions presume ttlea of an imagined state affairs thatis supposed to
be realised by the actioim other words, these expressionsndicate thathis negative
theses deny reasotie weakly justificatoryand rationasing power necessary for
intentional actions.

In order forthesenegativetheses to berue, it is therefore notnecessary that the
manifestations ofreasonare causally inert when itcomes to affecting aons and
passionsHume might allow beliefs alone to cause actis (in thebroad sense) and
passions, and he mhgve toadmit that this possibility canhbe exludeda priori, due to
his epistemology of causalitystill, he could be right inassuming thathe subclass of
actions we regard oselvesasauthorsof, aresuch thatheir causegationalise them —
and that in order for these causes tosdpthey cannatonsist just irbeliefs. Somenon-
cognitive goal-directed state is necessary for that rationalisation to take place.

That would be aless substantial (butapparently not uncontroversiatonceptual
hypothesiscompatiblewith admitting thatit is conceptuallypossible that beliefsause
actions (ations in thebroad sensehatis). After all, thatconceptualpossibility must be
entailed byhis scepticalview of causality. Similarly, he couléddmit that beliefs affect
passions causally but deny that they are capable of opposing passions in diteetithg
since such contrariety requires that the opposing statehaetfa direction, i.e. that they
point to the realisation of some state of affairs.

Accordingto the BD model,the mark of intentionahctions is thathey are caused by
their reasonsgonsisting of beliefand desiresDesiresare required tomake behaviour
intentional, not only to make behaviour. When Hume stresses that passions are required to
produce intentional behaviguand that “reson abne camever be a motive tany action
of the will", it is reasonable ttake him asnaking the same dualaim, both explanatory
and justificatory.

Desires + beliefs are the kinds of causes which may ratiorladiseehaviour thegive
rise to. As Donald Davidson has made clear, it is edsmeivablewithin the BD moel’s
framework, that beliefs and desires operatesases without beingasons fothe beliefs,
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desires orbehaviour theycause. (Davidsori982 p. 305.).However,the BD model
excludes the possibility that belief and desire produoisntional behaviour without being
the motivating reason for it. Its beingused by statesgith a relatedcontent, whichstands
in a reason-relation to it, is what makes it intentional.

Perhaps my point needs some clarification. Hunmegative claimabout thepower of
reason need not lieterpreted causallyin orderfor beliefs, themanifestations ofeason,
to produce actions of theill, these beliefs must not only be causa#iated tothose
actions, It logically connected asvell. SupposeHume iswilling to admit thatbeliefs
might causalesires anevenintentions(without beingreasons for them). Height still
insist that reasoalone camot produceactions of thewill. Beliefs do notmake actions
intentionalsimply by causinghem. Neithercould reason be said taopposepassion in
the direction of thewill”, simply by affecting passionsarbitrarily, independently otheir
content What Humeneeds to deny is just thatanifestations ofeasonsomehow could
contradict thepassionsneededfor actions“of the will”. In other words, Hume could
concede the point Davidson makes, and which Persson asshins thatbeliefs (alone)
could affect actions and passions causally without standing in any reason-relation to them.
Such a concession would not be at odds with the BD model.

I do nat know towhich extent theaverageHume-studenpresupposesvhat Pesson
calls “the Humean presuppositiorP”, according towvhich “beliefs alone do nofjive
rise topassionsor the non-cognitivestates needefbr action”. In HP, “do not give rise
to” simply meansdo not cause” (1997 p.190). Passiorase secondary impressions
“impressions ofreflexion”, i.e. states causely beliefs (bydefinition). Insofar as the
conventionareaderassumes belief tbave nocausalinfluence onpassionsand actions
whatsoever in Hume’s theory, he has probably misunderstood what Hume says.

Although passions are necessary as causal elememitstivationaccording to the BD
model version of Hume, their function is not meredysal. And mypoint is thatHume’s
negativethesis,just like the positive, thereforeshould beread in a sensevhich is not
purely causalSuch areading would be iraccordancenith the BD model’s view that
beliefs alonedo not give rise topassions omtentionalactions.However, “ do notgive
rise t0” is not, then, understood in HP’s purely causal sensethitkgr interpretation is
also supported bthe factthat while Hume openlyinsists that reasonannot produce
intentional action, “action of the will”, his explicit denial concerningthe influence of
reason orpassionss restricted tdhe “oppo#tion” betweernreason angbassion. Inthat
way, he avoids the ambiguity between a purely causal and a causal + justibesiseyof
“produce”. “Oppose” suggests a logical relation.

Ingmar Perssoncanowledgeghis not-purely-causal reading tife two denials about
the power of reason. (1997 pp.198) However, he thinks that this interpretatiomaiall it
even more evident hat Hume never had the BD model in mindThe BD model
interpretation of Hume must say, Persson seems to mean, that Hume held both, that beliefs
alone cannotausedesires andhat beliefs alone cannoauseactions. But orPersson’s
own initial characterisation of thtHumean theory of motivation”,which he explicitly
idertifies with “the belief-desire model othe explanation oction” (p.189),the theory
claims that agency must be explained in termgeasons foacting,and thatreasons for
acting must comprise desires besides beliefs. In that light, | think it would be reasonable to
make a similamssumptioraboutthe negativethesis. Ifthe positivetheory requireghat
actions arecaused bytheir reasonswhich are beéfs anddesires standing in a reason-
relation to theaction, the negativethesisneed only deny that beliefslone cannot be
reasondor or against passions actions. That woulgduffice toblock the possibility that
they alone could produce “actions of the will”.

6.3 Hume’'s Moral Internalism
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Thus upon the whole, it is impossible, that the distinction betwixt ngo@d and evil, can
be made by reaspmsince that distinctiornas aninfluence upon our actions, odvhich
reason alone is incapabl@réatise3:1:1)

Hume’s man argument against moral rationalism is faiulyambiguously expounded in
Treatise3:1:1. It says thatmorals”, “the sense of virtue” ofthe distinction betwixt
good and evil”, i.ethoseacts ofmind, in whichmoral opinions manifesthemselves, are
intrinsically and necessarily action-guiding, while true or false beliefs — the
manifestations of reason — are “utterly impotent in this particular”.

The proper interpretation of Hume’s “sentimentalism” about value is a subjecerof
lesser consensus than the questiohavf to understand higheory of actionThis is not
surprising, since Hume rarely addresses the senmaatters, whichare cruciato modern
theory of value. His aim is to explain, scientifically, how moral practices are generated and
why we have come toregard theseractices as worthy of admiration. The meaning of
evaluative words is not in focus. Now and then he seems to air views about the meaning of
moral language, buhesepassagesend themselvesunfortunatéy, to widely different
interpretations.

He seems to subscribe to autobiographical subjectivism when cldithatgwhen you
pronounce anyaction or character tbe vicious, you mean nothingput that from the
constitution of your nature you have afeeling or sentimentof blame from the
contemplation ofit” (3:1:1). As Jonathamarrisonand J.L. Mackie notes,other text
passagesescribe some form of dispositional descriptivismyitich vice and virtue are
identified with the capacity of thecontemplated objecto call forth sentiments in the
spectator (Harrisod976 p.114, Mackiel980 t.V). Severalplacessupportthe standard
textbook interpretation, accorditg whichHume is a proponent of emotivism. (See e..g.
Thomas 1993 sec.15.1.3 or Harman/Thomson 1996 p. 97).

The uneasiness and satisfaction are not only inseparable from vice
and virtue, but constitute their very nature and essence. (2.1.7)

To havethe sense ofirtue, isnothing but tofeel a satisfaction of garticularkind from
the contemplation of a character. Thery feeling constitutesour praise oradmiration.
(3.1.2)

Hume’s presuppositiorabout theintrinsic action-guidingness ofmoral distinctions
would fit even better withprescriptivism.J.L. Mackie argues, orthe otherhand, that
Hume’s argumentation would beost consistent on an impeetation in linewith an
objectification theory of the kind advocated by Mackie hintself.

| do not believe that there is textual evidence, sufficient to pin down Hume in any of the
value-semanticatategoriesabove. Like Mackie, believe that itmay “be impossible to
find the correctinterpretation of what Hume says” on this matter (1980 p.52).

It is neverthelessevident that Hume’sontology of value is anti-realistic. (Some
interpretershave seemim as an adherent aftuitionism or cognitivism of the“moral
sense” kind, which comes withvalue-realism. It is fairlgasy, Ibelieve, todisprovethat
reading ofHume.) It isalso undeniablethat astronginternalismaboutvalue is made
explicit in many passages. Internaliabout values isrucial tohis anti-rationalistic point
aswell. Onthebasis ofthesefacts, I think it is safe tosay thatalthough Humenever
explicitly appeals to the BDnodel, his famousargument, inTreatise 3:1:1, restsfirmly
uponvery similar intuitions abouimotivation.Only a noton of passionas desire in the
action-dispositionasensewould permit himto conclude salecisively,from the factthat
“morals excite passionand produce opreventactions” (3:11), that moral practices as
well as moral opinions must stem from passions.

Hume’s statementabout thempotency of belief need not be interpretaiisally, |
suggested above. It would be compatible with what he says, as wéthdase BD model,
to interpret him as admitting beliefs alonerttluence passions or actioas causes/Vhat
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he can not admit is that they couldsipby standing isome reason-relatidio thoseacts
or passions; tty must operatemerelyas causes in those cas@&he content ofthose
causally active beliefs is in that case irrelevant to the act or passion it causes.

Such anadmissionwould also be compatiblevith his argumentabout the role of
reason angbassion irmorality. The details ofireatise3:1:1 explan why morality, i.e.
moral practices as well as moral opiniaremnot originate from reasam theassumption
that morality is intrinsically action-guiding. The explanationconsists in avariety of
attempts to cover and refute possible ways in which opinions about good and bad could be
said to correspond to some facpriori demonstrable or empirically detectable, ohéwe
anything to do with truth or falsity in any other sense.

Although, as | have stressed, his exact views on the means@laativelanguage are
concealed, manyassagesdicatestrongly that he thinks ahoral vews asncapable of
being trueor false, ard that our “morals” are nat reports of anything at all. It is therefore
doubtful whether he believesn moral judgementsin the strict sense ofthe term.
“Morality” he claims, “is more properly felt than judged of.” (3:1:2) (The very
expression “moral judgement” is completely absent inTtieatise as far as tansee.) |
am prepared taconclude,with Mackie, thateven ifthe mostdubiousarguments ir3:1:1
are discarded, Hume undoubtethiinks thatmoral opinionsare not amatter oftruth and
falsehood. Fuhermore, hehas a strongasefor this denial, atleast if the internalistic
presupposition is accepted.

Hume’s denial of the truth-value of moralpinions is anmportant premisdor his
negative conclusion about reasoaisility to oppose omgive rise tomoral views ormoral
behaviour. On gurely causainterpretationof this thesis, it would seenirrelevant to
prove, at such length, that moral views cannot be true or'falseir truth-value is anatter
entirely distinct frontheir causaforce. His point must be thabeliefs, themanifestations
of reason, which are capable of truth and falsity, cannot alppese omaffect moralityin
virtue of their contentsince they cannot contradict that, which lacks truth-value.

In other words, ona readingwhich both makes Hueis anti-rationalistic argument
valid and compigble with most ofwhat heexplicitly says, hgresupposes motivational
scheme much like the BD model. He wolldve noreason to stresthe internalistic
assumptioraboutvalues, as @roof thatmorality stems frompassionunless he thought
of passions in terms of dispositions to actweild not have tehow thaimoral opinions
are incapabl®f being true offalse, inorder to dismisghe possibility that theycan be
produced by reason,unless hethought of tlat possibility interms of baéfs affecting
passions or actions leing reasongor or against them.

6.4 Passions as Driving Forces, not Data

Although it may be impossible to know which specific theory of evaluative meaning Hume
would havefavoured, | amprepared to defend ascribifigm a strict internalisview of
value. Toregard somethg asgoodis, necessarily, tdhhavemotivationtowards getting it.

This presupposition plays amportant role in Hume’s argumerior the view that
morality mustcomefrom the passionsTherefore, it isone of thereasons tdhink that
Hume uses“passion” in asenseclose to “desire” in thewide dispositionalsense
employed by the BD model.

If evaluations express passions, and passimgevealed in action-tendencies, it seems
asif peoplemustalwaysact in accaancewith their evaluationsHowever,according to
Hume, it is not‘contrary toreason to prefeeven myown acknowledgetesser good to
my greater” (2:3:3). If the goodness of amvaluatedbbject merelyreflects mypassions
towards it, and those passions are bases of action-dispositions, then it seems impossible to
choose a lesser good insteacd @ireater, anthereforepointless todiscussthe rationality
of this choice. Will not the degree of goodness | bestow upon the cbbgetultimately
be determined by my readiness to get it?
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The simplestway of avoidingthe paradoxvould be to stressmiy owr in Hume's
exclamation. Thanodel of motivation ascribed to Humeloesnot restrictthe range of
possibleobjectsof desire. It concernghe structure of matation, not its objects. So
nothing in this model stops mefrom preferring someother people'ggood, or some
impersonalgood, even ifthis meanghat | will have to give up @reat deal oimy own
good, analysed iterms of personalell-being,for instance. But thatolutionwould not
make itpossible for me tgrefer a lessegood to agreater,all things consideredAn
interpretationaccording towhich that would begossible shouldoreserve more of the
provocative tone of Hume's statement.

In Hume's Moral TheoryMackie claimsthat thepossibility of preferring a lesser
good to a greater implies thagreatness othe goodscannot be measured lilye degree
of my preference, but perhaps by the amount of pleasure they will bring.”

Since a desire is an original existence, logically distinct from the
expectation of pleasure from the desired object (which, being a belief,
has a representative function), it must be logically possible for
desires to fail to be correlated with expected pleasures, and then
reason cannot require that they should be so correlated. (Mackie
1980 p.46)

It seemsclear,from Hume's views omorality, that he eégads the amount of pleasure
generated by an action, directly or indirectlyrelevant to its beingirtuous. Suppose, for
the sake of argument, that he redhinks thatwe measuregoodness bexpected degree
of pleasure, asn Mackie's suggestedextension ofHume's thesis. Thisvould make
abstention from the greater good logically unproblematic.

But perhaps it iglifficult to characterisépleasuretithout making references to desire
or action-tendencies. R. B. Brandt suggests that “an experience is pleasant if and only if it
makes its continuation more wanted” (1979, p.40). l.e. if and onhere is adesire for
continued experienceand hat desire is causally dependenpon the quality of the
experience, then iis an experience ofpleasure.Would such ananalysis undermine
Mackie's solution of Hume's apparent paradox?

| do not think so. Brandt'sdefinition implies that degreef pleasantness of eertain
experience is tiedo degree ofbeing wanted.But his analysis excludeseither the
possibility that a potentidliture experience of pleasure usiwantednor the possibility to
want (perhapsmore urgently)other things besides phsantexperiencesgven if these
experiences are present attinement of wantingl.e., Brandt'sconcept ofpleasure keeps
up ourlogical ability to chose a lessegood, even if ‘good’ is understmd in terms of
expected pleasure.

The trouble with Mackie’s sugge#on is, instead, that it asheswith Hume’s
internaism, aswell as withhis insistencehat moral evaluationsavenothing to dowith
truth. Expectations about pain and pleasaretrue or falsand they arenot intrinsically
motivating. This is not to deny tt forecastedpleasures angbains almost always are
instrumentallypotent,since beliefsabout hemwill appeal to éas and hopeswhich are
natural in sentient creatures.

A third possible way of avoiding contradiction is to assumeytbat “acknowledged”
good is separable from your actgalbd, without denyinghat the goodness youattach to
an outcome is determined kyour preferencesYour actual choicemay reflectyour
evaluations, i.e. your motivating desirigevertheless, the desireghich areforegrounded
in your deliberation, are nonecessarilythose, which determineyour decision. The
foreseengood, which you are capable of acknowledgj, could bea function of your
expectations along with yourewsaboutyour desiregactualand futureetc.). Theactual
good, broughtabout byyour choice (if successful) is dunction of the desiresthat
motivateyou. My point is notmerely thatyou may be misiken about th@utcome, or
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self-deceivedaboutwhich desires yoware drivenby. The importantthing is thatdesires
might play two different parts within the Humean, or BD model, framework.

An examplefrom ThomasNagel's The Possibility ofAltruism might be illuminating.
When Nagel attacks the view that all motivation has desire as its souarguies that the
possibility of prudenceshowsthat desiresmerely arenecessary imotivation asdata. |
do not believe that he establishes that conclusion. He is ctegnythough, insupposing
that Humeans oradherents othe BD model, wll have to separate the@xpectedfuture
desires, whose satisfaction {hreidential persors anxiousabout,from the desires out of
which the prudential behaviour in question originates.

A well-informed but inprudentperson (perhaps asdherent ofParfit's Present-Aim
Theory —1984 part Il) chooses hisown acknowledgedesser desire-satisfactioeyven
though his choice results from his strongagsent desires. It seems to be cetaby in
Hume’s spirit toclaim thatsuch achoice,insofar as it iswell informed, wouldnot be
contrary to ream. A Humean norm ofpractical rationality would notsay that it is
rationally commended, permitted @rohibited.The choice isarational in thesensethat
norms of reason are irretent toit. Thatreading ofHume appears to Heagel’'s aswell,
since his anti-Humean argument appeals tantiaéion, or prejudice, thatime-biasedike
imprudencemust be irrational. So, in one morsense,Hume couldstill regard it
impossible to prefer a lesser gdoda greatert follows trivially from the BD modekhat
one cannot but maximise thadesires, which arthe drivingforces ofone’s choice. Still
one might insist that is not only possible, but alsbeyondrational criticism, tochoose
one’sacknowledgetkesser preference-satisfaction before one’s greater.

I have presentedhree ways of readingdume's assertiombout the arationality of
preferring a lessegood to agreater. In thdirst interpretaton, Hume simply meanshat
we are capablef refrainingfrom what we believe to bbestfor us. We are not thereby
forced tosay that it is possible to choostat weregard as desser goodnstead of a
greater,all things consideredAgainst thefirst interpretdion speaksits triviality. Few
people woulddeny tha thereare situations inwhich it could berational for someone to
give upsome of herown wellbeing, future preference-satisfaction whatever personal
thing shewould like for herself.This interpretatiorwould bring Hume’s famouslist of
arationalchoices to aranti-climax. Accordingo that list isnot irrational to preferfirst,
destruction of the world before scratching of fimger, secong my total ruin ratherthan
the leastuneasiness of an Irah, and third andinally, “even my own acknowledged
lesser good to my greater”.

The second solution iMackie’s suggesbin thatdegree ofgoodness corresponds to
expected pleasureather than tostrength of desireThat interpretation would make it
unproblematic tochoose a lessgpersonalgood when a greatecould be obtained.
However,this reading is &rd to ombinewith Hume’s commitmentsabout evaluations.
Expectations about pleasure are not intrinsically motivating. Fortve, thg are capable
of being true or false. Hume’s qarment about moralsvould therefore beseverely
weakened if he equated opinions about the good with judgements about future pleasure.

My third sugyestion isthat Hume exploitsthe distinction betweenforegrounded
desires desires aslata,and backgroundk desires desires agriving forces. The claim
that it is possible, and not necessaritgtional, topreferlesspreference-satisfactiotioes
nat contradict theview that peoples’strongestmotivating peferencesare alwaysthose
revealed in action. That interpretation would maintain the rhetorical value of Hume’s list of
escalating arationalities. Would also be compatibleith his value-theoretical idea that a
person who regards something as good necessanilgtigatedtowards it.Sincesuch an
evaluation on this interpretationas expressioof desire,and not ofbelief, it would also
suit Hume’s exclusion of evaluations from the domain of what can be true or false.

6.5 Hume’s Model — Summary:
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The BD model interpretion of Humereads“passion” as “desire”and “reason” as
“belief’. So when Hume says that reason is utterly impotent, this means that alelnefs
cannot motivate. He identiés passionsvia their complementary role abases of
tendencies t@act. His claim thatpassion is reason-proofieans thatlesiresare beyond
direct rational criticism, in virtue of their non-assertive character.

There aretwo main dfficulties with the BD model’s Hume. First, Hume’s general
theory of the mind excludes theossibility of psychological statesyhich are not
“perceptions before the mind”. Thus, passions should notBlikenodel desks, be just
causalbases of dispositions fdrehaviour. Theyought to be phenomenally present or
experienced insome sense.Either Hume couldmean that they are emotions, as in
Persson’sand Stroud’s nterpretation, orthat they areforegrounded agdata in our
deliberation — omoth. The seconddifficulty, which Persson brings up, is thiktume
openly states thdieliefs, invirtue of their “force and vivacity”, imitate impressions in
their influence on thenind and on theassions. So, it ialleged,Hume cannot thinkthat
beliefs are motivationally incapacitated, or that they are incapable of affecting passions.

The first of these obstacles the BD model interpretatioshows thatthere is some
inconsistencywithin Hume’s views, evenwithin the Treatise Someinternal tensionwill
reman regardless ofwhich of the twointerpretations Hat comes closest téiume’s
intentions. If we stick tthe view impliedoy his theory ofmind, passionsannothave the
essentially action-guiding role in which they are cast by his theory of action.

Hume openly informs us, in section 2.3.3, that the experienced intensityass@mn is
irrelevant toits motivational influence. Firm, dominant and notivationally efficient
passions are not necessarily felt at all. Since the influence of impressions is retagid to
vivacity, according tovhatHume sayselsewhere in th@reatise his distinction between
violenceand strength opassions will hen beclearly untenble. On the phenomenal
reading of “passion”, the contradiction is blunt.

It seems more generous and reasonable to assume, at ledsigethatuitive ideafrom
which Hume deriveshis theory ofaction” comes closeto the view that passions are
“certain kinds ofcausal state ordispositions”,(Stroud,1977 p.168). In thatase, the
remaininginconsistencymight merelyreflect the fact thathis intuitive idea occurred to
Hume when he considered motivational mechanisms and thahe overlooked its
implications for his initial assumptions about the mind.

The second objection was that Hume analyses ‘beliefrmamaner, whichmakes these
states causally efficient and resemblpagsions in thatespect.Therefore, it issaid, he
must admit that they can affecpassionsand perhapsactions directly and non-
instrumentally. To begin with, | have trigmlshow why [find it doubtful whetherHume’s
text supportsthis interpretation at allHume stresseshe motivational importance of
beliefs. But heneversays, as faas| canfind, anythingwhich commits him to theview
that beliefs alone, without appealing tgassionsalready established inthe agent, can
influence passions or actions causally. Furthermore, his explicit statements concerning the
influence of beliefs arenly abouttheir effect on the mind. Without addednon-trivial
premises this passage does not imply anything about the effects of belief on behaviour.

A more important point ithis. Hume coulédnd shouldadmit more openly that beliefs
canhave directtausal effects opassionsand actions. Thegan, alonecause change in
passions, i.e. not just by channelling mioasic passions. Thewic causdy affect actions
without the aid of intermediating passions. Without inconsistency, Hume could stress this
possibility, sirte his negiéve thesisaboutthe power ofreason is noimerelycausal. So |
believe that Ingmar Persson mightdoerect, when helaims thatHume neverdeniesthat
beliefs couldcausepassion otbehaviour. Theossibility Hume refutes is that beliefs by
themselvesould produceintentional actions oopposepassions.They cannot, on their
own, bereasons fomaction, therefore they cannot prodamtentional action. And alone
they canrot opposepassbrns, since they canonly bereasons gainstwhat might be false.
The distinction between beliefs/desires operating as reamuthdeliefs/desires ofzing
merely as causes, is compatible with the BD model, and even essential to it.
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Although there is no xplicit textual evidence for ascribing the
foregrounded/backgrounded distinctionHame, this last BD modefriendly addition to
the interpretation would not ke hog since there are independaetisons foithinking
that this is what he had in min@ne such reason is thatwbuld makesense of hisdea
that “it is not contraryo reasorio prefereven myown acknowledgetesser good to my
greater”,without trivialising it. Generosity is irfavour ofthis addition as wi& Hume’s
theory ofmotivationwould besquarely against owexperiences if he held thpassions
are necessary in all action, not only as driving forces, but also as objects of attention.

Barry Stroud and Ingmar Persson shtaamvincingly thatit is lessobvious than many
of us — including Mackie and Flew — thougtita Hume'’s theory ofaction isidentical
with the BD model’s. Nonetheless, believethere isenoughevidence tomake itfair to
assume that Hume exploits an idea, which is close to the BD model. Even if we cannot say
whetherHume would haveaccepted the detaitsf the model outlined in thérst part of
this book, I find no strong objections against calling that model “Humean”.

! Although theregularity interpretatiorappears toprevail amongphilosophers leading historians of
philosophy supportrawson’sreading. Edward Craig, John P. Wrighaind Donald P. Livingston all
arguethat Hume was noa regularitytheorist about causatiofStrawson 198%.vii). D.W. Hamyn’s
History of Western Philosopldoes not ascribe an eliminative position to Hume, either.

2 | believe that one of Hume's arguments ifreatise3:1:1 providesfirm evidenceagainst Mickie's
suggestion that Hume, had he reflected more closely upon the value-semantical issue, wadceptack
a projectivist“error theory” about value, othe kind madefamous by Mackie. Hume’s objection to the
possibility that vice and virtue are objective features of the contemplatedobject is entirely
phenomenological itharacter. Happeals tothe experienceof evaluating an objecas the ultimate
proof thatthere is nomoral matter offact to discover.:The vice entirely escapeyou, as long as you
consider the object. You never can findilt,you turn yourreflectioninto your ownbreast”(p.203) etc.
So he claims that th@henomenologicatonstitution ofevaluations shows thaglue is no part of the
evaluated object. In that light, it seeffasfetched tobestow upon him a theory, whigltesupposes that
we, mistakenlyexperiencevalue to be part of the external evaluated object.

Mackie dismisses the passage quoted here, since he regards it as an implausible description of what the
“ordinary person” might mean. “To give Hume a defensible view herenus& readhim asintending to
say that this is what you ought to meapcausehis is all that, onreflection, youcould maintain.”
(1980 p.58)However, since Mackie admitsthat the“defensible” view must be “given” to Hume by
supposing that he intended to say sometklag than what hactually says, Mackieimplicitly concedes
that the passage in question supports a view which is less close to Mackie’'s own.

% Ingmar Persson seemsdgree that Humetheory of motivation, presupposed itis argumentagainst
moral rationalismappears to benore“Humean”,i.e. in line with the BDmodel, if one assumes that
Hume denies truth-value to moral judgements. Beitsson is of the opinion th&here seems to be no
evidencethat Hume thought thanoral judgements, andeedany judgements, lack truth-valwnd so
would not beexercises ofeason”. Inthe proper, useful buadmittedlysomewhatantiquatedsense, the
function ofjudgaments is to state propositions and so they bydefinition capable oftruth andfalsity,

of beingasserted or denietHume can therefore hardly bexpected toquestion thetruth-value of any
judgement. It isnot likely that Hume thought of moral views pglgements inthis strict sense. Cf
Ardal’s comment on Hume’s “Moral ‘Judgments™ (1972 p.17)
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7 Functions of Deliberation

After finishing this paragraph, | am going out to halench with a good
friend. He is no hypocrite, andhaan of firm principlesOne ofthemsays ‘Do
not lend peoplenoney.’ His normadmits of no exceptionand he iapable
of arguing, quite convincingly, that it igstified prudentially agvell asmorally.
Nevertheless, he is going to lend lmech money. This iflow it works: When
he realiseshat | amunable to pay, haill say that he wants to treat me to
lunch. In passing, he adds that our next lunch together then may be on me.
Consider my prediction erified, and let that example paradigmatically
define internal deviancé (Leave it @en whether myfriend’'s description
really is meant as a euphemism fdoan, or if he iews himself aspresenting
a gift to me.) ‘Internal deviance’ is gourposively vague, widand neutral
concept, begging no questioosreason omorality. Itindicates agap, aturn
or a fork somewhere in the spheredefiberation, evaluatioandintention —
but no spcific analysis, explanation or evaluation ofthe deflection is
presupposed. | dub the opposite of internal deviarteenal lineality.
“Accidie,” “akrasia,” “incontinence”, “procrastination,” “weakness of
will” and the like referto different primaacie undesirable instances internal
deviancewhile “autonomous agency,” “continence,” “strength mafnd”
andsimilar terms can bemployed toapprove ofdifferent kindsof internally
lineal behaviour. For somereason, philosophershave tended toignore
reasonablegood or neutrainternal deviance, asell as stupid, bad or trivial
internal lineality.
Why and how does someoneotivational processlose its internal
lineality? Some suggestions:
a) His motivating asires just momentarily change — for reasons of
instrumentabelief change, odue todirect conativeeffects ofperceptual or
internalattention to features dhe situation orthe imaginedoptions at hand.
In Richard Brandt's terms (1979his means that thmternal deviance comes
between occurrentegiresand normaldesires, typically‘in the heat of the
moment”.
b) His behaviour isdirectly (not via desires)conditioned byhis viewing the
relevant facts from a perspective,understanding or‘seeing as” that is
untypical of him.
c) He (untypically) takes eertain fact, which henay beconstantly awee of,
to be areason foracting — oralternatively,does(untypically) not see a
specific fact as a reason.
d) He desires to have other first-order desires than he actually has.
e) He desires to benoved by other esires of highan the ones thatwally
move him. According toHarry Frankfurt,this meansthat his secondorder
volitions fail to move him.
f) The desiresthat actually motivate himhappen to depart frorhis moral,
prudential orother aesiresconsideredespecially inportant in virtue oftheir
having a certain content. David Pears would describe this as a case where he is
motivated byhis evaluationsin a weak sense”, contrary tais evaluations
“in the strong sense”. Gary Watson has a similar idea.
g) The desires that actually move him are not the desirbslevesthat he is
moved by.
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h) He believes that if he were fully rationakther asireswould motivatehim.
In Ithat case, Michael Smith would saythat his desiresdiverge from his
valuing.

) He%ails to inferng! from ‘realisation of p is desirabl@nd @-ing is (or leads
to) the realisation of p.’

) He regards it as bedull stop) to@ while heregards it adestgiven all
available evidencenot to ¢. This discrepancybeteen arelativised and an
absolute practicaljudgement (to be discussed further on) is cled
“incontinence” by Davidson.

Possibly with the exception of dhesevarieties ofinternal deviancdluminate
contrasts betweeeffective motivationand different functions ofdeliberation.
To possess deliberativaapacities is to be abte actively viewan issuefrom
different angles, todistract attentionaway flom unpleasantsides of an
instrumentallyvaluableact, to form practical judgements, tdraw practical
conclusions or to form opinions — cognitisad conative —about one’s own
motivation and deliberation. None ofthese non-overt acts aneecessary
constituents inintentional acting.Our inclination to deliberate waries with
individual personalityand circumstancesSome of us are for the mobkke
Parfit's cat (1984p.ix) or whatFrankfurt calls “wantons” (1971 p.11); we
seldom affecobur decisions byspending time on thinkingbout whether we
like our desires to beconedfective. We danot carewhich of our irclinations
are thestrongestWalter Mischel'sextensiveempirical researchreferred to
earlier, seems to corroborate the assumption that there aréngreidtial and
situational variations among people’s predisposition for exercisesfafontrol
and other self-imposed instruments for motivational stability or change
(Mischel 1968).

The most interesting cases of internal devianeee supposed to be
motivated They are nojust “essentiallysurd” (Davidson)elementghat pops
up in overtbehaviour forno reason atll. Wishful thinking, for instance,
counts as aase ofinternal devianc@reciselybecausdhe implausible belief is
not just a result of ignorance or logical incompetebc becausdhe agent is
somehowdriven to the acqisition of it. Twitches orother unintentional
activities may occur astrange components an otherwiseintentionalaction,
but manycases of internal devianae revealed apieces of intentional
behaviour. That isvhat makesleviancephilosophicallyrelevant hereBut this
is also another point on which psychological research agrees with my
conceptual presuppositions.With reference tomotivated irrational belief
formation,David Pears writes:

Experimentshave established not only that thesendencies exist budlso that they are
extraordinarily prevalent. Just as Freudhad shown that many faultsttributed to
incompetence or chance are realhtivated so too these experimentbave identified a
further range of faultshat neithetbelong tothe province of chanceor are theresults of
ordinary incompetence. /.../ Of course, we may, if we, likassify them as specialkind of
inconpetence, but the importanipoint is that theyare not thekind of incompetence that we
attribute to a person who finds a task beyond him. (1984'p.45)

“Self-deception” andfault” impliessome kind offlaw, but even inthis case
of internal deviance, onmaight in principle distinguishbetweernreasonable and
unreasonable results tfe deviantmotivating process. Tput it bluntly, in
some cases it may simphe desirable — irthe sense oprudent, for istance
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— to believe what you want taelieve, even though radearevidence ighere
to contribute to your doing so.

Deliberative activity occurs at different stageghe formation ofintentions.
Deliberation may e.g. produce or obliterate desassyell ascontribute to the
triggering or inhilition of them. Thedifferent varieties of deliberativacts are
mostly psychologically intertwined. My way of groupititem togetheshould
therefore be taken gast a practical suggestiomdicating no fundanental
action-theoretical demarcations. Tjmrpose othis chapter igwofold: | want
to describesometypical elementsand functions of deliberatiorand also to
make clear how thegelate to (andliffer from) motivating reasons ithe BD
model’s sense.

Judgemenbn these activities will, however, mainly be susperatatisaved
for the next and concluding chapter.

7.1 Perspectives and Understandings
7.1.1 Cognitive and Conative Effects of Attention

Any efficient salesmanknows thatthings, situations,and evenarithmetic
figures, can beseen frommore than oneviewpoint. Change ofperspective
means altered understanding whatever is theobject of his customer’s
deliberation. The salesmanrealises that change of grspective affects
behaviour, andmost important, he isapable of manipulatinthe customer’s
perspective Such manipulationdoes notnecessarily involve lying ohiding
relevant facts. If he iskilful, he canchange youmind abouthis merchandise
without addingany novel information orresorting to emotivelanguage,
threats or any othekind of emotional pressure; heimply guides your
attention in a way which will make you more sympathetic to his goods.

Think, e.g., ofsomeone wharies tosell you an isurancepolicy. A week
before you get his phone call, you have receivighiiet with factsconsidered
relevant bythe insuancecompany.Thesemay include brute statisticsabout
expected length dlife, causes ofdeath and the most commamuries for
people ofyour age and pfession.Perhapsalso predictedraises of fees for
medicalcare, costs othis insurancen comparison withthe price you would
have to pay forsimilar policiesadvertised byrival companiesgetc. Facts are
fixed; the salesman’s mission is merely taka youview thesefacts in alight
advantageous to him and his employer. He will perhaps draw your attention to
some of the mostlisastrous (remotelyyossiblescenariosand prevent you
from dwelling too long upon your presentconomicsituation. Or he might
stressthat the“real” cost of buying theiproduct islower than itappears at
first sight, due to present government ré&gions concerning income tax
reductions onaccount of privatensurancecosts. There need benothing
immoral about thesalesman’saattempt toaffect your behaviour inthis way,
like lying or withholdingrelevantfacts wouldhave been, priméacie. Nor is
therenecessarilyanythingimprudent orirrational about yourchange of mind
if he succeeds.

Nothing stops an agentofn operating with theseabic tools of consumer
psychology on his own motivation. My friend who was nice to lend me money
for lunch, contrary to his resolutionsiay have doneo. It is quitepossible
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that hereally chose to think ohis payingfor my lunch as a iff, and my
presumed paying for our next lunch as just a conventionavay of
reciprocating higavour. His presentintghe action inthoseterms to mecould
have been @uphemisnfor aloan, as in mynitial interpretationput it could
been taken literally as well.

Richard Brandt and Frederic Schick both explicitly argue that
representations and understandings requiagligal revision othe BD model,
since these phenomena, in Schick’s terms, “can matter on their own” and “be
independent factorgoequal tothe agent'seliefsand desires{Brandt 1979
ch.3 sec. iv, Schick 1991 p.88). Laboratory evidenceand many credible
imagined examplegive understandingsnd representations amteresting
explanatoryrole, distinct fromthat of beliefs and desires.Nevertheless, Will
argue thatrepresentationsare not on a pamwith beliefs and desires.
Characterisations akepresentations cahpowever,play animportant role in
helping usrealise how beliefs and sires are formed,and especially to
understand why certalveliefsand dsires(among thebeliefsand dsiresheld
by the agent at the moment adting) may suddenly gairstrength to become
causally efficacious.

Schick ascribes tAristotle a viewsimilar to the one | wanto defend here
(Schick explicitly denies this view): That beliefs, esires or intentions spring
from understandingsi.e. “that understandingsnust somehow come first”
(1991 p.60). Themodifier “somehow” should betakenseriously in my view,
though. Direction of attention may underlie and explain belief, desire and
intention formation. However, understandingsare not necessarilyseparate
mental events,chronologicallytaking place prior to the motivating reasons
they explain. To understand a situation in a certain way is to be engaged in a
motivation-affecting proces&epresentations, perspectivaesd understandings
are all about focussing attean, deliberately orfor some external reason. The
conceiving of goresentsituation or aroption in acertain way isa feature of
the motivation forming process, not a separate state preceding it.

When Schick (independently of Brandt) and Brandt attemstablish the
distinct independenexplanatory role of ‘understanding&chick 1991) and
‘representations’ (Brandt 1979) being on a par witthe role ofbeliefs and
desires their strategiesare similar. They both rest theicases on appeal to
intuitions on examplesfetched fromfiction or real life, as well as from
psychological laboratories. These examplesoncern internally deviant
motivational processes whiclare such that thegannot, it isclaimed, be
adequately described in terms of a pure BD model.

Brandt’'s mostcentralevidencefor “the Law of Dependence oAction-
Tendencyon Representation’s the before mentioneseries ofpsychological
experimentslesigned bywWalter Mischel, also discussed by Mel€1987 p.88,
1987 and 199%.g. pp 46-47.) Abrief recapitulation: NMschel neasured
childrens inclination to wait for a certain reward, initially ranked above
anotheritem that they can get as soon as tloeglarethat theyrefrain from
the greater rewardThe experimentergshen manipuleed the children’s
motivation by showinghem pictures ofthe preferred rewardplacing the
preferred item in fronbf them on thdable, askinghem tothink of theitem
In more or less attractiveterms andusing variousother means. It is not
inessential taheir results, | thinkthat theitems in questiorwere snacks and
candy, like marshmallows. This is Brandt's description:
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It hasbeen established that older chéddrand childrerwith a higher IQ, and probably

childrenwith a clearerperception oftime-intervals (andoossibly awider time-perspective)
tend to be moreuccessful inwaiting for a larger rewardas comparedwith seizing an
immediategratification /.../ Most of their experimentsnvolved choicesbetween aesser
preferredfood now, and a more preferrefibod for which the children mighhave towait

twenty minutes. /.../ Thelyad no doubthat the morgoreferredfood would be forthcoming:
in some ofthe experiments ivas on thetable tobe seen.(Thus, evidently,the degree of
expectation is not the only thitgsides valencéat affects action-tendencie@randt1979

p.62)

Mele regards thesexperiments ashowing how attentionmay affect the
triggering of desire (andargues,also, that they prove theseparability of
strength andctausalefficiency of desire).Brandt’s conclusion is different. His
initial formalisation of the BD model i§ x V = T, which he defends as a well
supported,testableand substantialtheory of notivation. €. expectancy of
outcome,V: valence —i.e. the resultant of dsiresand aversions — of the
outcome, T: tendency toact.) But Mischel's experiments isevidence for
upgrading the theory with tredditionalassumptiorthat action-tendencies are
also proportionate to degreewvidness of representatiosays BrandtE x V

x R = T. The mostinteresting result of Mchel'stestseems, orihe face of it
at least, tocontradictBrandt'sinterpretation.Contrary tothe experimenters’
initial hypothesis, several kinds afore detailedattention to features of the
preferred food apparentlyeakenedhe child’s inclination towait for it, while
only some ways of makinghe representatiorvivid strengthenedthat
tendency.

Brandt stresses that his evidencengonclusive,and that‘we should assert
the ‘law’ of dependence ofaction-tendencies onthe adequacy of
representatioonly with a considerablalegree of caution”. (197p.64) (It is
noteworthy that thesupplement i<rucial to Brandt’'s optimistic assumption
about the powers afognitive psychotherapywhich in turn is essential for
saving hiswidely spreadcriterion of practical rationality fom being just
Humean instrumentalism about practical reason.)

Schick presents aariety of interesting casesconcerningperception of
probabilities, Jesuinorality andthe psychology ofgenocide administratators,
like Adolf Eichmann. Theyare all adduced to suppottis addition of a new
causal factor to the belief-desire model. The most thoroughly discussed story in
UnderstandingAction describes a situation of kind which seems to be
frequent according to soléts’ biographiesand other war report§Seee.g.
Walzer'sJust and Unjust Warsh.9.) During the SpanisiCivil War, Orwell
fought against the Fascis@@rwell was convincedhat his use ofviolence was
for a worthy cause,and it isindicated in hisbiographical writingsthat at
several times hdilled, apparently without angreat moralqualms, Fascist
humanbeings. Atone time, however, he gotan opportunity tosnipe at a
Fascistwho “was half-dressedand was holding ughis trouserswith both
hands as hean”. Orwell did not “feel like shooting athim” since “a man
holding up his wusers isn'd “Fascist”,he isvisibly a fellow-creature similar
to yourself”. (Quote by Schick, 1991 p.1)

Orwell does notexplicitly claim that his beliefsand esiresare unchanged
throughout this event. The following parallel case describelliblgael Walzer
would serve Schick’'s causebetter. It contains agreater element of self-
reflection. During World War |, Lieutenant Emilio Lussu, later a socialist leader
and anti-fascist exile, was watching the Austrian trenches:
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A young officer appears and Lussu takes aimirat thenthe Austrianlights acigarette and
Lussu pausesThe cigaretteformed aninvisible link betweenus. No soonedid | see its
smoke than vanted a cigarettmyself...” Behind perfect cover, heastime tothink about
his decision. He felt the war justified, hard necessity.” Heealized thahe had obligations
to the menunder his command. “I knew it was myduty tofire.” And yet he did not.
(Walzer 1992 p.141)

His decision to let the man live wast merelybasedupon physical repulsion.
Unlike the documenteldehaviour ofother officers in similarsituations, he did
not solvethe situationsimply by ordering someonelse to do what he could
not forcehimself to do. Lussualso consideredhat opportunity,which was
open to him.

Return to Mischel’s laboratory for a momentelieve Mele is gite right in
assumingthat Mschel's “studies ofdelay of gratificationprovide exellent
evidence /.../that representations of avanted item havetwo important
functional dimensions — an informational anchativational one” lele 1992
p.164). Roughlythe variousmanners ofaffecting the dildren’s motivation
create twoopposingtendencies. Focussing on consummattsgnsuous”
properties othe preferredbject,like the children do when it is othe table,
or when they are told to think of its chewguality, makes thenfeel frustrated
and less inclined towait. More neutraldirection oftheir attention,like slide
shows and suggestionghat theythink aboutthe marshmallows as “fluffy
clouds”, seems'to remind them of what is to bgained bywaiting, without
frustrating them by focusing attention on consummatory qualities”.
(Conclusions by Mischel et. al. referred by Mele 1987 p.90.)

In other words,some directions of attention may either confirm or
disconfirm the beliefs the initial ranking of alternativeswas based upon.
Attending to certain bier features ofhe options caramplify or block desires
directly (or almost directly, perhaps bymulatingbodily sensations of various
kinds). These storieabout howbeliefs and asires can be affected do not
contradict the BD model. Input can simply have moréesscognitive effects,
and be more or less directly conative.

Everyday intentional explanation ismostly incomplete. Werarely make
explicit all the expectationsand wants wenevertheless would adntffect us.
Our tendency to drift towards tisanplest and most genemplanation — to
take explanatory shortcuts, to ugetske’'sexpression — seendefensible
from a practicalpoint of view. In somecases waneed to be reminded of the
complexity of our backgroundassumptions asvell as their motivational
importance. The enemy’s cigarette madelifierence orappeal toLieutenant
Lussus political and military commitments —the vduesthat came to mind
when he tried to explain his behaviour. Tthtail of the situatiomight be the
one thathavereinforcedother normal humanedires ofhis, too evident to
make explicit in this case.

It is also possiblehat some suckmall change inperceivingthe situation
changeghe agent'sexpectanciegoncerning things haormally has dfixed
probabilistic view of. Brandt and Mle both assure ughat thechildren in
Mischel’s laboratory knew for certain, “had doubt” (Brandt),that thelater
reward is asafe ashe immediateone. Freud assumedhat small childen
regard adults as omniscient and omnipotant] the normal thing fachildren
Is perhapsalso to take ifor granted that normaddultsare trustworthy. But
when people dostrangethings, aseed ofdoubt about theireliability may
perhaps not be out qflace. Itis strange of a stranger f@ace apreferred
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snack infront of you andtell you that you can have lass preferredsnack
now, but then you cannot have the caidfront of you. Wecannot besure
that the children’s view of thprobabilitiesremained unalterethroughout the
experiment. Wht they said aboutthis is not areliable ndicator.One should
expect thatmistrust normally is somethinghe agentkeeps tohimself. A
possible specificatiorof this type of explanation issuggested byMichael
Bratman in “PracticaReasoningand Acceptance in @ontext” (1992). His
crucial distinction is drawrbetweensubjective probability-assignments, given
badkground assumptionstaken for granted, andubjective probability-
assignment to those background assumptions.

It might be noted that agarly thene in Walter Mischel'sown work is that
personality“traits and states” are thabserver's and researcher’snstructs
to a largeextent (Mischel 1968 ch.3). This thesis isproposedwith explicit
reference to observations délay experiments othe type referred by Mele
and Brandt, asvell as tonumerous other laboratorgbservations(Delay-
experiments witrchildrenare mentioned 1968 ch.6 an®.) His reason for
being scepticalabouttraits isthat people’sdispositions tochoose between a
fixed set of alternatives appearsga® much moreshaky andchangeable, even
due to seeminglyirrelevantalterations offeatures othe choice situationthan
standard personality categories would admit.

Mischel's experiments, aseferred inPersonality and ssessmenfrom
1968, disconfirm various hypotRses aboutbehavioural constancy and
consistency. Agreatvariety of elements inthe choice situation, e.gsuch as
those mentioned ithe referredexample,will affect the choice of an agent,
even when thepossible objects of choiceare kept constant. Ahough
regularities in stimulus conditions tend to support predictable behaviour, agents
simply donot behave gedictably when &ackground conitlons are changed.
Trait labelsand traitratingsare therefore oftemore accuratas providers of
“evidence about thpersonal constructs, stereotypssmantics, olsubjective
“reasons” ofthe person who makes thaatement” tharabout theperson
who isbeing describedaccording toMischel. (1968p.72).“Global traits and
states are excessively crude, grossunits to encompass adequately the
extraordinary complexity and subtleties ofthe discriminationsthat people
constantlymake.” (Mischel 1968 p. 301)This does not mean thatlischel
thinks of peroonsas“empty organisms”; headmitsthat theyhave“structural
counterparts” obehaviouraldispositions —p.295. The point ishat ong@ing
cognitive reorganigeon continuingly modifies behaviour,and thatchoices in
themselves in turn leads to further cognitive changes.

As Mischel's delay tests show,attention neednot be directed towards
external objects or circumstances in order to affect motivation. Perspective and
understanding may differ simply with respect to how alternativesragined.
It is compatible withmuch of what Schickand Brandt say t@assumethat
when an agent’s represeation of a giversituation changegshis neans that,
althoughhis beliefsand eksiresconcerningthe situationmay be fixed during
the process, what happens is thatsubset dbeliefs amonghemwhich he is
‘aware of’, ‘focussing’, or ‘attending to’ is actively or passively altered.
Without extending the Binodel ofmotivation,one mayalsoadmitthat such
channelling of attention is likely to affect his overt behaviour.

Schick’s frequent use of nouhike “seeings” and “understandingsdlong
with his insistencghat understandingare causalfactors,indicates a rdistic
claim about these entities. Although they are distinguished from
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“entertainings” andalso from consciouawareness, halsostresseshat they
are matal states. “Beliefumdesires gairtheir force from theirconnection
with a third causalfactor” (p.84). This isthe lasic idea:Supposesomeone
“wants h andbelievesh-only-if-k and that hecould bring k about. If hesees
some option he has akang, he takegshat option. His seeig so ispart of
what moveshim. Withoutthat part, he has nt@ll reason, andncomplete
reasons havao force.” (p.85) Furtheron, Schickadds the requirement that
the agent “saw his objective asealization ofh”, (althoughthat requirement
appears to depict “seeing as” afuaction of goal-directed states. desires.)
So, dominant desires and overall expectancies are not enough toeasdes
causally effective: Agiven outcome can be represented lbgoreportive
propositions” (like Orwell's “I shoot a Fascist” and “I shoot fllow-
creature”).Something must, in thosmses(thereforein all cases)determine
which proposition the agent will be governed by, says Schick.

In a comment onderstanding ActionRRolf Gottfries hagointedout that
the notionof understandingisks beingtrivialised here: Understandingseem
to be characterised awhatever is needed texplain why | am moved by
certain beliefs and desires. (GottfrileE894 p.3) Note alsdhat, unlike “beliefs”
and “desires”, “understandingsgraspings” and‘seeings” arerarely used
in daily speecln the substantivisedorm construed byschick. Aneliminative
ontology of understandings, accordingp which the understanding of a
situation is afeature ofthe deliberativeprocessrather thanseparatanternal
states, would bdar less couterintuitive (more in accordance with‘folk
psychology”) than it is when it comes to beliefs and desires.

My picture of what it is taunderstand aalternative ina certainway would
allow Orwell to regard theFascist as &ellow humanbeing all the time. The
man’s trousergould have madeOrwell focusupon different details of the
situation, presumablymuch more psychologically complex than Orwell’'s
report reveals. Some minute elemeraty simply haveippedthe scale against
shooting — byappeal tonormal background eskires oraffecting various
motivationally relevant subjective probability assignmentSuch dsires and
probabilities need not onlyoncernthe course oactionmostevidently staked
out beforehim. In two papers on Adasia (1980a, 1980b)yAmelie Rorty
describes various ways in which an available alternatvgse ofaction might
catch ourattention: Visually, or by giving rise to “imagined intensity or
excitement” or bypromising pleasuregnd so onThis way of focussing Wi,
in turn, affect motivation.

Ingmar Persson presentsiailar view in adiscussion ofveakness of il
although it is linted to perceptualattertion. Persson contrastgropositions
dispositionallystored in the agentsiind with the propositionsrepresented in
the agent'sepisodicthought. Hepoints out that we have a tendency to be
mentally preoccupied with vat we perceive; “abiastowards the perceived”.
Furthermore, when someone thinks a lot about a certain event, his detsires
respect to that event alikely to be affected.“This starts aprocess of sl
reinforcement in which this desire further amplifies the tendency to thorke
about thesensiblypresent, and wdt to do abouit” and so on.(1992 p.193)
So Perssordescribes gprocess in whichour way of focussing attention
causally affectsbehaviour. It wouldnot be dfficult to apply Rorty’'s or
Persson’s ideas to Lieutenant Lussu’s dilemma, or techidren inMischel's
experiment whavere affected bye.g. beingshown pictures ofthe preferred
food. The bias towards the perceived ttado with our tadency to be caught
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by the perceived inour belief and eksire formation. The children’s behaviour
shows thathis biasneed notnecessarilystrengtherprevious rankings — it is
not abias inthe sensethat it makesus think better of the perceied. (It is
another matter, to beliscussed insection 7.2,that Orwell, Lussu and
Mischel’'s children mistakenlybut understandably mighhave believedthat
their desires and beliefs were unaltered throughout the situation.)

To sum up about perspectives so far: The understandingitafadion or an
imagined option from a certainperspective isthe processof focussing
attention, perceptual attention as well as mental. That process may be triggered
by propertiesof the decisioncontext beyond the agentsontrol, but the
agent’'s motivating reasons can also actively contritoutee process.g. as a
means of self-control in the light of expected momentary temptations.
“Mental” attention to a feature ad situation should beinderstood as the
elevation of certain facts and valuesireluding facts and valuex one’sown
beliefs and desires — tathe foreground ofileliberation. It is to rake them
appear in theontentof the beliefsand asires whichmay or may not move
the agent. Ways of regsentation have twkinds of impact on motivation, as
recognised by Me: an informational and a direct motivational one.
Furthermore, perspectives may goree to formation obeliefsand desires, as
well as to the eventual triggering of dispositions from these bases.

7.1.2 Viewing Things from the Right Perspective

Schick stresses that the questdrhow “a persoroughtto see things has no
possiblebearing onthis,” and thatustification of understandings ia matter
which, as‘theorists ofaction, we carshrug off” (p.164). That is amistake.
Different canonsfor justification of beliefs and dsires partly define their
functional roles in specific cases, the direction-of-fit metaphorindicates. The
guestion of how wgustify thesemotivational elements isot irrelevant to the
descriptive project — theory of action.

When it comesto understandingsthe normative problem is not that, as
agents, wehave to face the concluding openchallenge of Schick’'s
UnderstandingAction, and attempt tofind some newsolid ground for
knowing whether ourunderstandings oseeingsare right. (1991p. 164) We
already apply criteriaf rightnessto understandingand “seeing as”. Some
understandings adn option or of thehoicecontext can be mortarfetched
and less close tdhe truth thanothers, and some ways of representing an
object are far less honourable than othersveli-known example otthe latter
Is e.g. ‘to regard thether asa means’ Almost all examplesoroughtforward
by Schick and Brandt from the human battlefield are such that wiachned
to think of the behaviourascribed agrational, immoral, or at least strongly
potentially loaded with such associations.

Commonsensicatriteria of correctness omlaptness of understandir{tike
those we readily apply to Eichmann, or to the children who were unable to act
SO as to get the more preferfedd) are stated in termsf the standards we
apply tobelief andaction.Our inallity to find a convincingautonomous BD
independenhorm forunderstandingr represatation gives further evidence
that it isreasonable to takunderstandingand representations as features of
the procesgoverningbelief, desireand intention rather than @&xplanatory
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factors on gar with beliefsand desires:*'Seeingthingsright” is seeingthem
S0 as to get the affected beliefs, desires and actions right.

In motivation, according toDavid Pears,there is akind of “emotional
salience”: Salient or urgent desires may “captivate judgménh the rush of
the lastmoment.” (1984 p.175).Furthermore, aSchicksays,certain(out of
the possible)propositionsreporting asituation can beegarded as “standing
out” or “leaping out” or be especially “salient” for a person idilammalike
Orwell's. (1991p.81) Salientfeatures of a perceived objectke important
impact on our beliefs about how theal object is constitutearious popular
prints creating optical illusions exemplify that salience also can be misleading.

What makes a featursalientis, in turn, dependent upon thgarticular
conceptuabnd perceptuabrganisatiorpatterns of the obsezv. As Leonard
B. Meyer argues in his influential work on the understandingusic

The work of the G&alt psychologistdhas shown beyond doubtatrunderstanding is not a
matter of perceiving single stimuli, or sim@eundcombinations irsolation, butis rather a
matter ofgrouping stimuli into patterns andelating these patterns to one another. And
finaly, the studies ofmusicologists bringing to our attention themusic of other cultures,
have made us increasingly aware thatparticular organizatiodeveloped inVesternmusic

is not universal, natural, or God-given. (1956 p.6)

The basic principle of perceptual organisation leimheGestaltpsychologists
called“the law of Pragnanz”which saysthat organisationwill always be as
good as the prevailing conditions allow. ‘Good’ here sums up a set of laws and
principles fornulated by Gestalt psychologists othe basis of empirical
evidence.The ‘law of good continuation’ is anexample:“[To] the factor of
good continuation inpurely spatialorganizationthere corresponds tHactor
of the smooth cumy of motionand continuousvelocity in spatio-temporal
organization.” (Koffka, Principles of Gestalt Psychology935, quoted by
Meyer 1956 p.92)

An important insight carefullynderpinned by Meyer that everthe most
basic perceptual organisipgocessetiave anon-cognitive erative side,apart
from its function as a tool towards belief formation. $¥&ve for order among
our data andeel some patterns to hacomplete, discontinuousnd unstable.
Music plays with those kinds pfeconceived and expectedtternsaccording
to Meyer’s well-arguedanalysis. Whe it does so byeliciting our utmost
capacities toextract intelligible patterns, it rewards usmotionally. But in
many cases it is simply frustrating to experienceilibabo get thingsstraight;
to organise them iaccordance with som@estalt. Sincepatternorganisation
thus doesot spring fromperceived dtaalone,but requiresactiveimposition
of someorganisationnorm, thesalientfeatures of an object shoulibt be
expected to always guide asrrectly. Things thawvere notsalientmight have
affected our beliefs, if we had noticed them.

As | noted, Schick claims that theabsence of criteri@f correctness of
understandings “can’t coumigainstour theory, a theory thahakes how we
see things central. Indeed, hoauld it have counted®ur theory ofaction is
a descriptivetheory, a theory of whateopleare like” (p.164). Again, in the
light of that commitmentto descriptivity, it is remarkablethat nearly all
internal deviances adduced as evidence of understandings by Schnel @s
by Brandt)concernbehaviourstriking us asmprudent (thechildren got the
lessergood outcome in terms of their owgreferences)jrrational, immoral
(Eichmann)?, or at least heavilymorally loaded(Orwell). We do certainly
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judge someunderstandings to be unreasolieaor blameworthy. The problem
Is not that wedack criteria of correctness operspectiveunderstandin@nd so
on. It is rather that theseiteria are alwayparasiticalupon different standards
for evaluatingbeliefsand notivations. Wehave no BDindependenhorm for
understandings.

Schick isnot worried about the lack afriteria, mainlybecause héhinks
that we argust as lost when itomes tocriteria of justification of beliefs and
desires. “There is nsolid ground to stand on, nexternal,objectivebasis for
a judgment on beliefs and desires. /.../Why then should weobrying here?”
(p.164) However, evengranted thatSchick isright about theabsence of
universally accepted and objective standards for beliefs and desires, Hikre is
a great difference when it comes to justification of understandings. Astar ma
of fact about discoursiveractice, criteriaof correctnes$or beliefsand desires
exist although theirepistemologicalstatus is philosophically problematic,
although theyare sulect to continuousrevisionand endlesscontroversiestc.
That factshould, Ibelieve, betaken into account even in a purelgscriptive
attempt to catch thelements ofintentional explanation. lthe plausibility of
representationand understandings ifact is judged viaheir effect onbeliefs
and desires, itseems reasonable gupposethat their explanatory rolealso
must be understooda beliefs and desires.

7.1.3 Taking as a Reason

A convinces B that if he does not change his diet, he will soon gain quite a few
pounds ofweight. Will that give B areason to changais det? Is it areason
for him even if he does nagreethat it is a reason? (“Yes, | am fully aware of
that fact, but | do not countats a reason teefrain frompopcorn and beer.”)
If he doesagree that it i® reasorfor changingdiet, is hethen motivatedoy
this reason? These are all open questions.

We might truthfully say about a person thahis desiresand beliefs
concerning p motivate higing, but still find it unlikely that he thinks of p as a
reason tap. In that case, p figures in msotivatingreasons tap, but not in his
views of his reasons forping. And vice versa, hemight regardp as areason
to ¢, but still not bemotivated byhis thought of p inhis ¢-ing. Philosophical
opinions about what itmeans to havea reason inthis not necessarily
motivating sense range froWiliams’ Humeanpositionthat all claims about
reasonsthat do notappeal toany subjective states of anagent arefalse
(Williams 1981 p.113) to Nagel's idethat externalfacts canbe reasons for
acting in a strictly objective sense (1970).

In spite of a vast philosophical debates concept oh reason istill unclear
and deservesnuch moreattention than will afford here. Mtivating BD
model reasonmay becontrastedvith “objective” (Nagel 1970), “external”
(Williams 1981), “potential’ (Gibbard 1990) or “real” (Persson 19&Hsons.
One mightalso want tosort out thereasonghat actually cause armagent’s
actions fromthe “normative” (Smith 1994) “justificatory” (Schieler 1995)
or “grounding” (Bond 1983) reasons onethinks that she hasin the
circumstances. Athird type of categorisationdistinguishesreasons that
necessarilyare bound upvith a speific agent, fromreasonghat are“agent-
neutral” (Parfit 1984 sec.57) or‘impersonal” (Nagel1986). Thelast type of
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distinction isput forward as &laim about conditionsfor validity of reasons,
rather than about their actual or potential motivational role.
Thesedistinctionsshouldnot be equalled.However, incommon for many
of the abovanentioned concepts oéason foracting isthat they,unlike the
notion of amotivating reason, cahe ascribed toyou even when you are
unmoved by them. Some fact may ibgossiblefor anyone to detect. It may
still be a potential (objective, external anedl) reason foyou in thesensehat
it would appeal to your desires and affect your behaviour if you came to know
it. Other facts may be such that you know about them, but they do not bother
you anyway —i.e. they do notappeal toany of your notivationally relevant
states.Still, 1 might think that you have a(normative, justificatory and
grounding) reason to beconcernedwith those facts; e.g. amoral or a
prudential reasor(You may even think sgourself, since views dhat fact's
relevance tomoral and prudential considerationsmay be presenin your
deliberation,without beinginstantiated inthe content of yoummotivational
states.)
Let me narrow myambitionsconcerningthe ravelled bunch of reason
concepts andettle with amattempt tofit what | regard as the dsic contrast
into the BD scheme. Parfit has a pedagogical way of phrasing it:

[There are] two kinds of reasoexplanatory andgood.If someone acts in eertainway, we
may know what his reason was. By descrililng reason, we elgn why this personacted
as he did. But wenay believethatthis reasorwas avery bad reason. By “reason” shall
mean “good reason”. On this use, weuld claim thathis persorhadno reason foracting
as he did. (1984 p.46)

To regard something as a reason for acting is to regard it as a good reason for
acting, on this characterisatiollow do goodreasons relate tonotivating
reasons?

Three points of departure:Firstly, talk about goodreasons isessentially
normative, while we can assigmotivating beliefs and deires toa person
without expressingany kind of recommendatioabout what heshouldtake
into account. Good-reason ascription is in a sensadlkee.(This assumption
forebodes a discussionabout norms ofreason, tofollow in the next and
concludingchapter. Here, thambition ismerely to make cleathe role of
‘taking as a reason’ in deliberatiorSecondly, as G. Schueler makes clear, the
iIssue betweeninternalism and externalism about reasons concerngood
reasons (Schueler995 ch.2). Wiliams’ internalism about reasonsthat “all
external reason claims are false”, would be completely empty unless taken as a
claim about goodreasons.Thirdly, the difference between explanatory and
good reasons isiot thatexplanatory reasonasre merelycauseswhile good
reasons argustifications. Motivating reasongjustify (thinly) aswell, though
there is an importantifference as tothe kind of justification between
motivating and good reasons.

Many good-reason claims are clearly mearibe understood in thiaternal
sense: “If you want more sugar, (ybave a good reason to) ask the waiter”.
Given yourpresumedreferenceaskingthe waiter would be good thing to
do, is whatthis advicenormally says.But note that thenstrumentalclaim in
itself can beunderstoodeither asconditional or as unconditional on the
subject’s preferencgasHare madeclear1968 in“Wanting: Some Pitfalls”).

This means that even the instrumental reason-claim can be ambiguous between
an externalisticand aninternalisticreading. Wheryour notagious brother in



160

law advises you: “If you want more sugar, s@ahe” he may beguite aware
that you would not adopt the means-ends giification he sincerely
recommends.

Since we ofterhearexternalreason-claimsWiliams’ positionthat they are
all false is initially counterintuitive. His own favoured example withfittenal
character OweWingraves,whoserelativesthought that there were strong
reasons for hinto enter amilitary career, is a goodlustration. AsWiliams
describes the case, the family is fully aware thate is nothing in Owen’s set
of beliefsand desires tasupport thechoice of a militarycareer (1981p.113).
Our sympathiesare with Wingrave,and all but the most romantic iftarists
would probablyagree thatis family iswrong. But we nesrtheless, khink,
regard thassue as auestion opernto meaningfuldebate. Wliams does not
explicitly say that théamily’s view is nonsense, jusat it must befalse. To
begin with,he indicatesthat theirclaim would intuitively appear fse in his
view, but they would also have to face a more theoretical challenge:

Whatis it that a person comes to beliavken hecomes tadoelieve thathere is aeason for
him to o, if it is not the proposition, or something that aité the proposition, that if he
deliberated rationally, he would be motivated to act appropriately? (1981 p.109)

One suggestednswerfollows the Kantian path stakedut by Nagel inThe
Possibility of Altruism(1970) and statesthat goodreasonsessentially are
impersonal oruniversal,i.e. bindingfor all agents in theelevantly similar
conditions. Such an account may admit that many types of reasoretative
to agents,but that fact can be accommodated byallowing the agent's
motivational set tenter therelevantconditions.(See e.gScanlon1998p.74)
Nagel explicitly pairs universality of reasons toanti-Humeanismabout
motivation,while Wiliams appears to arguéconversely) fromHumeanism to
the denial of impersonal reasons. T. M. Scanlon, in his r&¢kat We Owe to
Each Other, discusseshe relation between theseiews, and attempts to
narrow the gap abouytracticalreasoimg between the Humean and the anti-
Humean on this matter (1998 Appendix).

But Scanlon’sview of what reasonsare seems anti-HumearmReasons are
propositions, and to be moved by a reason is to be movetdlieawith this
proposition as its content. To takemething as aeason camot simply be to
have a dsiretowardsit, ScanlonstressesReason’ is gorimitive concept for
Scanlon,and universality belongs toits formal properties.Setting aside his
claim about what kin@f thing a reasors, | amprepared to g@along quite a
bit with Scanlon’s dscription of what we do when we take something as a
reason foracting —i.e. when we come toegard aproposition p as good
reason forp-ing.

Scanlon writes:

an important source of the widespreasistance to Willims’ clains [is that] his internalism
seems to force on uke caclusionthat our own reasons, tooare all contingent on the
presence of appropriate elements in our subjective motivationa|1€98.p.367)

Scanlon’s diagnosis dhe resistancenay well be correct. We do not want to
think of our own reasons as beivajid relative to our motivational set. To use
Scanlon’s modified version of Williams own example, if the person who has no
reason to beat his wife (and strong reasons not to dam@,iswvould strongly
object to someone sayitigat if my motivationalset happened to lubfferent,
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then Iwouldhave a(good)reason tdbeat mywife. Grant,also,that ingood-
reasonclaims,“the thingsthat arereasons are //.the samekinds of things
that can be the content béliefs —propositions”. Théhat’s having acertain
colour is what | take@sa reason fonot buyingit, not the fact that believe
that it has that colour. But in order for that reason to operate, |bgliste in
it. | mustdecidewhether itis a reason, owhether it is no reason all. &In
addition, | have to take it to l@ereason for thattitude inquestion.”(Scanlon
1998 p. 56) Of course, it is alsogsible that my beliefs figre in thecontent of
my good-reasorclaims;that | take thefact that | have certainbeliefs as a
(good) reason for a certain course of action.

The “attitude in question” is ekire inthe notivating sense, so Scanlon
regardsreasons as constituents desires. A cosiderationseemingto be a
reason is the first central element in whatigsally called dsire,according to
Scanlon. Healso takes theinitial element of‘directed attention” to be a
defining characteristic otlesires.But apart fom theseconstitutive claims, |
believe that this could be a truthful pictufehow (good) reasonfgyure in our
deliberation —when they do.

To take p as a reason fgring is to adopt a normwherein pfigures. To
adopt a norm concerning p is to be moved by cengitbnsregarding p. On
the BD model, just as in Scanlor@scount, to benoved meansavingdesires
produced ortriggered. Fromthe third persormperspectivethere isnothing
strange abouadoptingnorms about what othgreople shoulddo, whether
there is anything in their own motivational sets to support it or not.

It is quite inline with my view of which role“seeings” play, to note that
the process ending takingp as a reason t@ often begins withjust seeingp
asa reason tap. To focusattention on features dhe imaginedoption may
often be the gateway towards formation of desires and intentions.

If we admitthat goodreasonclaims are normative,there is no reason to
regard all statements about external reasondsesdaimproper.(Their truth-
functionalstatus needot bother usere.) Thaguestion woulddepend upon
the plausibility of accepting(some) reasonclaims as niversally valid, as
Scanlon suggests imis conciliatoryappendix onWiliams’ internalismabout
reasons. The universality of a reason claam nothing talo with the question
of its claim to objectivity That is a hsic distinction manifest e.g. in R M
Hare’s moralphilosophy.Arguments for theuniversality ofsuch a normwill
have to appeal to oth@ormativeintuitions. Scanlon igherefore orthe right
track when he makedearthat theuniversality ofreasons isiot anissuethat
should divideinternalists from eternalists.(1998 p.74)his way of looking at
it would, however, not vindicatle assumptiothat theuniversality of (good)
reasons must befarmal property of them, nor thaaking p asa reason can
not in the end judtea pro-attitude. (I wouldlke to think thatvalue semantics
could be left open here).

Somesubscribers tahe BD model may prefer tpreserve the air of pure
descriptivity “taking as a reason’appears to have in the ears of many
philosophers. Irthat casethey must accepiVililams’ necessary reference to
the subjective conditions of the persommom a reason iascribed.They can
still endow someonwith areason foracting when herejectsthe reason, but
only insofar ashis rejection can be explained lyeductiveflaws or other
mistakes in hignstrumental reasonindgdowever, | elieve that this move
towards neutral instrumentalism would failcatchthe other element in good-
reason talk: The advice.
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When | point out, asan instrumentalpiece ofadvice that “if you want
sugar, theryou have a reason sk thewaiter”, theconsequents, asHare
puts it, detachable (1968). | have committed mysettommendindthat is a
normative activity) “ask the waiter” on the condition that you want sugar. But
should | merely point out thassking the waiteis instrumental toyour getting
what you want, | amnot committedto the detached impative. In that
descriptive instrumentalsense, Icould sincerely assent to“if you enjoy
violence, you have a reason to beat yoie”. That would not, then, ommit
me to thedetached consequefiieat your wfe” on the conditionthat you
enjoy violence. My expressing a conditional recommendatidheofietachable
sort is what marks thédifferencebetween a normativenstrumental-reason
claim of the advice kind,and a purelydescriptiveone. The wholepoint of
talking about (good) reasons is advisory, therefore it is normative.

To conclude this section: We talk about BD reasormdler toexplain why
people do what they do, bwe also thinkhat peoplemay have goodeasons
for doing anddesiringthingsthey actually donot carefor. You may be your
own observer, and note the same abyautrself —then as a form ohternal
deviance. You cawlirect your attention toa certain state offairs p in the
context ofdeliberationabout@-ing, and in thatsense see p asraason tog,
without believingthat pis a reason tap. (Perhaps youhink of @ing as
instrumental to p without believing it possiblegdor instance.) Youmay also
believethat pis a reason tap, without taking it asa reason tap. Various
convictions about the importance of p to yging may be attended to in the
foreground of your deliberation, although ymay failto directyour attention
to the features g thatwould affect your dispositions ortrigger yourdesires.
You may alsothink thatif you were able tdocus your attention oncertain
features, then you would have other desires strengthened or triggered.

Scanlon isright in depicting god-reasonclaims as uwersal. Weregard
their validity as conditional oncircumstancesbut not asrelative to agents
(though the agent'danternal properties may count among theelevant
circumstances). Apurely descriptivenotion of (good) reasonsvould have
difficulties in making cleahow wecould ascribe aeason to someone on any
other ground than his actualotivational setThe universalityclaim could not
be preserved, then. Furthermaosach a purelyescriptiveaccountwould not
catch theadvisoryfunction of gmd-reasa talk, even in merelyinstrumental
good-reasonalk. Theprimitive concept in ‘taking something to be(good)
reason’ may well be ‘(good)’ rather than ‘reason’.

| would like to think thatthis account of goodeasons so far iseutral
betweenexpressivismandits rivals inthe sematics of value— although the
positiondoes commit me taternalismaboutassent tonorms.‘Taking as a
reason’ in the normativesenseentails being moved. But even on the
supposition thasincere assent teuch ajustifying consideraon just expresses
desire, the rest of the account of the process could be preserved.

Just to asserib such a consgfation, whether or naine acts on it —whether ornot the
desire comes toperate in thdackground — is by somaccounts tajive expression to a
suitablesort of desireperhaps alesirefor the option, perhaps desire for the relevant
property. Thidatter will be adisposition, nohecessarily twhoosethe opton onoffer, but
with options between whichyou are otherwisendifferent to choose an optiomwith the
property rather than without. /.../ We are happy to admitpfesent purposes, that assent to
a justifying considerationmay expressdesire insome suchway”. (Pettit andSmith 1990
p.567)
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7.2 Practical Judgements

In connectbon with my earlier discussion of Rvidsors non-reductionism
about intentions, | noted that his use of the tprdgemenin connectionwith
motivation is ambiguous. Before hemakes clear (imesponse to Peacocke’s
complaint) that to make judgement for him is to have a sitspo, the term is
easily misunderstood as referring sophenomenally amrrent mental state.
But even after that, it is still not clear whiknd of disposition hehas in mind
when heclaims that intentionsare judgements. A®\nnette Baier remarks, his
view of reasons appeats have undergone a change since “ActidReasons
and Causes” (1963) — shabels hidater position“rationalism” (Baier 1986).
It does notseem altogetheimproper to readhis change ofterminological
preferences (towardsmaore frequentise of‘judgement” in ©nnectionwith
intentions) as indicating a shift in viewo describe intentions gadgements is
to stressthe inferentialcharacter of thenotivational processyrather than the
causal.

Before attendingo the question ofhow judgementdigure in deliberation,
let me propose aestrictionaboutthe use ofjudgement”, “sentence” and
“proposition”, just to get my ternmology straight inthis section (no
metaphysical claims intended):

A proposition is a state @fffairs. To nake ajudgement is taactively assert
a proposition, i.e. to hold the proposition for a fact. The making of a
judgement is amngoingforegroundedpsychologicalactivity — unlike mere
believing orcoming to lelieve something. Thendicativemood of asentence
can be employed toexpressjudgementsbut all such uses donot express
judgements; the indicative grammatical mood can be employed for a variety of
other purposes,like questioning, commanding,recommending etc. If a
sentence is usedescriptively, itasserts a propositiomnd thesentence is a
judgement in the linguistic senS@f expressivismaboutvalue iscorrect, there
are no value judgements.)

On this use ofthe term judgements figure in diberation asforegrounded
assertions. BD intentionsre notjudgements irthis sensenor aredesires. |
hesitate tesay thatbeliefsare judgemets; it seemsnore plausible tosay that
beliefs(as well adesiresperhaps) can givease to judgementOne possible
element inthe specification ofthe dispositionalrole of (some) beliefs might
even be the tendency to make judgements in this sense.

Davidson’s talk of judgements &dentical tointentions or actionfias an
honourable backgund inthe tradition of Aristotelian practicalsyllogisms.
Such syllogisms can bainderstood as anetaphoricalway of representing
motivation:

But if Aristotle’'s accountvere supposed talescribeactual mentaprocesses, tvould in
general be quite absurd. The interest of the account is that it describes an order thibieh is
whenever actions are done with intentions. (Anscombe 1957, p.81)

If the conclusion of a piecef practical reasoningliterally is an action, as
Aristotle says, then h&vants to represent thectual motivationaprocess. The
logical terminology must then be takemetaphorically. Inthat case, the
practical inferencenetaphorwould fit well in with the BD model. Practical
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syllogismshas anon-cognitivecomponent and amstrumental component,
and thelogical terminology netaphoricallysuggests non-contingenglations
between these components and the resulting action.

On the other hand, @ould alsoseem reasonable to takes syllogisms as
literally describing a common type déliberation —foregroundeddeductions
using desiregs datajeading tojudgementsconcerningthe optionsat hand.
When Anscombe andPearsdiscussesvhether there can be&uth-relations
between practical conclusionsand actions, with reference to practical
inferences, that seems to be a more plausible interpretation.

Anscombe discusses the questiowbkther thereould be a truth-relation
between an agent&lue-judgemenand his action in away analogous to the
relation betweene.g. beliefs and perceivedobjects. Can anagent contradict
himself in action, just as he may contradict himselbehef or inspeech?¥ith
support of ler interpretation ofAristotle, Anscombeclaims that the cases
really areanalogous. (1985) As Davigears has madgear,there areseveral
difficulties with this analogy(1984 p.157). Themost evident difference is
perhaps that while beliefs or sentennesessarily possesemantic properties,
e.g.referenceand meaning, this isrue only for a small subclass ofctions in
general, e.g. some speech-acts.

Pears draws alistinction between questions about the possibility of
contradicting oneself in action, and questions about contradictions in
descriptions obne'sactions.“When the agent ifis own spectatorhe may
face both charges oself-contradiction: heacted in aself-contradictory way
and laterhe describedhis own action in a self-contradictoryway” (p.155).
That distinction is also mblematic. Tosay that aperson commits a
contradiction indescribinghis actions is to implythat hecould not possibly
have beeracting inthe way heclaims that he acted. If it ispossible to
contradictoneself inaction,thenthis must mearsomethingelsethan that the
descriptionthat fits this action isself-contradictory. Ifsomeone idacedwith
both charges, his prosecutor contradicts herself.

Pearsposes amanalogybetweenthe biasing effect ofsalience onsense-
perception andhe effect of intensified @sires inthe last moment before
acting. Affective pressure ithe lastmomentbeforeactingmay strengthen or
weaken a certaimesire unproportionallyThere is, however, amisleading
element inthe analogy. Our perceptualapparatus sortsmpressions into
patterns onwhich we baseour beliefs about theperceivedobject. Salient
features ofthe real object might misguide that process, aswell as our
subseguent beliefs. In an analjous wayattempts aintrospectiveanalysis of
one's own dsiresmay be kased bythe intensity and thesalienceof some
desires sahat one tends to overratBeir importance in wtivation. This
overrating misleadsur judgementabout our dsiresand beliefs. That kind of
judgement may fige in our deliberation,and divergefrom our motivating
reasons. It may nevertheless have an effect on the triggering of desires.

7. 3 To Judge Best, All Things Considered

Davidson expressdse view that “there is noparadox insupposingthat a
personsometimes holdshat all he believesand values supports eertain
course ofaction,while atthe samdime those saméeliefs and values cause
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him to reject thatourse of action.” (1979.41) How is that to beeconciled

with Davidsors commitment to thehesis “thatintentionalaction always is
accompanied by an 'all-out' onconditional judgment thdhe intendedaction

IS better than (or ateast asgood as) any otheralternativebelieved to be
available”? For Davidson,judgementsare dispositions, as have stressed.
(Norms of rationality will be discussed in the concluding chapter, and | my aim
here isjust to characterisa certain type of internal deviancewithout
discussing whether it is a plausible description of akrasia.)

Davidson suggests an accounpudctical reasoninggnalogous to Hempel's
account of probabilistic reasoning. Normally wefollow a principle of
continence, which is analogousttmat ruleof inductive reasoning whichbids
us to make our inductive conclusionstba basis of athvailableevidence. The
two principles could be stated:

Induction: From 'pr (r,x) and r is the total available evidence' infer 'x'

Continencefrom 'pf(r, x is better than yand r is thetotal availableevidence'infer 'x is
better than y'

According to oneobjection,put forwarde.g. by Christopher Peacocke and
SusanHurley, the inference inthe principle of continence isnuch clser to a
logical entailmentthan Davidson thinks.Like Michael Smith in The Moral
Problem, they think thereforethat Davidson’sanalysis of evaluations as
desires really commits him to deyitige possibility ofdeviantcasesThe core
of the objection isthat Davidson’s pf oprator is not anabous withthe pr
operator in the inductive rule.

Christopher Peacocks#atesthat Davidsons analogwould not hold with a
fair notation.While “'pf' functionssimply as aformal relativization device”,
'pr' “is more thansuch arelativization device: iincorporates the notion of
probability”. Davidson seems to takPeacocke asayingthat Davidson is
wrong about the correcprinciple of inductive evidence(1985 p.208).
Explicitly, Peacocke does not hint at anyedfic account of epistemic
probability as beingthe correct one irhis article. He justclaims that
Davidson's pf and pr are idanalogous.But his objection does seem to
presupposéhat we do notsettle withprinciples ofinduction whichcounsel
“simple acceptance” (as Davidson wants us to).

The idea seems to ltkat prshould beread as thicker thapf. In order to
get from theevidence tothe conclusion, wehave twosteps topass in the
inductive case — roughly: Irom ‘r, x is probable’jnfer ‘x is probable’. 2.
from ‘x is probable, infer *X’. In the practicahse, the inference is closer to an
entailment,Peacockesays, since ibnly incorporateselativisation.Since it is
unclear, atleast in “How is Wealness ofthe Wil Possible?”, whther
Davidson has intended pf or pritecorporatefurther notions(besideshe one
of relativisation) | find it difficult to judge the adequacy of Peacocke's
objection. However, three strategies could be used to meet the argument.

To begin with, even ithe practical inference isloserto an entément, due
to its lack of a counterpart to the epistemic probability reservationstitl isot
an entailment. Although it may logiestioned whether tlanalogyholds when
it comes to the normative force of the twonciples, | find itclearthat the
relativisedjudgement in theractical case is justs conceptually distincfrom
the absolute judgement as in the theoretical case.
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The two remaining countermovesboth spell out the analogy. We can
choose eithera pure relativisation operator, like pf, or an operator
incorpaating further specifications othe nature of theelation, like pr, and
then model theanalogy on thisconcept. Weneed not use aelativisation
device incoporating probability on one side of the analogy and a pure
relativisation operator on the other.

The simplest way of savintpe analogy againdPeacocke'sbjection would
be to interpret both pf and pr as puedativization devices. Davidsonisse of
pr and pf forthese notionsnight thenbe seenust asways ofindicating the
inconclusivecharacter of thevhole operation. Annterpretation alonghose
lines issuggested by Davidson's word$he ‘probably' is rather part of the
advice tothe rational man: if he acceptbe premises, he should give some
degree of credence to tligypothesid.../ As such, itdoesnot belong in the
‘conclusion’; it isan aspect othe inference.This means that therinciple of
induction lets us jump from evidence to plmacceptancéof ‘x’), just as the
principle of continence bridges evidence with simple acceptance (obbdttisr
thany’).

Modelled onthe thickernotion, we wouldhave toassumethat there is a
practical analogue with the probabilifyat Peacockassigns tdhe conclusion
in the first step of the inductive inference. “relative to r, x is priacée better
than y” would perhaps be alausibleway of expressingthat. The“prima
facie” would then be arevaluativereservationabout thejudgement, when
seen as conditional on the evidence.

It is perhapsalso possibleto spell out the analogy inan even more
elaborate way. Whenaomes toinduction, itmay be important talistinguish
the question of how “sure” we are about a certain outcome fromuision
of the proballity we assign tothe outcome (although more complex
probabilisticexpectationsnay account for the “saness”-factg. To borrow
an example fromNils-Eric Sahlin:Suppose you come to tle®nclusionthat
givenall your evidencethere is a 30%isk of there being a transit strike in
Verona next month. You have a bet on tpassibility, worth 100dollars. But
you would probably trade thhet for agamble inwhich you win 100 ddlars
if you draw ablack ball from an urncontaining 70 whiteballs and 30black
balls. Although the probality assignmentsare the best you can do in both
cases, you are simply more confident in the second case (1988 p.111).

Thearalogy may hold in this respect as @ll. The degreef value | &sign
to an alternative can lahistinguishedooth from thequestion othow probable
it is that thealternative hashis value,and from thequestion ofhow certain |
am when it comes to this probability assignment.

Again, since the analogy holds tme simple relativisationnterpretation, it
IS not necessary to complicate matters in this way in order to make Davidson’s
point. And even ifwe accept Peacockefgst interpretation onwhich the
principles are disanadjous,this wouldnot force us taegard thebridge from
“r, X is better than y’ and ‘r is th¢otal available evider&’ to ‘x is better
than y’ as an entailment.

The ideaof surveyingone’s ownbeliefsand desires,and then attempt to
form an opinion aboutvhich course ofactionthat would be @propriate in
relation tothat body ofevidence is a characteristizay of deliberating. The
resulting judgement may not be identical vitie intentionnot even if theall-
things-considered statement has been affetimgnotivating proces3.here is
nothing in that picturéo contradicthe BD model. It isanother matter, to be
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discussed inthe concluding chapter, whether Da&lson’s principle of
continence also is a reasonable norm.

7.4 Self-Ascription and Folk Functionalism about
Desires

You can always recognigghilosophes: They are the peoplevho invariablyknow what our
grandmothers thinwithout ever asking the(&urd and Marshall 1993 p.47)

The two neuropsychologistgiuoted hereapparently havea point. As they
would have presumed startedoff my project byclaiming (with Hare)that if
you want to know whapeople mean, doot just ask thent. The enpirical
part of myassertiongbout thecommitments inherent ithe BD model says
that the model is a idely tested and approved method for lexpng
observationsand predicting behaviour. Thereforéhe philosophy of action
inherent in thatonceptual scheme ntinuously beingorroboratedSince
the model is farolder thana generationchancesare great that today’s
grannies employ it asell. My claim about the BDcommitments inherent in
conventional psychological thinking is mainly based onthe traditional
philosophicalmethod of appealing tolinguistic practices,not on erpirical
surveys.

Few philosophersappear to have takemterest in more experimental
empirical methods whenexamining the question of how people atually
psychologise — of whathe philosophy of action of the philosophically
untutored “folk” really looks like when you ask or test them on the subject.

As | have noted, mosspecific sequences obehaviour can begiven
different descriptions. The experimenter’'s characterisatidgheo$ituation may
therefore be theory-laden invaay that begs thaction-philosophicagjuestion.
Furthermoreas we have sedrom Brandt's,Mele’s and Mischés different
ways of using Mschel's laboratory results, even a fixed andneutrally
formulatedreport instatisticaltermsadmitsinterpretation in accordanaeith
any of the preferred structurireghemesThis nmeans thatonceptuabnalysis
will have an important part tplay in ranking the plausibility of those
descriptions anyway.

Having made thosereservations, lwill suggest that somexperimental
evidence nevertheless strengthens some of my BD model assumptions.

In an interesting article from 1993, Alison Gopnik presents a set of
conclusions drawn &ém quite anamount ofempirical research orchildren’s
conceptions of whagoes on irthe mindof other people, asvell as intheir
own. The central experiments referred were designed and execut@aphik
and hercolleaguesbut severalother studiesare also brought forward. What
her researchunderpins is a non-baviourist functionalist “theory-theory”
about how we come to understand intentiostdtes. Her view is a
functionalist theory-theory ithat it assumeghat welearnabout intentional
states by observingatterns obehaviour and constructirtbeoriesabout the
causes othose behaviouralpatterns. So we doaot mocdel other people’s
intentional states on our owas directlyexperienced irour ninds; the model
we construct (at some time around the age between 3 andrapisally and
simultaneously applied to ourselves as well as to others. Gopwoik'sborated
hypothesis islsonon-behaviourisin the sensethat it recognises underlying
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psychological stateand regards thexperienceshey lead to in ourselves and
others as one sort of observed data wehddrenconstruct our theory from
(1993p.12). It shouldbe stressedhat herconclusionsconcernknowledge of
intentional states — states with a propositionantent — note.g. the
existence of qualia or the nature of introspection.

In an article from 1977, Richard Nisbettand Timothy Wilson review
extensive experimental evidence suggestimgt people “have little or no
direct introspectiveaccess tohigher order cognitive processes’—p.231.
Subjectsare sometimesunaware of thestimulusthat made thenrespond,
unaware that theyespond, and unawarthat the stimulus affectstheir
responseReports ormour owncognitive processeasre thereforedbased on “a
priori, implicit causaltheories, or judgmentabout the extent tavhich a
particular stimulus is aplausible cause of a givemesponse”(p.231). The
subject’s report of hisagnitive process tels to be accuratevhen influential
stimuli are salient” and also are plausible causdbafesponseshey produce
— In suchcasesthe psychologicalreality comesto fit the theory.Gopnik’s
conclusionswould be entailed bytheirs, asfar as | cansee,but her own
explicit claims are less far-reaching.

One of Gopnik’scritics is Alvin Goldman,whosetheory about how we
come to mastementalisticwords isintrospectionist ircharacter andaysthat
such worddirectly refer to distinct qualitativeaspects ofnner experience. |
have no reason tgo into the details of his criticismhere, nor of his
predictably different interpretation of Gopnik’'s resulthat the chdren
simultaneouslhydevelopcapacities togive adequateeports on theiown and
other people’s mental states.

An assumptiorcommon to bothparticipants in thiddebate(as well as to
severalother commentators —see Commentaries oGopnik/Goldman in
Behavioral andBrain Scienced993)is, however, ofrelevance to a theme in
my exposition of the BD model. Like Nisbett Wilson, Gopnik andGoldman
both couple functionalism about psychological states to the denrahwédiate
accessibility ofthesestates.That isnot a conceptualnecessity; on a realiser
version of functionalism, we could imagine contingent but straight
correspondence between certain phenomenally available qualitiesredliker
state andts functionalrole in relation to inputsand outputs. Our reason for
not taking that possibility seriouslyis, one mightsay, introspective. Isimply
does not squareith the phenomenologpf action. Behaviourapatterns do
not fit any definite phenomenological aunterparts. Due tothis brute
observation, wehoose betweegood introspectiveaccessand functionalism
about the nature of psychological states.

Functional rolesmay involve the production oknowledge orself-reports
about thestate. Thatan bepart of the state’sspecific function. Although
somepsychologicakoncepts (‘embarrassment’, fmstance)erhaps may be
specified in that waythe state ifocushere — @sire —doesnot entail such
self-knowledge, as | have argued in chapter 4.

Goldman presentfunctionalism asthe orthodoxyconcerning intentinal
statesamongtheorists ofthe mind: “Even friends ofqualia (e.gBlock 1990)
feel committed tofunctionalism when itomesto desire,beliefand soforth”
(1993p.23). Consideringhe variety ofcomments tdGopnik’s conclusions, it
Is hard to say where the “orthodox” label is most appropriate. Butiekaeof
desiresand beliefs asdistinct in virtue of their interlocking behavioural
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functionsis, admittedly, widespreadstalnaker’sdispositionalscheme isoften
guoted with approval:

To desire that P is to be disposed toimatays that would tend tbring it about that P in a
world in which one’s beliefs, whatever they are, were true. To believe that P igligpbsed
to act in ways that would tend to satisfy one’s desires, whateveatbey aworld in which
P (together with one’s other beliefs) were true. (1984 p.15)

If the commitment tdunctionalism isfurther narrowed, so that we confine it
to desires | believe that Goldman’s generalisationwould be even more
reasonable. (That would leave opepassibility to characterisdelief in a way
that widens Stalnaker’scircle.) If the BD model correctly calhes people’s
psychologicalthinking, that gereral commitmentshould be expected. As |
have stressedihe essence othe BD model isits dispositionalbut realistic
picture ofdesireswhich is a fom of functionalismabout thesestates. That
view of desireseaves a functionable for beliefs,but no furtherclaimsabout
the nature of belief must come with the BD model.

Folk functionalismis the psychologicalassumptiorthat people in general
form opinionsaboutpsychologicaktatesfrom observations otheir functions,
via atheory ormockl that enables them tsee patterns. Ak noted, Gopnik
explicitly restricts her claims about folk functionalism to states with a
propositional content. She groups thesg¢ates intothree categories(with
reference to Searle’slirections offit’): Beliefs and aksires ofvariouskinds,
and, in the termology of her researctsubjects,'silly states” —i.e. images,
dreams, pretences etc. For my purposes sitificientthat herresultssupport
functionalism aboutlesires

With the aid of results from heown research and that of othe@opnik
showsthat arepresentational model die mind — wiere theunderstanding
of possiblemisrepresentatiomplays animportant role — refjaces a direct
causalmocel (not unlike the oneascribed toStoutland inch.3) between the
age of 3 and 4. Teimplify somevhat, whenthe directmodel isapplied to
other persons, it implies that all beliefs are shaedl true, sincéeliefs simply
“transfers” or “copies” what is the case.

This feature of simply mirroring the presentinteraction with the
environment goes foredires as ell. Just adelief sinply is what is thecase
around me, @sire sinply is what | do in this situatiorBefore the theory
change, children have difficulties e.g.understanding that “objecése desired
under a descriptiorgnd that dsiresmay vary as aesult ofthat description”
(Gopnik 1993 p.6).

Gopnik’s own experimentsare designed tameasurewhether thesenoted
differences,between thethree-year-old psychologisind the four-year-old
one, can also be detected in thestf-reports Shefinds that similar differences
appear, at the sanstages of age. Thilaree-year-oldis unwilling to ascribe
false or differenbeliefs toothers.Similarly the three-year-oldwill not ascribe
a false belief to herself at an irethately earlier time. Wheshediscoversthat
the box contained pencils, not candeesshe hatleenled to think ealier, she
reports (when asked) that she believed that it contained pencils earlier as well.

Desires:The three-year-oldwho hasdifficulties in regarding other people’s
rankings adlifferent from his own will also have difficulties in appreciating
desirechange irhimself. Whentheir desireswere satiated —hungry children
were fed crackers at snack time, fiastance — “asizableminority of 3-year-
olds (30%-40%) repded that they had been in thdinal stateall along.”
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(Gopnik 1993 p.8) The “absolute levels of performance” inreporting
immediately past desires @xe strikingly similar” in this task,comparedwith
a similar experiment concerningeports on dsires ofothers.(p.8) If simple
embarrassmentould have accounted fothe child’s refusal toadmit her
earlier false belief — éactor intended to beliminated bythe design of some
of the experimentsthough —this could not apply to the desire tasks, as
Gopnik makeslear.There is nothingembarrassingboutadmitting that you
were hungry before you had teeack.Furthermoreaccordingto Gopnik, in
other tasks, “the children are quite willing to admit their ignorance” (p.9).

Intentions: The child who hasdifficulties in admitting differentintentionsin
other peoplewill also have difficulties in recognising imradiately previous
intentions in herself:

Children were given a red crayon aasked to draw bhall; halfwaythroughthe experimenter
said, “Why, that drawing looks like this big re@ple,could you make it a biged apple?”
Children complied. Theme askedthe childrento reporttheir pastintention; 50% ofthe 3-
year-old reported that they had originally intended to draw the apple. (Gopnik 1993 p.8).

Several critics point out that the childreoigrentreports areaccurate, and
claim that this supporiatrospectionism. (e.ddarris 1993 p.48) Thatcriticism
misses the target. The direct causal theory Gopnik ascribes to the clmkien
reports onpsychologicalstates directly tahe presentinteraction with the
environment.Their cantemporary reports abouieliefs and desires should
therefore be expected to gy fit the situationand what they do iit. Since
they arecapable ofremembering manyther things atthe age of 3, they
should be able tetemember an imediately preceding state, it had been
distinctly present in their mind.

What seems to happen between 3 an 4 is that they become able to organise
their observations obthers andhemselvegincluding, asGopnik iswilling to
admit, theirexperiences ofomepsychologicaktates)and apply atheory that
assigns intentional states to agents — stht@smustunderlieand explain the
patterns they can extract.

The important lesson is not that tlepresentational model desire ismore
plausible than e.g. a direct causal model. What is interdstirgys, firstly, that
they bothare models,and secondly,that the early development othese
models kow that we donot haveany directknowledge ofour desires or
intentions. Some types oimistakesabout one’s ownpsychological states
indicate that they are not directly accessible. To quote Mischel again:

It hasbeenwidely assumed thgtoor correspondencbetweenself-reports andactual non-
test behavior, orpoor correspondencdetween thesubject’s self-reportsand ratings by
observersjndicate thatpersonsare either unabler unwilling to describetheir behavior
accurately. /.../ Egally possible,poor correspondencéetweenself-report and nontest
behavior may reflect the fact thatost self-reportlicit the subject’sglobal interpretations
abouthis typical behaviorand hispersonal constructiorabouthis psychologicalattributes
or traits. (1968 p.69)

! Pears refers to Nisbett aRbss,Human Inference: Strategies and ShortcomingsSo€ial
Judgmentand articles by Tversky and Kahnemann (e.g?s$ychological Reviewl973) from
the early 1970s as pioneering in givindiran scientific basis of thehypothesis thairrational
belief formation often has a rationalising cause.
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2 One possible explanation of the behaviou\diVIl genocide administtars presupposes that
they mostly had beliefs and desires of a verginary kind, andthat theirtriggered actions
thereforemustdepend on an inexplicablglistorted perspectiver focus of attentiortowards

the ongoing genocide they were administrating. Hanna Arendt, to whom Schick deflensds
such a view oEichmann, andGitta Seeny defends aimilar view in Albert Speer:His Battle

with Truth (1995). That view is amatter ofcontroversy amongistorians, lhough. Daniel J
Goldhagen inHitler's Willing Executioners. Ordinary Germanand the Holocaust(1995)
defends the oppositéew: That ideological commitments and deeply rooted prejudices and
aversions towards their victims wasstandingcondition, establishetbng before WWII, which
Hitler merely had to put in motion. Both explanations would be compatible with my picture of
the function of understandings and representations.

® There is a possible response to my claim that the lack ofirBlependentcriteria for
understandingsndicates thaunderstandings form antigger beliefs and dsires rathetthan
co-operatewith them. That is to meet the challenge presented onlaitgpage of Schick’s
book and formulateindependentcriteria of correatessfor understandings.Let me just
indicate, bymentioning some objections to iaginableindependentstandards ofadequacy,
why | am just as pessimistigbout thesuccess ofsuch an attempt as Schick appears to be.
CoherenceEven if we, unlike Schick, hold on to the princigle closure, coherence can never
be a sufficient criterion ofadequacy of representatiorThe internal consistency among
Eichmann’s representations of thesults of his actionsould have beergreater than ours —
he might have been able to consistently awatigénding todistracting features of options at
hand. Mevertheless wavould not doubt that our representation of the suffering more
reasonableCompletenessAs David Velleman argues against Brandt, one might question if the
guestion of whether a given option has been exposed to "all facts from all the angles and in all
lights” is empirically determinable, andlso whether it isdeterminate in principle(1988
p.369). Issues may oblige us to invent new representational possibilities, and there is simply no
way of telling whether an issue is csidered fromall possible angles. ¥n we saythat
someone hasonsidered amssuefrom all angles, wemean that hehas considered thassue
from all angles that arédluminating for this specificissue. Thequestion ofwhat makes a
representation illuminating is the one we began wiividness:Brandt speaks oadequacy of
representation irerms of completeness andvidness. Vividness isonetimescharacterised
(by Brandt) in terms of richness ttetail — but thatinterpretationwould make it difficult to
distinguish adequacy of representation from adequacy wélief. Another possible
interpretation of ‘vividness’ might beut in terms ofphenomenalintensity. However, the
insight expressed in Schick’s and Brandt's points alsalienceis precisely that thentensity
might be misguiding. Psychologicalstability: Brandt's rationalitytest hangs oncontingent
facts. Attitudes areational if they wouldsurvive cognitive psychotherapy.(Repeatedvivid
representation otausally relevant facts appropriate moments.Perhaps the rationality of
representationsin themseles might be (hypothetically) tested in thisway: ‘A certain
representation of a fixed body &dcts is rationalif it would survive repeatedconfrontation
with other possible representations of those fatitsloes not seemnreasonable tthink that
if a new perspective on a given fact makes unable to gdack tomy former way of seeing
that fact, this indicates that there was something wrong with the former perspective. But can this
criterion be applied independently of our standards for beliefs and desires?

Suppose | am a libertarian afnon-sophisticated kind antthat | amtrying to bring up
my children in line with this ideology. My sas, by naturesoft hearted and full of epathy.
In many situations, he is prepared, and even finds it morally required, to give up some his own
goods for the benefit of someone whddss fortunate. We bothgreeupon therelevant facts:
These other persons are suffering, we wosudfer as much as they do if weere in their
shoes, and we are able to help thefthout substantial sacrifices. Byonsistently drawing my
son’s attentiorto thetrivial fact that theirsuffering istheirs, thathe does not feel their pain,
and that persons ithat sense arseparate,l cure him,eventually, of his altruism. His initial
representation othe situation has nothen, survivedrepeated representatidnom another
point of view. Most of us would hesitate to take that asign of the incorrectness of his old
way of representing theituation. Ourview of its correctness williepend uporour (political,
moral, scientific etc.) opinions concerning the beliefs and motivations it gives rise to.

* As LarsFrostrom has made clear, there isianportant distinctio to be drawn between the
weak sense of ‘asgeon, in which the descriptivesentenceasserts aproposition, and the
strong sense of ‘assertion’ that figures in the act of asserting. (1983 ch.2)
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® Gurd’s and Marshall’sown amusing description of empirical reseam a small sample of
grannies illustrates, apparently contrary to alu¢hors’ intentions, thdanger ofbelieving that
you get an unbiased picture péople’s metaphysical outlooks by askj them. Grannies are
"all unrecorstruced Cartesians”claim Gurd and Mahall. Grannysays,namely, thngs like
"Of course it hurts if you put the hand in tHiee” (thereby proposing interactionism
according to the authors). Grannies are also tealzklieve in qualia, since they can taoted
as saying: "If | say it looks green toe, young man, then it looks greenn®”. (1993 p.47)
Furthermore, Gurd and #shall agreewith Goldman'’s conclusion (beinga philosopher,
Goldman draws ifrom athought experimengrandmother)that such statements alsalicate
that Granny igight about philosophy of mind.
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8 Three Norms of Practical Reason Rejected

8.1 The Value of Deliberation

The discussion of the preceding chapter showed that the BD model allows
motivating reasons to diverge from the reasons that are present in an
agent’s deliberation. Her practical judgement, understood as a
foregrounded assertion, might recommend another course of action than the
one she is about to enter. That sort of judgement might reflect justifying
considerations that normallyould move her, and also considerations that,

at the moment of acting, sldesiresto be moved by. One of the important
functions of forming a practical judgement of that sort might be precisely
to affect one’s own dispositions.

My ambition in ch.7 was to characterise some forms of deliberation and
examine their role in relation to motivating BD reasons. As far as possible |
tried to avoid presumptions about the negative value of that possible gap
between motivation and deliberation. That is not the traditional
philosophical approach. Philosophers have tended to concentrate on various
forms of prima facie irrational forms of internal deviance, or on prima facie
reasonable forms of internal lineality.

The normative issue of which elements you should be moved by in your
deliberation can be framed in other ways than in terms of normative
reasons. It is also central to at least three other debates in practical
philosophy: The essence evaluationsthe nature ohutonomous agengy
and the analysis akratic behaviour| am not claiming that if you take a
stand on one of these issues, then you automatically have a solution to the
others as well. But in all these discourses, a crucial problem is to identify
certain elements in motivation as having priority over motivating desires in
general. When some components of motivation are elevated to the status of
‘evaluations’ for instance, this is normally assumed to imply that there is
something especially irrational about failing to put those components into
action. Also, if a person’s motivating desires do not conform to his
evaluations, doubts may be raised as to whether his resulting actions really
should be regarded as autonomous. It is not surprising to find that similar
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solutions have been suggested concerning how to analyse autonomy,
evaluation, and akrasia.

A good illustration of the interdependency of these three notions is the
simultaneous suggestions about use of bi-level theories of desiring for the
purpose of analysing autonomy, evaluations and akrasia, respectively. In
the 70s, Gerald Dworkin developed an account of autonomy in terms of an
agent’s capacity to reflect upon his first order desires, identify with them
and have the ability to change them. Under the influence of Frankfurt’s
widespread OFreedom of the Will and the Concept of a PersonO (1971),
Dworkin developed and modified this bi-level theory of autonomyhe
Theory and Practice of Autononfisom 1988. Frankfurt employs the bi-
level view of desiring in analysing cases of addiction and weak-willed
behaviour, and regards the capacity for affecting the efficiency of one’s
first order desires as being among the criteria for being a person. David
Lewis suggests that desires about one’s first order desires are identical with
evaluationg(1989) and this is how Michael Smith understands Frankfurt's
proposal as well (1994 p.142).

Judging from these philosophers’ different approaches, it appears
plausible to adopt a terminology such that, very roughly, an autonomous
intention is the result of desires that are in line with the agent’s evaluations.
At least in the sense that the ageatild have made the triggering of his
first order desires conform to his evaluations if he had chosen to.
Conversely, it seems reasonable to think that weakness of the will is a
failure consisting, roughly, in the agent’s inability to form intentions that
are in accordance with his valuing. If self-control is the opposite of akrasia,
as Mele suggests lwutonomous Agentautonomy is closely connected to
the capacity of exercising self-control. (Mele 1995). But just to assume a
loose interdependence in this way does not provide us with a substantial
understanding of these notions.

It is not my ambition todevelop analyses odutonomy, akrasia or
evaluations here, but to make some points concerning the restrictions the
BD model sets — or have been thought to set — on these concepts.

On one understanding of ‘evaluation’ — as equivalent with ‘desire’—,
the BD model excludes the conceptual possibility of acting against one’s
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strongest evaluations. This is not necessarilg@uctio of that sort of
analysis. We need an account of evaluations that explains our observation
that we sometimes appear to act against better judgement. But the account
should also explain why there is something paradoxical or unintelligible
about people who convince us that their evaluations do not support their
actions.

OValueO, OautonomyO and related terms are positively loaded.
Examples like Onatural®O or OdemocracyO show that attractive terms
always run a risk of overexploitatidif my ambition in this chapter were
merely to depict common usage, a long catalogue of different lexical uses
would be necessary. | see no reason to believe that people use these words
similarly. Some, like Socrates, apparently think of evaluations in a way that
would make akrasia genuinely paradoxical. Others, like Donald Davidson,
think that what makes Socrates’ view paradoxical is that it Oit denies what
we all believe, that there arakratic acts.O Their disagreement is
apparently not over what we can observe in people’s behaviour, but over
how these observations should be described.

My ecumenical admission concerning actual usage does not imply that
my view of the different uses of ‘autonomy’, ‘evaluation’ and the
corresponding ‘weakness of will’ is just as permissive when it comes to
how weshoulduse these terms. To adopt a certain usage in this context is
also to accept a norm concerning respect for others. l.e. to regard another’s
decision as autonomous, or as rooted in his evaluations, is to mark that
there are certain prima facie reasons to respect that decision. The
substantive principles of practical reason these different uses of the terms
reveal must therefore be critically examined.

Before turning to specific suggested analyses of evaluations, | will state
three restrictions | think that any notion of autonomy and evaluation should
fulfil.

Firstly, the analysis must b®ntent neutral To avoid paternalism, we
have to allow people’s values to depart from our own. The elevation of a
certain motivational state to the status of evaluation must not depend on the
observer’s evaluative commitments. Disgraceful or ridiculous evaluations
are not disqualified by definition. (That does not contradict the admission
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in chapter 1, that charity is an unavoidable component in picking out the

rationalising causes of other people’s behaviour. The question here

concerns our classification of these causes, on the assumption that we
already know which desires and beliefs have triggered the subject’'s

actions.)

Secondly, the analysis must nevertheless do justice to the prima facie
value of respecting autonomy and the prima facie unreasonableness of
acting against one’s evaluations. To be more specific, the account should
make sense of the view theapacityfor self-control (understood as the
ability to bring one’s motivation in line with one’s evaluations) is valuable.
This in turn presupposes that evaluations have a more important role to
play in our lives than motivational states in general.

Thirdly, the analysis must explain how evaluations can have a part to
play in motivation, within the BD model. This restriction is conceptual, not
merely psychological. In other words, | presuppose value-internalism: To
adopt a value is to be motivated. Within the BD framework, this means that
somekind of link between evaluating and desiring must be present. Hare’s
argument for this supposition holds, | think: If talk about values merely
expressed beliefs, holding a value-judgement and failing to act upon it
would be as unproblematic as Othinking a stone is the roundest in the
vicinity and not picking it up, bupicking up someother stonansteadO
(Hare 1963 p.69). Since acting against one’s better judgemsent
problematic, i.e. it is an apparently paradoxical behavioural phenomenon
requiring additional explanation, there are reasons to think that expressions
like "better judgement” necessarily indicate motivation.

Externalists might argue that Hare’s example is unfairly rigged, since it
refers to a property, roundness, which commonly not even in a contingent
way is bound up with motivatiohThe odd appearance of deviant cases
could be explained, they might say, by the contingent fact that (perhaps for
cultural or biological reasons) people actually are disposed to act upon their
value judgements. To hold a value judgement and fail to act upon it should
not be compared with failure to pick up the roundest stone (it is hard to see
that as a failure at all), but perhaps with failure to avoid pain, or failure to



184 8 Three Norms of Practical Reason Rejected

laugh atA Day at the Raced hat would turn deviance into a biological or
psychological problem, rather than a philosophical one.

Though that kind of comparison would be more fair than Hare's, |
believe this attempted externalist strategy really would serve the
internalist’s point even better. When we compare our intuitions on cases of
deviance from the connection between valuing and acting with our
intuitions on cases of deviance from tight, but apparently contingent,
connections between judgement of fact and acting, the difference is brought
out more properly: Failure to avoid pain, or failure to appreciate Groucho
Marx, are examples of oddehaviour But, unlike our picture of acting
against better judgement, our attempdedcriptionsof these deviant acts
do not typically have a paradoxical air.

The preceding chapters have been intended to be constructive in their
conclusions. Rival accounts of motivating reasons and intentions have been
brought up and rejected insofar as these rejections have been supposed to
shed light upon the BD model's entailments and limitations. That was my
intention, anyhow. This last and concluding chapter differs in that respect.
Three main suggestions about internal criteria for practical reason will be
examined and eventually turned down. All three suggestions have been
explicitly proposed as compatible with Humean BD motivation theory. The
first is Davidson’s Principle of Continence, suggested as the weak
rationality criterion akratics breach. Tlkecond suggestion the bi-level
criterion of evaluations or autonomous desires, mentioned above. The third
BD compatible theory of practical reason that | argue against is of the type
Richard Brandt and Michael Smith have formulated in slightly differing
versions. It says that you should adjust your desires to the desires you
believe you would have if you were rational.

| cannot rule out the possibility that other plausible norms of reason can
be stated and defended with greater success — or that these three norms
can be refined and modified to meet my criticisms. This book ends
inconclusively, in that respect. Nevertheless, | think that if these promising
attempts to raise BD criteria of practical reason above mere
instrumentalism of the Humean sort do not succeed, there are reasons to be
pessimistic about other attempts of this kind as well. That does not entail a
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general pessimism about the possibility to critically examine the goals we
strive for, and affect our intrinsic desires in the right direction. It just
indicates that principles of individual practical rationality may have less to
offer in that project than we hoped for and that the nature of those problems
is social, rather than individual. l.e. it may turn out that in judging the
worth of people’s goals, we cannot avoid considering their social roles, and
also appeal to our own values and concern for them.

8.2 The Principle of Continence

The internalist account of evaluations that would fit most easily into the
BD model simply identifies valuing with desiring. Since intentional actions
are desire-based, that would also imply a Obackward connectionO: Doing
implies valuing. Among ordinary language users, | believe that such a link
often is presupposed. Tom Sawyer skilfully exploits that conceptual
entailment in the episode where he gets his friends to pay him for letting
them do the painting he has been ordered to do. His trick simply consists in
pretending that he paints the fence for no further reason at all (not for fear
of punishment, nor out of hope of reward). Tom’s friends conclude that he
must see some kind of value in the act of painting in itself. His behaviour
would otherwise be incomprehensible. If acting did not imply valuing, then
performing an action and failing to see any value in it would be
unproblematic. In that case, Tom’s strategy would not have worked.

The account of evaluations that emerges from Donald Davidson’s early
articles on philosophy of action, OActions, Reasons and CausesO from
1963, and OHow is Weakness of the Will PossibleO from 1970, equals
evaluations with desires. It is therefore remarkable that, unlike the Socratic
view of internal deviance, Davidson's is an attempt to do full justice to the
paradoxical character of akratic actions. He does not want to solve the
problem by giving up, modifying or stating more precisely any of the three
fundamental assumptions generating the paradox. He asserts: "I am
convinced that no amount of tinkering with P1-P3 will eliminate the
underlying problem: the problem will survive new wording, refinement,
and elimination of ambiguity.” (1980 p.24)
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P1. If an agent wants to do x more than he wants to do y and he believes himself free to
do either x or y, then he will intentionally do x if he does either x or y intentionally.

P2. If an agent judges that it would be better to do x than to do y then he wants to do x
more than he wants to do .

P3. There are incontinent actions.

D. In doing x an agent acts incontinently if and only if:

(a) the agent does x intentionally;

(b) the agent believes there is an alternative action y open to him; and

(c) the agent judges that, all things considered, it would be better to do y than to do x.
(1970, p.94)

Davidson wants to save the paradoxical ring, but of course not at the cost of
contradiction. To show how this is possible is the main aim of his first
essay on the subject: "How is Weakness of the Will Possible". His solution
depends on a distinction between the two senses (presented in section 7.3)
in which the agent can judge it better to x than to do y. An intention is
identical to an “all-out” judgement about what is best, while the better
judgement that an akratic intention kebkas is otthe relativised all-things-
considered sort. ‘All things considered’ means, here, just as in the principle
of induction ‘all available evidence considered’, although the nature of the
evidence might be different in the practical case. In two later articles,
"Paradoxes of Irrationality” and "Deception and Division", he introduces
"mental compartmentalisation” to explain why the phenomenon occurs.

| have already declared that | am prepared to accept the conceptual
possibility of separating, in one’s deliberation, conceptions of what is best
to do, all things considered, from conceptions of what is best to do (full
stop). | do not think that Peacocke succeeds in showing that Davidson’s
distinction in practical reasoning could not be analogous with the
distinction between evidence-relative all-things-considered probabilistic
assertions and unconditional assertions accepted on the basis of them.
Peacocke is right in pointing out that it is unclear whether Davidson intends
to distinguish the normative or epistemic prima facie reservation from the
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pure relativisation component in his connectives. But the analogy can be
preserved even if that important distinction is spelled out, | think. In both
cases, we can distinguish between the reason giving force as being
conditional on available evidence, and the degree of credence we give to
the hypothesis/practical judgement on those conditiongelativised
judgement about which course of action that would be most desirable,
given available evidence, may be formed as a justifying consideration that
moves an agent, and still fail to be decisive of his choices.

Hurley and Peacocke both claim that all-things-considered practical
judgements are more closely tied to all-out judgements than Davidson
thinks. If they were right, there could not be akratic acts compatible with
Davidson’'s P1-P3. My own doubts about Davidson’s principle of
continence in practical reasoning are of a different kind. Although | find it
possible, within the BD framework, that the kind of discrepancy Davidson
describes may occur, | am not sure that this is the kind of internal deviance
that must be prima facie unreasonable.

As Davidson says "there is no paradox in supposing that a person
sometimesoldsthat all he believes and values supports a certain course of
action, while at the same time those same beliefs and values cause him to
reject that course of action.” (1980 p.41 my emph.) Often we act without
making any judgement on our desires and beliefs before action takes place.
Even if we engage in such acts of deliberation, they must not be identified
with the network of beliefs and desires which actually cause us to act —
the motivational states that are tokened in the intentional background.

To display continencein acting is to form intentions that are in
accordance with the following principle (Davidson’s original formulation
was quoted in section 7.3):

From ‘(relative to r, x is better than y) and (r is the total available
evidence)' infer 'x is better than y'

The imperative form of the principle is significant. OlnferO should not be
taken literally, but as a substantial recommendation. The akrates, according
to Davidson, is a person who fails to make his unconditional all-out
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practical judgement in accordance with that command. In this way
Davidson fulfils his ambition toavoid representing the akrates as
committing a simple logical blunder. So Davidson's analysis of akrasia is
not as radical as the view Annette C Baier compares it to: "It is as if
Achilles tells the tortoise, 'if you don't accept modus ponens you needn't
conclude "g" from "if p then g and p™" (1986 p.119).

Is Davidson’s principle of continence the norm of practical reason we are
looking for? To begin with, it is clearly a content-neutral rule, and
Davidson’s analogy with the principle of induction appears to give it a
certain normative force as wellThat analogy withrelativised and
unconditional probability-assignments illustrates a parallel contrast
between two features of practical reasoning — the conditional judgement
and the OjudgementO that issues in action.

At a closer look, | do not think that the principle of continence could be
given a similar status as a practical piece of advice. The person who
continuously chooses the paths that are least likely to lead him to his
destination, given the map he has got, will soon get lost, or at least be late.
But the nature of the evidence is rather different in the case of continent
acting. In this case, the pathfinder’'s own ends and values are among the
mapped data. His conditional judgement asserts whdtolas that he
believes and values, and relativises a practical conclusion to that assertion.
It is not evident that someone who forms judgements about his own
motivational apparatus will be better off in daily life than someone who
does not. It is not certain that the course of action an agent’s beliefs and
valuescause is worse, in terms of her own values, than the course of action
sheholdsthat these beliefs and values support.

To begin with, we have no direct access to our desires. As Mischel (like
Gopnik and Nisbett & Wilson) noted, we have a tendency to endow
ourselves with the motivational states that are judged as plausible causes of
our behaviour, or as reasonable explanations in the light of our own
interpretative theory. Furthermore, the ascription of desires to a person
consists to a large extent in making assumptions about what can be
conditionally predicted about him. The capacity to make such predictions is
limited from a first person perspective. So there are epistemological
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limitations to self-knowledge of motivation that simply make our
estimations of our own beliefs and desires a shaky ground for assumptions
about the best course of action.

Furthermore, a more formal reason for discrediting the principle of
continence might perhaps be advanced here. If the ‘all things considered'
judgement that an agent fails to act upon is thought of (by the agent when
he forms the judgement) as being valid relative to all relevant beliefs and
desires in the agent's mind, then, one might argue, it cannot be conditioned
on all relevant beliefs and desires in his mind. (Some underpinning of this
claim follows below.) Hence it cannot be expected to correspond to an
unconditional all-out judgement which results from all relevant beliefs and
desires in the agent's mind. Then one could hardly blame someone because
of his failure to make his unconditional all-out judgement correspond to a
judgement seen as conditioned by all relevant beliefs and desires in his
mind.

If I want to predict tomorrows weather, | can consider all available facts
about the weather situation as 'the total available evidence' and think of my
predictive judgement as being relative to this evidence. But if | want to
predict my intentional behaviour, | cannot, in principle, base my prediction
on every relevant belief and desire in my mind. One of the relevant
elements (relevant, that is, in the sense that it may affect the final decision)
is how | think my desires and beliefs relate to the course of action. Though
an omniscient spectator might think of my value-judgement as being
conditioned by all beliefs and desires present in my mind, this way of
thinking is not open to me when | form the judgement.

A possible countermove is to assume that the belief about relativisation
can be self-reflexive; ‘r' includes ‘my judgement is relative to ‘r’. But it
may be doubted whether that sort of self-reflexivity could be allowed
without getting us into genuine paradoxes. In other words, it is not clear
that Davidson can allow 'r' in the principle of continence to be identical
with everything | believe to be true and relevant when | make my
judgement. Then | could not think of my judgement as being acceptable
relative to r.



190 8 Three Norms of Practical Reason Rejected

Among the things included in a judgement made on broadest possible
base must be considerations about the limitations of my knowledge.
Otherwise it would anyway be inappropriate to think of the ‘all things
considered' judgement as being a particularly good action-guide. There is
nothing incontinent in failing to act upon ‘(relative to r, x is the best thing to
do) and (r is the total available evidence)' if one can add the premise 'r is
insufficient for a wise decision'.

If 1 think of my value-judgement as being held relative to a certain body
of evidence, this evidence cannot be thought of as including all relevant
considerations in my mind. One consideration is left out: The judgement is
held relative to a certain body of evidence. Implicitly, this consideration
carries with it the idea that the available relevant evidence can be
incomplete, that is, that all real evidence possibly might alter the
judgement. That is a self-evidgmbssibilityin the case of induction, and it
IS even imaginable that a person after having experienced a series of
erroneous inductive inferences forms a habit of taking it for granted that the
expectation he regards as plausible, given all evidence available to him, is
implausible. (It may require some elaboration to make the rational force of
Hempel’s induction rule withstand that possibility.) But when it comes to
the principle of continence, | am inclined to think that this kind of self-
mistrust not only is possible, but that it should be expected. The fact that |
may have left out some of my own goals in the survey on which | base my
conclusion about how to act, is a thing that would make me withdraw my
judgement, if | realised it.

Davidson admits that there are difficulties in making clear the character
of the conditional 'all things considered' judgement which, in the case of
continent acting, is supposed to correspond to the all-out and unconditional
judgement adjoining intentional actions. He does not proceed to develop an
account of what it is to judge something, all things considered. Instead he
attempts to avoid the problem by modifying his definition of incontinence
("D") so that it becomes independent of the idea of an agent's total evidence
(1980 p.40). An incontinent agent, in this modified sense, "does x for a
reason r, but has a reason r' that includes r and more, on the basis of which
he judges y to be better than x". This definition allows, Davidson thinks,
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that there are incontinent actions even when no judgement is made in the
light of all reasons.

As Davidson says, "it might also have been incontinent of him to have
done vy, since he may have had a better reason still for performing some
third action z". More embarrassing to this definition is the possibility that,
on the basis of r", which includes r' and more, the agent judges, after all, x
to be better than y. The doing of x would then fulfil Davidson's definition
without being incontinent in any intuitively plausible sense of the word. (|
suppose here that he does not have a further reason which includes r* and
on the basis of which he judges y to be better than x etc.). To exclude this
possibility, one would have to add a clause like “and there is no reason r"
that includes r' and more, on the basis of which he judges x to be better than
y.” But what would that require from the agent? The possibility that there
is such a further reason that could include r', and be relevant to his ranking
of x and y, can only be excluded if there is nothing in his beliefs and
desires that would change his ranking, if he came to think about it. We
could only assume that about him if it is true that he would rank x above y
when he takes all his beliefs and desires into account, including the belief
that his judgement is conditional on r'. This appears to get us back where
we started: Including the idea of relativisation in the evidence on which the
akrates bases his better judgement requires him to form a self-reflexive
belief of a problematic kind.

Summary of 8.2 Donald Davidson’s principle of continence says that the
non-akratic agent infers ‘x is better than y’ from ‘x is better than y, given
all available evidence’. The normative force of this assumption lends
support from the analogy with a principle of induction, which says that a
rational person infers ‘x’ from ‘x is probable, relative to all available
evidence’ In one respect, the analogy holds; neither of the two inferences
are deductively valid. (Some have thought so about the practical case.)
However, the different nature of the evidence makes it less clear that it is
irrational to breach the continence rule, than it is when it comes to violation
of the rule of induction.



192 8 Three Norms of Practical Reason Rejected

Among the most important things to consider in the practical case are the
agent’s own motivational states — his aims and goals. For reasons
mentioned earlier, there are formal as well as empirical reasons to be
pessimistic about our ability to get a truthful picture of our own motivation.
General self-mistrust about the reliability of available evidence would
therefore be less perverse in the practical case, than it would in the
theoretical one.

A special difficulty for the principle of continence may arise due to its
reference tall evidence. In the theoretical case, it is reasonable to think
that the fact that ‘x’ is held relative to the subjectively available evidence
normally would be of little relevance to the subject’s belief. l.e. if that fact
was included in her survey of the evidence, it would not change her belief
that x. In the motivational case, the relation between the body of evidence
and the inferred recommendation is more crucial. Among the data she
should observe when deliberating about what is best, this relation should
count. The conceptual possibility of including the very relativisation in her
all-things-considered judgement presupposes that she can include a
meaningful self-reflexive belief of the right kind in her judgement. That
possibility might be questioned.

8.3 Two Notes on the Psychology of Internal
Deviance

8.3.1 Breakdown of Reason Relations

Davidson explicitly intends his account to be applicable to cases in which
the agent is "aware that he is not acting in accord with his own best
judgment” (1970 p.40). But how can an agent who normally acts in
accordance with the principle of continence suddenly fail to apply it? What
Is the agent's reason for doing one thing when he believes it would be
better, all things considered, to do another thing? For this, "the agent has no
reason”, according to Davidson’s initial characterisation.
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We perceive a creature as rational in so far as we are able to view his movements as part
of a rational pattern comprising also thoughts, desires, emotions and volitions. /.../ But
in the case of continence, the attempt to read reason into behaviour is necessarily
subject to a degree of frustration. (1970 p.42)

It may look as if Davidson ends up just restating the paradox without
answering the question of why it happens. But he gives one substantial
answer: there is no reason explanation to be found. This answer risks
drawing the notion of incontinent action closer to unintentional behaviour
than Davidson explicitly intends. In "Paradoxes of Irrationality” and to
some extent in "Deception and Division", Davidson develops his
explanatory account. The incontinent agent, as well as the self-deceiver is,
to use Pears’ expression, divided against himself. (1986 p.131).

Davidson starts out by distinguishing between mental causes operating
as reasons and those operating merely as causes. A mental state may cause
another without being a reason for it. The relation between them need not
be logical. Recognising a tune may cause me to remember a name; a young
man may think he has a well-turned calf because this thought is pleasurable
to him, etc. (1982 p.305 & 298).

It must be admitted that this kind of non-inferential mental causation is
common. At the same time it is not apparent how this idea should be
regarded in relation to the interpretative view of intentional explanation in
general. Which criteria do we use for supposing that two mental states are
causally related? It seems to me that only if | can reconstruct some
intelligible chain of association will | be inclined to suppose that one
particular thought or desire of mine is the cause of another particular
thought or desire of mine. | may recognise a tune and remember a name
simultaneously; | may also recognise the smell of coffee and remember
some of Donald Davidson's views on mental compartmentalisation
simultaneously. But | will hardly be inclined to think of these thoughts as
causally related unless it makes sense against the background of my further
beliefs and desires. (Perhaps | remember something connected both with
the tune and the name, for instance the lyrics or the place where | first
heard it.)
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So even in the case where the relation between causally linked mental
events is non-inferential, we seem to rationalise them by placing them
within a pattern of desires and beliefs. We ascribe someone wishful
thoughts, for instance, when we see some understandable relation between
the objects of his desires and the thoughts we suppose result from these
desires. The mere existence of non-inferential mental causation does not
support the idea of a divided mind.

"It is far more plausible”, as David Pears says, "to restrict the scope of
this kind of theory to cases where a mental cause operates as a reason but
produces its effect irrationally" (1986 p.136).

Davidson's examples of non-rational mental causation are, however, less
problematic than the type of examples his theory of non-rational mental
causation is supposed to account for: Cases in which the causally related
thoughts or desires are held to be internally inconsistent by the agent who
holds them. If we want to use the notion of non-rational mental causation to
account for internally inconsistent beliefs and desires, mental
compartmentalisation is likely to be the next step. Incontinent action
occurs, in Davidson's view, when a person

holds that all he believes and desires supports a certain course of action, while at the
same time those same beliefs cause him to reject that course of action. If r is someone's
reason for holding that p, then his holding that r must be, | think, a cause of his holding
that p. But, and this is what is crucial here, his holding that r may cause his holding that
p without r being his reason; indeed, the agent may even think that r is a reason to reject
p. (1970 p.41)

When the agent judges r to be a reason to reject p, which he is caused by
r to hold, then he must, according to what it means to have a reason (in the
Davidsonian sense) view r as being related to a network of beliefs and
desires in which his holding that p is excluded. Mental states and events
are, as Davidson puts it, "constituted the states and events they are by their
location in a logical space” (1982 p.304). If my belief in r causes me to
hold p, which | hold to be incompatible with r, then r, viewed as a reason
for rejecting p, must belong to a different logical network than my
judgement that p. In the defining case of incontinence, my unconditional
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judgement that x is better than y is caused, across the boundary of mental
subdivision, by r, included in r', on the basis of which | consider, within
another logical network of my mind, y to be better than x.

Davidson's use of terms like "quasi-autonomous" and "semi-
independent” makes it difficult to pin down his theory in a position where it
can be critically examined. How strong is the autonomy? The concluding
remarks in "How is Weakness of the Will Possible?" lead the thoughts to
the far end of the spectrum: "What is special in incontinence is that the
actor cannot understand himself: he recognizes, in his own intentional
behaviour, something essentially surd.” The experience of recognising a
genuinely surd but in a sense intentional element in one's own behaviour is
typical of the most clear and dramatic example of mental
compartmentalisation: Split-brain patients.

In this case the division is so strong that most people hesitate to describe
the split-brain patient as one person. The person with whom one can
communicate verbally (usually the one tied to the left hemisphere) does, for
instance, frequently express surprise or aversion towards behaviour rooted
in the other mental compartment within the body. If incontinent or self-
deceptive agents were divided as strongly as this, the problem of
inconsistency would be as unproblematic as inconsistency in opinions
among different persons within a group.

It is clear that Davidson wants to see the divided agent as one person,
responsible for his action. "The analogy does not have to be carried so far
as to demand that we speak of parts in the mind as independent agents /.../
The breakdown of reason-relations define the boundary of subdivision”
(1982 p.304). As we have seen, breakdown of reason-relations must mean
something stronger than mere non-inferential mental causation if this
breakdown shall be able to account for incontinence. The required mental
causation must not only be non-logical, but illogical. How is the unity of
the agent to be upheld, then? Our criteria for supposing that mental states
are causally related seem to be dependent upon the possibility of tracing
some reason-relations between them.

It would not help to add the qualification that there are non-inferential
causal relations between the subsystems. Because, as Davidson makes clear
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in his analogy, mental states may causally influence mental states in other
persons as well. "What | have tried to show" Davidson says, "is that the
very general features of psychoanalytic theory that | listed as having
puzzled philosophers and others are, if | am right, features that will be
found in any theory that sets itself to explain irrationality.” But it seems to
me that it is precisely our way of viewing an agent as a consistent
intentional system that allows us to postulate beliefs and desires even when
they are unknown to the agent himself. What this shows, | think, is that
there is a tension between Davidson’s idea of intentional explanation as an
active imposition of a rationalising interpretative framework, and his theory
of akrasia as requiring mental compartmentalisation.

That conclusion could be also turned into a more constructive move
about the analysis of akrasia, along the lines suggested e.Qlaby
Gjelsvik. That is to remove akratic behaviour from the sphere of full-blown
intentionality and assume that this phenomenon requires us to apply other
explanatory schemes than the ones employed to frame the original paradox.
Gjelsvik describes the clash as one between a OnaturalistO view of agency,
and a traditional BD story (Gjelsvik 2000a). The BD model would not be
challenged by that solution, which is a way out of the paradox, compatible
with Socrates’ renunciation of intentions executed against better
judgement. Justin Gosling says\WWeakness of the Will"What Socrates
has to do, to win conviction, is show how apparent cases of people being
overcome by fear, pleasure or the like, so as to act against their better
judgement, are really cases of people doing what they think best.” (1990
p.17). But another possibility for him would be to show that these are really
cases of people acting unintentionally. The typical philosopher (who wants
to have her paradox and solve it too) would react to this move with another
challenge: If akratic actions are unintentional, how come that these
behaviours have such a paradoxical appearance — unlike reflexes and
other unintended acts that may be unwanted? The answer to that challenge
is to understand akratic acts within a scheme sufficiently Oclose to the
system in which intention has itsiginal home.O(Gjelsvik 2000 p.124).

As | argued towards the end of ch.5, when we talk about actions in the wide
causal sense — actions that are not necessarily intentional under any
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description — it is quite possible that actions (in the broad sense) are
intentional to a certaidegree

8.3.2 Proximity and the Individuation of Options

The naturalised explanation Gjelsvik appeals to is George Ainslie’s
descriptions of instability of preferencewer time Gjelsvik 2000a,
2000b). Just as Amelie Rorty’s suggestions about how social explanations
of incoherence in an agent’s evaluations may help us understand how one
type of apparent akrasia cacur, Ainslie’s psychological explanation
avoids the conceptual problem about akrasia. (Rorty 1997) Like other
mentioned observations of instability and incoherence in motivation, these
types of accounts show that a common reaction to Socrates’ view — that it
simply denies what we all believe — is oversimplified

As | noted in ch.5 on the nature of intentions, there is a certain ambiguity
in common between Brandt's and Mele’s picture of the choice situation in
Mischel’s much discussed delay experiments. It is unclear whether the
children’s noted rankings were between options, where the expected length
of delay was included as part of the option (as it should, then) or whether
the noted change in rankings concerned the item that was part of the option.
Brandt and Mele both regard the younger children’s change of ranking as a
form of akrasia. But (as Wlodek Rabinowicz made me note) this would not
be a case of strict akrasia if the children first were told to rank items, and
the change in rankings then were measured via their choice between
options. One might add that even if constantly presented as a choice
between the option of having the greater reward at t2, or getting the lesser
reward at t1, the gradual difference in proximity between the two rewards,
as time passes, might in itself be seen as part of the two options, as seen
from a specific point in time.

Beside the experiments by Mischel, Mele also appealéinslie’s
theories. The most relevant contribution of Ainslie’s to the present issue is
his theory of how reward value is discounted. It is based on observations of
animal behaviour and confirmed in psychological experiments on children
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and adults (I take the liberty of relying on Mele’s and Gjelsvik’'s own
descriptions here —1987 and 2000). The starting point is that the value of
rewards appears to be discounted naturally with delay, as one might
suspect. l.e. motivation towards a certain reward increases as the time for
the reward approaches. Goods previously ranked low will be ranked above
distal alternatives, previously ranked higher.

The most interesting thing, though, is that in humans and even e.g. in
pigeons (when trained) the discount factor in itself then varies with the time
distance to the alternatives. A Onumber of experiments have shown a
preference for a small earlier reward when the delay is short, and a
preference for a larger but later reward when the delay is longO (There is
some evidence for regarding the discounting as hyperboliGjelsvik
2000 p.116). If someone believes that his preference for the better is apt to
change, he can exercise self-control. OHe can bind himself, for example, as
did Odysseus, or employ other techniques that increase the motivational
force of the preferredlternative.O Klele 1987 p. 85) Mele makes clear
that Ainslie does not suppose that this deliberate controlling device, when
understood in the psychological internal sense bisteer judgementn the
sense required to regard failure to execute this kind of self-control as a case
of strict akrasia. However, that interpretation Ocan certainly be derived
from Ainslie’s workO, says Mele (1987 p.85).

That is a mistake, | believe. Mele describes the situation so that when
strict akrasia occurs, the agent is in a manner overcome by the motivational
efficiency of proximity, which makes him act contrary to his rankings.
Mele distinguishes four elements in this explanation of akrasia: 1) The
agent’s level of motivation to do the prospective continent act, 2) the
agent’s earlier level of motivation to do the akratic action, 3) the agent’'s
failure to make effective use of self-control and 4) proximity. (1987 p.85)
As with Mischel's experiment, we need here to identify the options in order
to get a correct description of the action. Mele’s picture of it as akratic
seems to presuppose that options are kept invariant in spite of change in
proximity. In turn, that seems to picture the Obetter judgementO as a
device identifying options from an intertemporally neutral point of view.
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But the lesson to be learnt from Ainslie’s experiments seems to be quite
the contrary. What they illustrate is that we have no such gifts — we are
stuck with our temporal preferences. It is another matter that present among
these temporal motivational sets are sometimes (only in animals capable of
learning) liabilities to direct attention, form habits, follow rituals and
engage in other motivation affecting procedures — capacities dependent on
our ability to view ourselves as temporally extended agents. When
expected delay is sufficiently long with respect to two alternatives, we have
the capacity to evaluate them without being biased by their difference in
proximity — which will become proportionally greater as the alternatives
come closer to us. If I am unable or unwilling to affect my motivation with
methods of the kind described, then proximity of rewards will play a
greater role for my evaluative assessment of the options at a time closer to
the reward. On the other hand, if | succeed in affecting my motivation, this
simply means that my ranking of the options wherein the rewards figure (at
a time closer to the rewards) will be less affected by proximity.

A comparison with a simple external pre-commitment device might be
illuminating: In a calm moment, you tell your family that if they catch you
smoking any day, they have the right to make you do the dishes that day.
The device can be reliably executed but nevertheless fail to be effective.
When reward becomes sufficiently proximal, you value the option ‘smoke
+ dishes’ higher than ‘no smoke + no dishes’. In order to depict your act of
smoking as akratic then, we can hardly appeal to your act of initiating the
device — not without simply presupposing an overall (time neutral)
measure of rationality. In the moment of acting, you act out your
evaluations of the option as seen with the specific proximity to the
alternatives of that moment.

Summary of 8.3: Davidson’s description of akratic actions as occurring
due to a breakdown in reason relations could be combined with a less strict
view of internal deviance than the one proposed in Davidson’s definition of
akrasia. l.e. this sort of breakdown may be seen as an element making the
akratic act at least partly unintentional. Mele may be quite right in
assuming that Amelie Rorty’s social explanation and Ainslie’s (along with
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Mischel's and others) well testified theories about instability in motivation
over time Ojointly provide a basis for a very plausible explanatory
hypothesisO of akratic action. (Mele 1987 p.84) This basis leads to a less
strict view of akrasia, though — and an elimination of the paradox, rather
than a solution. Like Gjelsvik’s views on the Ainslie type of approach, my
picture of this type of explanation differs, in this respect, distinctly from
Mele’s.

Weakness of the will is still a genuine problem; it ruins people’s lives
sometimes. But it is a problem about how to live a good life, and how to
behave towards the other — an ethical problem, in a wide sense of the
word.

8.4 The Authority of second Order Desires

It should be clear from what | say above and elsewhere in this book, that |
am inclined to believe that natural Onon-paradoxically ringingO analyses
may account for many varieties of internal deviance, including the
undesirable case of akrasia.

There are still reasons, though, to pursue the question as to whether
practical rationality norms in any substantial way can be used to elevate
some elements in our motivation to being worthy of a special kind of
respect, over and above the rest of the beliefs and desires that move us. Is
there, e.g., anything about the evaluative outlook of a Jehovah’'s Witness,
an outlook that few of us share, that ought to make us respect her attitudes
against being saved by blood transfusion? Compared, for instance, to the
destructive resolution of a teenager to starve herself, because she thinks it
makes her prettier? Both attitudes are hard to understand, but is there an
explanation in terms of personal values or individual rationality that would
make the commonsensical distinction between them justified? Common
sense, | take it, says that the Jehovah’s Witness, unlike the teenager, has a
certain prima facie right to have her desire respected. The teenager’s
anorectic behaviour need not be akratic, but it is seen as somehow less
autonomous than the religious refusal. Is it possible to do justice to this
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intuition within the BD model without giving up the commitment to
content neutrality?

An approach developed in many different forms, as | made clear in the
introduction to this chapter, is thatgher order desiredhiave a certain
authoritative status, and that ability to enforce one’s second order desires is
constitutive of autonomous agency. David Lewis, as | remarked earlier,
identifies them with evaluations, while Gerald Dworkin utilises second
order desires in his analysis of autonomy. Dworkin suggested in an early
paper that autonomous first order desires nagstially have been made
effective via enforcement of second order desires. That would disqualify
most of our effective desires, though, and in (1988) he suggests that
autonomous agency follows from tleapacityto form authentic desires.
Authentic first order desires are in line with our second order desires.
Though we may not always reflect upon them and endorse them as reasons
for actionshadwe done so, then we would have made them effective. The
capacity to reflect upon and thereby affect first order desires is a condition
for autonomous agency.

Dworkin’s approach is quite in line with Frankfurt’'s view of the
authoritative role of second order volitions, and the points | will make
apply equally to Lewis’, Frankfurt’s and Dworkin’s suggestions.

To begin with, some might think that the BD model’'s view of desires as
identified via behaviour makes second order desires explanatorily
redundant. On a crude behaviouristic approach, this worry might have been
justified. If preferences did not reflect underlying desires, but were nothing
but relations between options, as revealed in overt choice, then it might
have been difficult to distinguish the desire for a desirg from a desire
to ¢. However, on the realistic dispositional BD model view there are, as
we have seen, a variety of overt and internal behavioural signs typical of
desires to affect one’s own motivation. Focussing attention, forming
foregrounded practical judgements, and creating internal and external pre-
commitment devices of various sorts are the typical examples.

As Michael Smith makes clear, those who analyse evaluations in terms
of higher-order desires "face a formidable objection", originally formulated
by Gary Watson (1975 pp.107-109) against Harry Frankfurt's view in
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"Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person". The objection is that
no reason is (or can be) given for giving authority to any particular level of
desiring?

Why identify valuing with second-order desiring? Why not third order, or fourth order,
or...?

The implication of the question is, of course, that each identification is as plausible
as any other. But if each is as plausible as any other ahsnch identifications are
equally implausible.” (Smith 1992 p.342)

Note that the objection is not that this way of reasoning gets us into an
infinite regress. That objection is forestalled by Dworkin in (1988) who
simply assumes that authorising power is given to the level veuilally

Is highest — normally the second. It is tempting to pursue the regress
objection and ask why the lack of second order authorisation in that case
should undermine the authenticity of first order desires when the ground
level actually is the highest one. If a second order is required then, why not
require a third order to authorise the second, and so on. Smith’s and
Watson'’s objection is more direct, but to the same effect: The elevation of
second order desires is just arbitrary.

There is no reason to presume that second order desires are more well
founded than our first order desires, for instance. Our hopes and ambitions
concerning our own motivation may be products of vanity, conceit,
worship of authorities and other irrational conditions. In an earlier paper,
Dworkin adds to his requirement of second order identification with first
order desires the claim that Oidentification is not in itself influenced in
ways which make the process of identification in some way alien to the
individual.O (1981 p.61) The issue becomes, then, a question about when
influences aralien. My strong suspicion is that content neutrality cannot
be upheld in working out such criteria. And if the correct aetiology of
influences is the vital point, why not go for that directly, without worrying
about which level these influences operate on?

Smith and Watson have a forceful point. It also underpins my
assumption about the importance of separating the descriptive enterprise of
analysing our linguistic practices concerning autonomy and evaluations,
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and the partly reformatory project | am presently dealing with. | am not
only interested in how we talk about autonomy and evaluations, but also in
which authority certain motivational statebBould have. The objection
gives us strong reasons to reject any special authorisation of second order
desires.

But why should that admission force us to abandon the view that, as a
neutral fact about how words are used, people actually and without
inconsistency refer to their higher-order desires with the term 'valuing'?
Could not people use terms like 'evaluation’ or 'better judgement' to stand
for anylevel of higher order desiring which happens to be in conflict with
the sublevel it is directed towards? Someone might e.g. think that her own
ambition to become even more dedicated to her work really reflects an
unsound competitive instinct; her third order desires are in conflict with her
second order ones, and she might describe her third order desires as her
evaluations. If they could, this means that the arbitrariness Smith appeals to
Is compatible with a conceptual connection between valuing and desiring to
desire: 'Valuing' could refer to desiring at a higher but otherwise
unspecified level. The arbitrariness of a preference might be a good reason
for denying that ibughtto have normative force. As far as | can see, that
would not necessarily threaten the claim that common language-users
actually express such preferences in evaluative terminology.

Smith himself stresses, e.g. in Olnternal ReasonsO, that his theory is
conceptualand that its elements Oshould manifest themselves in the way
we talkO (1995, p.121). He argues that it is a contingent fact that someone
who valuesp-ing (usually) also desires to desiregtoFrankfurt and David
Lewis are diagnosed as conflating this fact with a conceptual truth (p.343).
But within that descriptive framework, | do not think that the objection is
open for Smith to use against Lewis and Frankfurt. The force of it derives
from assuming that ‘evaluation’ and ‘autonomy’ are normative notions to
some extent.

This underpins my initial assumption that the elevation of certain
motivational elements tevaluations or motivational structures to
autonomous agenayally revealsiormsof reason.
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Otherwise his argument is strong and sound. It is implausible to claim
that peopleoughtto adjust all their desires to, for instance, their second-
order desires. We must be given reasons for assuming that second-order
desires have priority over, let's say, first-order desires, or third-order
desires. Frankfurt and Lewis provide no such reasons.

Summary of 8.4: Second order desires have been identified with
evaluations, and the ability to enforce such desires has been suggested as
essential to autonomous agency. There seems to be many situations in
which people refer to their second order desires in these terms. However,
second order desires do not deserve the special respect we appear to show
them by giving them this role for evaluations and autonomy. The second
level of desiring has no a special authority, and the assumption that a
rational agent gives priority to her second order desires is just arbitrary.

8.5 If You Were Rational, What Would You Do?

Like R.B. Brandt inA Theory of the Good and the RigMichael Smith
thinks it is a good thing if people in evaluative dilemmas ask themselves
what they would do, were they fully rational. It is even a platitude, Smith
says, that "what it is desirable that we do—that is, what we have
[normative] reason to do—is what we would desire if we were rational."
This theme has been developed in a series of articles, as well as in Smith’s
The Moral Problem.

Brandt defends the idea that questions about the good, or the best thing
to do,oughtto be replaced with questions about what | actually would do if
| was fully rational. He even proposes a linguistic reform, so that our value-
terms come to express such beliefs, instead of the vague attitudes they now
actually express. Our normative language would gain precision and our
guestions about "the good" would become possible to settle empirically.
Nevertheless, he claims, opinions about "the good" in the new stipulated
sense will still be as action-guiding as in the original sense (1979 ch.l &
VII).
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Smith's view differs fundamentally from Brandt's in that Smith also puts
forward thedescriptiveclaim that the Platitude — ‘the desirable thing to do
is what we would desire if we were rational’ — "does give the content of our
evaluative thought" (1992 p.348). As | noted above he claims that such
platitudes Oshould manifest themselves in the way we talkO (1995, p.121).
My own linguistic intuitions on the actual use of celebrated terms like
OevaluationO and OautonomyQ is more ecumenical, as | have made clear.
In some cases, it does seem quite plausible to think that people express
beliefs about what they would choose if they were rational in terms of what
they Ovalue.®

My interest here is confined to tim@rmativeplausibility of this claim.
To paraphrase Smith's alleged platitude: Is it desirable that we do — i.e. do
we necessarily have normative reason to do — whabelievethat we
would do if we were fully rational?

Smith proposes a quite moderate internalistic claim he thinks an analysis
of 'valuing' should meet:

If an agent judges that it is right for hergan circumstances C, then either she is
motivated tap in C or she is practically irrational” (1994 p.61)

R.B. Brandt gives two reasons for thinking that beliefs about what | would
desire if rational should motivate me: First, irrational desires and aversions
deprive me of well-being, which is something | desire. Second, it is an
empirical fact that most of us desire to be rational. Brandt points out "that
the foregoing recommendation of rational desires depends on the
prevalence of other desires". (1979 p.159)

Beliefs alone are impotent within the BD framework which Smith, on
the whole, seems to accept. Therefore, one might think, there must be some
kind of desire my valuing (in Smith's sense) can appeal to if | am to be
motivated. In a comment on Smith's book, Ingmar Persson has pointed out
that Smith's analysis can meet his moderate internalistic claim if practical
rationality is supposed timply having a desire to have rational desires
(1994).
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Although some formulations suggest that Smith has such a stipulation in
mincP, there are two main problems with this suggestittrwould bead
hoc, since accounts of practical rationality usually have no implications
concerning specific meta-desires. What practical rationality in the
conventional sense requires is merely the right kind of relations between
agents’ values, desires and actions. Smith gives no reason for supposing
that his view of practical rationality differs from the conventional in this
sense. Furthermore, the additional clause would trivialise Smith's claim that
his account of valuing is internalistic. His view appears, rather, to be that
the tendency to desire what you believe you would desire if you were fully
rational is a disposition compatible with the epistemic disposition to
believe q, if you believe that p, and that p implies g.

Smith’s internalism could probably be upheld without the stipulation of
an additional desire to be rational. In Olnternal ReasonsO, Smith puts
forward the following proposal:

We can ask ourselves whether we wouldn’t get a more systematically justifiable set of
desires by adding to this whole host of specific and general desires another general
desire, or a more general desire still, a desire that, in turn, justifies and explains the
more specific desires that we have. (p.114)

l..0

If we do come to believe that our more specific desires are better justified, and so
explained, in this way, then note that that belief may itself cause us to have a new
underived desire for that more general thing. (p.115)

Partially constitutive of having a systematically justified set of desires is,
according to Smith, the set’'soherence and unity. At risk of
oversimplification, one might perhaps express his view like this: Suppose
you come to believe that acquiring a new desirapforg will make your

set of desires more coherent. On account of this belief, you will then,
automatically come to desixging. The idea is not incompatible with the
Humean impotence thesis, since the imagined increase in coherence (i.e.
elimination of incoherence) must presuppose that your belief abiowgt
appeals to your initial set of desires. It does not seem implausible, | think,
to assume (as a conceptual thesis) that practically rational persons will
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come to desire things when doing so eliminates internal inconsistencies,
since such a mechanism affects the attainability of their initial goals.

Smith offers no example of the procedure, but perhaps this would be
one: Suppose a doctor often has to struggle with two desires which cannot
always be mutually satisfied: Her desire to preserve human life, and her
desire to relieve pain. After reading Peter Singer, she comes to think of a
new, more general possible aim — the avoidance of frustration of
preferences. Her realisation that this aim justifies, explains and resolves the
conflict between both her initial desires is enough to make her desire that
new goal. The situation is not that she, as it were, looks at a possible desire
Ofrom the outsideO and asks herself whether the desire would make her set
of desires more coherent. She is, in her deliberative thinking, concerned
with the value of a certain possible object of desiring, rather than with the
value of her potential desire for that object. Her realisation that avoidance
of frustration might be valuable appeals, nevertheless, to her initial desires.
| am therefore inclined to agree with Smith that there is one sense,
compatible with the BD model, in which the realisation that a certain desire
would be rational to have will actually cause motivation in a practically
rational person.

Smith states that coherence and unitypaeially constitutive of having
a Osystematically justified, and so rationally preferable, set of desiresO
(1995, p.115). As far as | can see, that admission leaves room for another
possible objection. If coherence and unity merely partially determine the
rationality of an agent’'s set of desires, the possibility of mutually
incompatible but internally coherent sets of desires must be considered
when judging the rationality of a certain desire. As David Velleman
plausibly has argued against Brandt, people often consider motivational
changes "even though they strike us as feasible only through non-cognitive
means" (1988 p.357). Since "the possibility of non-cognitive therapy puts
many sets of well-informed desir