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INTENTION & PRACTICAT REASBQONING

B.B,Jardine

"Our discussion will be adeguate if it has as
much clearness ag the subject-matter admits of, for
precision is not to be sought for alike in all
discussions, any more than in all the products of the
crafts......We mugt be content, then, in speaking
of such subjects and with such premises to indicate
the truth roughly and in outline, and in speaking
about things which are for the most part true
and with premiges of the game kind o reach concludions
that are no better, 1In the same spirit, therefore,
should each type of sgtatement be received.”

Aristotle.
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Precis

Intreduection - problems of interpreting ordinary

langurge., Anscombe and Aristotie.
FNTENPION & PRACIICAT REASONING

What is he doing?: In any given case there are nany

possible answers to this question. There are many
pessible descriptions of any action and none is
fthe simpie or obviocus answer.

Did he do it intentionally? The answer to this

guestion will depend on which desecription is substituted
for x. Somecne may intentionally do something which

is something else, and yet not do thet other thing
intentionally (though it is something he does).

External indications may help us answer the guestion

in practice but do not explain why the answer should

he what it is. There wmust be scmething which can

tell us not only whether an action is intentional,

but also under what description it is so.

Knowing what one is doing: Enowledge seems likely

to be involved in what performs this role.
Prachical Reasgoning: Practical reasoning is not a
special argument form btut a pariticular use of

reasoning - to make the world conform tc a
"pnicture® rather than the reverse.
Prectical Bezssoning and Intenticon: Action done as &

result of practical reasoning is intentional,
practical reasoning meets the reguirement formlated
above, Objections to saying all intentional actions
are done as a result of practical reas:ning are based
on t®o narrow & viewpeint of reasoning or an
oversimplified view of certain types of action.
Timitations of this account: This account does not
attenpt to solve problems concerning responsibility
or "freewill®,
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REASON & PASSION
The Intentiopnality of Reason: Some reasonings are

intentional in the usuwal sense, From other poinis
of view reasonings are not intentional, but not for
the same reascn ag accldental or reflex actions.
Botiveg: A "dispositional® sccomnt is not really
about motives but character traits and is guite
incongistent with the role for which motive words
are used.

Emotion: Feelings (disturbances) may be the cause

or the occasion of peoyple doing thingg. In the
former case these are not intentional mctions, in
the latter the feélings have no special role.
Disturbances are part of what we refer %o by emotion
terms but an essentizl element is a certain construction
of the gituation in which the vperson f£inds himself.
Reason and Passion: IIume provides several arguments

against his views on this subject, the basic weakness
being = too limited view of passion. HMany of his
criticisms of the rationalist accounts of action

are wellfounded - their view of reason was narrow
and unrealistic,

WARTING, CONCIUDING & WILLING

Any theory of intention must account for the failure

o carry out intentions,

The Will: Common expressions such as "weak-willed®

are ndt evidence for this doctrine., It is unnecessary
unless we fail to account for unfulfilled intentica.
(In a lcoose sense it might be usable in ethical
discussiens).

The Elements of Practical Ressoning: There are three

elements -~ wanting, beliefs about means and conclusion.
This last may be an action or an expression of
intention (decision).

Wanting: Strictly speaking one wants some proposition



to be true, rather than wants some object. It is
possible to want unattainaivle objects.
Hejecting Conclusionsk 1In both theoretical and

practical reagoning it is impossible to see how
somecone can reject the conclusion of their reasoning
if it is eonsidered in isolation. Onece other factors
are admitted it is easy. There are genses in which
a person may have incompatible wants - it depends on
how wide is the field of consideration referred tol
There are concrete and abstract uses of "want®
the former is that in practical reasoning and in:
this someone cannct want incompatible things
simzltanecusly.

When a person's viewpcint is widened or marrowed,
e,8, by 2 conflict bebtween his wants, what he wants
or some other element in practical reasoning uzst
change. In one séense this means that in esach cagse
of unfulfilled intenticn the person changes his
mind, but in an important sense this is not true,
Akragis: Aristotle's solution compared with that
given here,
Conclugion: “The end of an action is reiative to

the occasion®™, "it is pacticular actg that have
to be done.
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Introduction

in setting out o examine what it is to act
intentionally I begin from the distinctions, classifications
and relations made in conmon usage. While I believe
that the ultimate test of the value of the account
I put forward is the light it throws on those features
of the woXld which concern us in ordinary discussion
of human action the usages cof such discussion cannot
strictly dictate the limits of the accou:t. Ordinary
usage may be inconsistent or confused, failing to
distinguish between different but similar things or
using a variety of gsmressions for the same type of
rhenomena. There is a gpecial difficuliy in relation
to several subjects which arige in the course of this
enquiry - the once-technical usages of moral, political,
philosophical, theological and juristic theories
have often become embedded in the languwage by way
of pepular writings on these subjects, the pulpit and
the courts.

We may find that some theory once grouped together
a number of phenomenz and gave a common explanation
of them. After the thecretical context of the explanation
hag lost popularity or been forgotten the terams used
in the explanation may survive as a convenient phrase
under which to classify those phenomensa.

Other problems of method arise in relation to the
writings of scome of the philosophers whoss views I
discuss. In the case of Miss Anscombe much of her
writing is elliptical and suggestive and sometinmes
simply cbscure. In the case of Aristotle the difficulties
are numerous, not the least being that of translation.
Obviously 1o present an accurate picture of his arguments
it is necessary nct only to have a-Yf#nguistic ability
but a grasp of his vhilesophy. Although my highschool
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Greek scarcely qualifies me to speak on this matter

I cannct help feeling thet most translators have
tended to interpret Aristotle very much in the light
of their own views. I know that I xzave done this too,
because I began to see what I think are thne points

of several passages only after 1 had begun tc foruulate
opinicns on the subjects deslt with or related ones.

I may well have misunderstocd these authors, but

I do not claim that the views I atitribute to them

are necegsarily correct interpretations, but only
that they are the points which their writings
suggested to wme and which seemed fruitful or
interesting.



IHTENTION & PRACTICATL REASONING

"What is he doing?®

In many cases it is 2 simple matter to answer
the guestions "What is he doing?" and "Is he doing
it intentionally?". Were someone to agk these questions
cencerning my present actions the obvious answer to
the first would be "writing a thesis®. It would be
most surprising if the guesticner were then to ask
Ts he writing it intentionally?" but if he did no one,
except perhaps a philosopher in search of an example,
would doubt that I was, there being no reason %o
suppose that I am asleep, drugged or hypnotised. The
situations in which these guestions might be asked are
80 frequently like this that we can be led to make
one assumption and overlock another which can confuse
the whole guestion of intention.

The assumpticn we may meke is that although
there may be practical difficulties in determining
what somechne is doing, or in describing it, there is
really one ceomplete and correct answer to the guestion
"Whet is he doing?®. (This would not exclude the
possibility of partial but correct answers such as
"writing about intentions®.) If this assumption is
nmade it will probably seem that the guestion "is he
doing it intentionslly" is a separate guestion in
answering which we require some further facts bheyond
those necesgsary for answering '"What is he doing?®,
for example, that the action was preceded by an "act
of will?, or performed in a certain way. '

What we may overlogk is that when the subject of
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“is doing", or indeed of any verb in the active voice,
is a person, the action described by the verb is
normally assumed to be intentional., The normal
exceptions are verbs indicating an sccident or a
performance which is usually involuntary - "falling",
"tripping® or "sneezing®. When we ask "what is he
doing?" we normally expect the answer to describe

some intentional action.

It is frequently the case, therefore, that there
is only one correct answer to Ywhat is he doing?",
the answer which describes what the person is
intentionally doing (though sometimes, of course,
someone may be intentionally doing several things).
This would be the only correct answer in the sense
that it alone gives the information sought, although
there would be other true answers if "is doing® were
understeood in the sense in which it can gtand for
any verb, regardless of whether it describes an
intentional action cor not.

If "what is he doing?" is understood in the
intentional sense there ig no rcom for s further
guestion "ig it intentional?". If 1t is understood
in itg general sense there may be many correct
angwers and though one of these may describe an action
which is intentional the others may not. Any account
of what makes an action intenticral must therefore
explain why some of the things someone is doing are
intentional, but others not. In Chapter 73 I will
congider such alleged occurrences asg "actg of will®
more fully, but it should be clear from the
start that it would be most unsatisfactory to maintain
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that actions were intentional merely because they
were preceded by "acts of will" or any similar
phenomena. Such a view could only be plausible
if it were agsumed that people only did one thing
at a time.

The point might not be so important if the
several things which someone may be doing at once
were actions such asg reading a book, smoking a
cigarette and i$ravelling in a %train. There may
be a number of true but different degcriptions,
which do not differ merely in the wordg they use,
nor in their completeness or accuracy, which are
not synenymous, which from one point of view we
night regsrd as descriptions of different actions
but which yet refer to the same performance by a
person. An example may illustrate this point.

A man is plying his trade in the market place,
while being observed by a variety of people -~
a market inspector, a2 noise~control exzpert, &
lawyer, a physiologist and an ordinary tourist.
Bach of these writéssin his noteboeok descriptions
of what the wman is doing a2nd in these notebooks
we find = variety of descriptions - "He is
contravening regulatien 49(h)", ®"He ig raising
the noise level by x decibelg', "He ig meking a
contractual offer", "He is vibrating his vocal
chords®, "™He is selling cabbages". All these
are true and accurate descriptions,; yet the man is
not like the one man band who plays the trumpet
with his mouth, drums with his feet, triangle
with one hand and cymbals with another. Raising



the noise level, for example, is not merely something
which the %8&Bbage salesman just happens to be doing
at the same time ag he shouts the nerits of his goods
nor is contravening the regulatien, as it might

be if he was at the sams time contravening the
regulation against smoking in the markets.

There are at least two reacons why all these
descriptions might be sa2id te be degeriptions of
the same thing. PFirstly for each descriptien the
event can be located by the same spatial and
temporal references, even though we would neormally
give these with greater precision in some cases
than others. (The vibratien of voeal cheords would
riormally be given a more precise gpatial location
than selling cabbages). They are not spatially
differentiated in the same way as are the trumpet

blewing and drumbeating of the one man band.

Secéndly, given knowledge of the appropriate
contexts, the varicus descriptions are generally
interreferable. If we knew the market regulations
we can infer that he is contravening regulation
49(b) from the fact that he is selling cabbages
ountaide the market gates at 2 p.m. If we know
the regulations and the Iaw of Contract the
lawyer's description can be inferred from the
inspectorts. If we have sufflicient knowledge of
rhysielegy, physics, phonetics amd the relevant
language, and if the physielogist's description
is detailed enough, we cah even infer from it
that the man is offerdénz his cabbages for sale.
In doing this we would net be inferring ene
description ag that of a second event which weuld



be caused by anether event. It is rather the case
that the event under one desgeription is constituted
by the event under another description, for exzample,
the contravention of the regulation is constituted
by the selling of the cabbages., The variety of
descriptiens ig due not to the varisty of the

nan's activities, but to the varying points of

view from which his behaviour is considered. For
this reason each degeription may be complete and

sarrect in its appropriate contexg.

It might seem that there would be one simple
or natural answer to the question "what is he
doing?" which would be neuitral and agsume no
particular context.

Buot what answer is natural will depend on the
circumstances in which the question is asked. The
natural answer fer the noise control expert when
he is investigating the noise level at the warkets
is one in terms eof how the man affects this.
gimilarly, the answers of the lawyer, physiolegist
and ingpscter are natural for men in their position.
Perhaps the natural reply is that of the "man in
the street” with no specialist interest in the
guestion? There are three difficulties with this
view. If two "men in the street® are both in
an equally good position to abserve what is going
on in the marketplace and one asks the other
tyhat i he Aoing?" it is not obvious what the
natural answer would be. It is possible that the
questioner has failed to observe some feature of
the mants behaviour, cr he might believe for some

4 (2
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reason that the appearances are deceptive, for example,
because there is noone in the market place te buy
cabbages, ahd that something else is going on with

the apparent cabbage selling as a pretext. He suspects
for example that fthe man is actually a cockatoe for

2 gambling school. Unless the man questioned knows

why the guestion hag been asked, what his questioner

is specilally interested in, no answer will be "obvious®
er natural.

Jecondly, even when the answer "selling cabbages®
does seem gbvious, because e,g., the gquesticner '
cannot see the seller, it still assumes a complicated
context. It assumes net only a knowledge of the
language but of the structure of economic and
finanecial practices which make "selling® z meaningful
activity.

Thirdly, one may ask why men in the sireet
should have some special logical, philesophical or
practical status for their remarks. If things are
"really® as the man in the =street describes them then
the sun "really® revolves around the world, for the

man in the street constantly speaks of it as sc doing.

Another candidate for the egsential or obvious
description is one in purely physical terms. Such
a description would, however, fail t¢ describe the
gituation adequately from a mmber of important
points of view. It would, e.g. ignore the use of
language involved, ignore it at least ag language,
though it might describe a pattern of disturbances
in the air. (With the necessary knowledge it would,
as mentioned above, be posgible to infer from such

a description what words were spoken, but the fact
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that extra knowledge is needed shows that the meaning
of the two descriptions is not the same.) A physical
description of the surroundings would alse be no
substitute for the ddscription of them as a market
place, which involves much more than a physical

description, and does net even assume a very detailed
one.

"Did he do it intentionally?®

The possibility of so many different desmcriptions
gives rise %o the difficulties referred to above. It
is clear that the answer to the guestion "Is he doing
that intenticnally?" will depend on which description
we substitute for "thet®. The cabbage seller, for
exanple, may have intentionally sold cabbages, but he
may not have broken regulation 49(b). He may, on
the contrary, have been anxiocus to avoid trouble with
the inspector. Hevertheless his selling cabbages did
constitute the contraventicn of the regulations.

This is, of course, a point of consgiderable importance
in the law. Although it is frequently part of the
definition ef a crime that it is an intentienal act,
it is not reguired that the criminal should have
intended to commit a crime, or to break the law.

It would be neo defence to say "1 did not intend to
commit a crime, I 4id not even knew that what I

did was a crime", since it is only necessary that

the person intentionally did semething which was

in fact a crime, whether he knew it or not. Socmecne
might, of course, intend "to commit a crime®,

because he wanted to provoke a test-case, or find out
what it felt like to be in the dock.

This points to an imporitant feature of the
logic of intention. We can argue: He strangled his



grandmother, strangling one's grandmother is a
serious crime, therefore he committed a serious
crime, Suppose, however, we argue: he intentionally
strangled his grandmother, strangling one's
grandmother is a serious crime, therefore he
intentionally committed a serious crime.

This conclusion may be most migleading. There
is & gense in which it is correct and the judge
might sensibly say, "he deliberately (or intentionally)
compitted this serious crime" bubt it is not the same
sense as is found in the first premise. The criminal
nay have intended no more than to dispose of his
grandmother, he is not necessarily like the Baronets
of Buddigore, who deliberately set out to commit
crimes,

This esituation may be described in two ways. We
may say that intentionality is attributed to actions,
and that two actions are not necesgsarily the sanme,
even though their descriptions may be interreferable
in the way 1 have discussed. There certainly is
an impoertant sense in which we might say,; for example,
that robbing a bank would be something different
when committed by a bank robber or a Baronet of
Ruddigore even though the difference resgides only in
the intention of the agent. Something considered
ag an action in this gense cannot be congidered
independently of the zgent. To take this line of

approach would amount to postulating a language-
game concerning actions which procedes according to

certain special legical fules, even though it has
connections with other language ganes.

The sgecond pogsible treatment is to =2llow the

equivalence of acticns which are the same in the sense



o

digscussed aboeve, but te point cut the special way

in which "intentional® functions a2s a predicate, and
"intend® as 2 verb; i.e. to distinguish between the
grammar and "legiecal grammar® of this family of words.

An action can bg the object of intention in two
senses. In the first (direct) it is such an object
only under a cerbtain description or descriptions,
namely, those which could truly have been substituted
for x in a statement of the form "I intend x" or
T will x {am xing) intentionally®. In the second
{indirect) sense it is such an object under any
description which is 2 description of the same action
in the sénse previously consideged. YHe intended x" -
this use nay be regarded as a conjunction of "He h
intended semething (4) and that thimg ¢ was {is) xV.
Clearly if anything is = direct object of intenticn
it is also an indirect object. It can validly be
argued, therefore, '

He intended {directly) to strangle his grandmother.
Therefore he intended (indirectly) to strangle hig
grandmother.
To strangle cne's grandmother is to comnmit =z sefious
: crine,
Therefore he intended (indirectly) to comuit a serious
crime,

Ex hypothesi something which is an indirect
object of an intention is not necessarily a direct object
of that intentien., It is therefore invalid to argus:
He intended (directly) te strangle hig grandmother.
Te strangle onefs grandmother is to commit = serious
crime.

Therefore he intended (directly) te commit a serious
Crime.



The pame distinction can be mads in regard to
Yintentionally®, "intentional®™ and other gtammatical
Forms, T

Clearly the direct sense is primary and of greater
importance., It is also the sense which both first and
third person usasges have in common (I suppose it is
possible for someone to say "I intentionally comaitted
& serious crime” in the indirect sense, but there
geems something slightly paradoxical in such a
remark unless the context explains it). It is in
this sense that it is clearly of the greatest
importance what description we substitute for z in

stetenents such as "He did x intenticnally®.

If we ask merely "Did he do that intentionally?®
it mey be possible to &£ive an answer without bringing
in a specific degcription. The agent's behaviour
may display nmany characteristics typical of planned,
intelligent behaviour. He may, for example, select
various tools, discard and replace them by others and
adopt new lines of approach and different methods
contributing to one result. If he appears awake
and alert there are reasonable greunds for saying
he is acting intentionally. But what is he doing
intentionally? Under what description may it be
celled intentional? The external charascteristics
may indeed give us many clues. We may reject the
suggestion that a2ll he ig doing intentionally is
testing his toels, because he undertakes more
difficult performances than would be necessary for
that purpose. Since these appear to be planned we
may naturally assume there ig some further intention
in doing so. (We might, of course, be wrong, the
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extra difficulties arising frow absentmindedness
and the appearance of deliberation merely from
interest in the tool testing.)

This approach becomes more difficult, however,
when the same methods could be being used to two
ends, i.e. wvhen the same means are necesgsary to two
"actions® whose descriptions will apply te the same
external act. If we wish to knew whether he is
intentionally locating a drain, or undermining the
wall, or beth we may be able to get some help from
his reactions when these conclusions are reached -
whether he shows surprise, satisfaction or dismay.
But thed® are not necessarily reliable - even though
he was intentionally undermining the wall he may not
express satisfaction if & brick lands on his head
as this end ig achieved. Even though he was not
seeking to uncover the draln he may express
saticfaction when he does so ~ e.g. "What luck,
that must be the drain that flcocods the basement.®
Ner can we always expect any visible reaction.

Whether the zgent continues working after
something happens may also help, but will not
necegsarily do so. If he stops when the wall
collapases but before the draln is uncovered it
may be because he now has to think of s=ome way of
repairing the damage he has inadvertently caused.

If he continues it may be because it has just occurred
to him that by going on he may discover the drain,

In a2 case such ag this it might be thought
that the difficulties in determining what is done
intentionally are merely practical ones arising
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from the pauncity of the evidence in some cases.

When, however, the case is one of different degeriptions
of the same action such evidence may indeed tell us that
something is being dope intentionally, but under

what description? (There may sometimes be sone

gvidence - e,g. from the agent's subseguent reactions
when he obtaing further information about his action.)
In general the nearer the gituation approaches that
which T have described as one of different descriptions
of the same acticn, the less hope there is of such

evidence being gweful,

When we come to a theoretical account of intention
this kind of difficulty, in a generaliged form, can
be seen to be a consideruble obstacle to various types
of theecry. It arises, for example, if it is claimed
that intentional actions are those in the performence
of which certain features are present. Zven if it is
true that such features are found in many intentiona
actions, or even all, and that their presence freguenily
or always is a good fround for saying that the
performance ig intentional, it doeg not follow that
their presence ig what mekes the action intenticnal.
Such indicaticons are blind, they in themselves do
not point to one description rather than another
{though 2t times circumstances may enable us inp
practice to dispense with further information).
That such things cannct be what makes an adtion
intentvional is suggested by the very rcle they
play in consideration of acticns. We may look to
them for relevant evidence, but in enguiring
whether an action is inftentional we are not merely
agking after the manner in which it is performed.
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Another, perhaps a more important, type of theory
of intention, is faced with the difficulty we are
considering - that in which it is claimed that
intentional acticng are those which are the product
of some inner faculty or mschanism, such as the
will. There is a sense which 1 will congider later
in which I think one can meaningfully use the notion
~of the will, but it is not the sense in which the
will is conceived of as the cauce of actions.

If there were such a cauce, and it was what nade
actionz inteniional, tvhen they would be equally
intentional under every true description, for it
would be egually their cause under each such
description. This point may be obscured by expressions
such ag Y& drive to make money" which suggest'a
mechanism which both causes actions and is "directed®
to them under a certain description. It is this
"direction® which is crucial, and (if the theory is
to be catisfactory) this cannct be held to reside
merely in the fact that the actions the mechanism
produce in Fact fall under that description. They
would fall under many other descriptions as well, so
that however useful such notions might be in giving
an account of the canses of action they would not
provide a ssticfactory theory of intention. They
fail 40 account for the acticns being intentional

under cne description: rather than ancther,

Whatever makes an action intentional must
have some feature which is directly related toc the
deseription under which the action is intentional.
Or, to put the game point in a different way, there
ms: be somebthing which can tell us not only whether

an action iz 4intentionali, but alse under what



description it is =e.

Knowing what one ig doing

There is one relationship which must exist
between an agent and his intentional actions, indeed
between him and those descriptions under which they
are intentional, for a man cannot be said tc have
done intentionally sdmethiﬁg of which he was unaware
at the time. The sentence "I didn't know what I
was doing” is in fact used to deny that an action was
dene intentionally. Even when an intentional action

is being performed the agent may be unaware either of

B

some consequences of the action or of some descripticns

of it. A man nmay be intentiocnally walking along a
path, but may be unaware that he is treading on ants
and the like zg he walks along, anéd if go he cannot
be gald to be doing =o intentionally. The cabbage
seller may be unaware that he is contravening the
regulations, snd if sc 1s not contravening then

intentionally.

If we are looking for some factor which will
distinguish descriptions under which an action is
intentional from those under which it is not, then
one invelving knowledge seemg a promising candidate.
Whether the distinctions between descriptions are
regarded as "real" or merely "intellectual® (if such
a distinction can be made) they are related to the
intellectual activities concerned with desecribing,
and their possibility arises from the existence of
varying points of view from which an action may be
considered., The agent's knowledge of his actions
under different desmeriptions clearly may vary,
and so does their intentionality. Knowing what one
is deing is clearly connected with intentionality.
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We may therefore tentatively conclude that for an
action to be intentional under a certain description
it iz necessary that the agent iz aware of it under
that description at the time he does it. This is
not a sufficient condition., PFirstly, someone may be
aware of something which he "does" as a result of
accident or misadventure, and without any intention
on his part, for examnle, sliding down a slope,
falling off a log or jerking his knee in the patella
reflex.

Then there are causes where the agent knows his
intentional action under wvarious descriptions, not a2ll
of which seem to be descriptions under waich it is
intentional. If, for example, I were reading these
remarks aleud I would be aware (because I have been
thinking about such guestiong) that I was raising the
noise level: of the room, affecting its acoustic
properties, vibrating my vocal chords etec. It would
however be sirange to say that I was therefore
doing these things intentionally. IFf someone complained
that I was making an already noisy world noisier, I
could reasonably reply ¥I don't intend to, tut 1
can't help it if I'm te read this out.®

The situation iz, I admit, more complicated than
this, and I do not wish to deny that actions may be
intentional under such descriptions, but only that
their being known by the agent is by itself a
sufficient ground for attributing intentionality to them.

Practical Reasgoning

I now wigh to introduce the noticn of practical

reagoning. Firstly I would =zgain point out that I
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do not claim that I am correctly interpreting Aristotle
or any other writer on the subject, though I will

refer to their remarks to illustrate various points,
and T do in fact believe that my views are very close
to Aristotle's.

Anacombe says (1) that it was clear te Aristotle
that "he had found a completely differeant form of
reasoning from theoretical reasoning® and this, she
thinks, is related fto "something that modern
philosovhy-has blankly misunderstood: namely what
ancient 2nd medieval philosophers meant by practical
knowledge?ﬂiz) Now although I will contrast
theoretical and practical reasonings, I do not wish
to suggest that they involve different logical rules
or processes, but rather that they are gimilar
processes directed to different ends., When we reason
theoretiecally we are geeking to discover the truth
about something. When we reason practically we are
seeking %o achieve some end. Bothithese coperations
may be thought of as endesvours to bring about
agreement between the world and a picture ef 1i%

1. "Intention"™ p. 59
2. ibid. p. 57
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which we have.(B) In each case s discrepancy between
world and picture is a failure, but in theeretical
reasoning it is vhe pieture which needs altering

for we begin from the world and aim to build up

or correct = plcture of it. Im practical reasoning
it is the picture with which we begin, endeavouring
to make the world conform tc it, if there is a
diserepancy then the world needs altering. Anscombe
giveg a ccncrete example(4) : a man going out

with a shopping list followed by a detectiive recording
his purchages. If there is a discrepancy between

5. Hote: Thig image was suggested by Prof. K. Baier.

I do not necegsarily mean by "picture” any actual
image in somecne's head; (map, plan, schema or any
such term would do as well. It is the role of such
things in theoretical and practical activities with
which I am concerned, not the paycholegical forms
in which they may be manifested in particular
cases.) S%till less de I wish to imply that both
world and picture are egach made up of a mmber of
elenments between which there ig, should or can be

a one for one corresgpondence. By "picture® 1 do
however, mean something complex, which is 1like
knowledge in that it can be more or less “acourate®,
clear or comprehensive rather than like a provosition
which is either true or false,

4. ope cit. p. 57



either list and the actual purchases then thers is

(5) but if it is the shopper's list which
disagrees then the purchases are wrong, if the
detective's, then the list is at fault. In both cases,
however, the same methods of reasoning may be used -
induction, deduction etc. - even %hough the starting
points are different.

gz failure

The difference between practical and theoretical
reagoning is not that beiweesn vpractical and theoretical
activity in a broad sense. In his theoretical
investigations the mathematician or physicist will
reason practically about the methods he uses to seolve
preblems. In his practical activity the carpenter
will reagon theoretically to discover and elucidate
the facts relevant t¢ the situatien in which he works.
Similarly the fpicture®™ may be part of the "world®;
its constructidén mey be the object of practical
endeavour, and it may iteelf be the subject of

5. Notes Anscombe unnecessarily confuses this point

by speaking of "mistakes®, If the shopping list

includes some unattainable article the shopper may not
be said te have made a misitake in not purchasing i%,

but there is still a failure to carry out the plan set out .
in the list. We might, as Anscombe suggests, spesak

then of Ya nmisteke in (an error of judgment) in
congtructing the list® but this is because the list does
not exhaust all the shopper's aims. The pursuit of

the unattainable is wasteful ef time and energy which
might be devoted to other, attainable purposes,

and so may be considered as a mistake, but then the
construction of the list is being considered as part

of %the world, not the picture. A mistaken belief that

an unattainable object is atteinable is of course an

error of theorw.
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theoretical investigation,

The distinction between world and picture in
relation to the point of view of the pafticular people
involved, and the distinction between theoretical
and practical reasoning is based not in logic or
metaphysics but in different types of human activity.

I have said that in practical reasoning we
seek to achieve some end, Perhaps the most commen
case is where 1t is degired %o work out a course of
action which will produce 2 desired state of affsirs, where
the means adopted are the cause of the end - but
this is not the only case. The means mey constitute,
rather than cause the end. The man in the market
place, for example, wishing to challenge the validity
of the market regulations in the courts may conclude
$hat he mst break the regulations in order to be
able to do so, Thus for him his means are a necegsary
condition of the realisation of his end. Having
decided this he now thinke of 2 way of bresking the
regulations, which is for the moment hisg immediste
end. On consulting the regulations he discovers
that selling cabbages after hours is a breach of
the regulations and adopts this means to his ¢
immediate end. But"selling cabbages sfter hours" is
not the cange of some further hsypening = "breaking
the regulations® - it constitutes that happening,
i.e. it is that happening under another description.
In either case, of course, the performance of the
course of action resclved upon can be said to
result in the achievement of the end,

It is importent to distinguish between practical
reagoning and theoretical reasoning which merely

happens to be about practical matters, Proctical
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reasoning involves congideration of facts relevant

to the situation, and any such facts may be the subject
of theoretical investigation. Tor example the

reagonings of an engineer about the structural properties
of various materials may lead %to conclusions which

would be of use in practical reasoning concerning a
particular project. Practical reagoning, however, is
directed towards the achievement of a particular aim

by a particular person inm a particular situation. If

& solution is suggested which in general will produce

the desired situation but which is not available in

the particular circumstances the advice is likely

to be deprecated as impractical. Even if it is in fact
available that is simply a fortunate circumstance
independent off%g%eral reasoning. Without & determination
of the appropriatemess of the means to an zctually
desired end in a particular gituation the reasoning
cannot be practical. The exact character of practical
reasoning will be brought out in further discussion.

Practical reasoning and Intentiocn

When an action is done as a result of practical
reasoning it is clearly intentional, for it is something
which the agent has planned, deliberated upon and aimed
at. Since he has been reasoning about 1t, it is
something of which he must be aware(é). Moreover,
the degcriptions under which it is intentional will be

those under which he has considered it in his practical

6. Note: It would, I suppose, be possgible for

somecne to accidentally perform gome action, .g. in

his sleep, which he had previocusly deliberated about,

but then it would not be done as a result of the

reasoning., This phrase needg further investigation,

but it should be sufficiently clear to pass for the moment.
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reasoning, these belng descriptions under which he
knows it and has sought and planned it. ILeanguage
witnesses to the connection between deliberation and
intention, "deliberate® and "deliberately" being,

in most oceasions of their use, virtually synonynous

with "intentional® and "intentionally®.

Can we gay that all intentional actions are the
result of practical reasoning? There seem two kinds
of obvious objections tc this view. The fivst is
that there are many intentional actions which are not
even preceded by any conscious calculation or
deliberation.

A particular pdéce of reasoning may be considered
both as an activity of the person reasoning and as a
logical argument - a ceriain sequence of comnected
propositions. When a logician derives the "logical form®
of an argument from an expressicn of it in more ordinary
language he does not misrepresent 1it, rather he
correctly depicts the relevant features of the
argunent abgtracted from the particular words used on
s given occesion. When someone gives an account
of how he reascned on gome matter he too may
present it in some schematic form and thus correctly
degcribé his reasoning without attempting to describe
all his mental procesges which occurred at the tiwe, nor
to repredwce sexacily any words he may have "said fo
himgelf". In meny cases a report of some menital process
or occurrence of the form "I zed that y¥ does not
imnly that the person recited to himself the words
which "y" represents or any words at all. "I saw that
there was a boock on the table" or "I thought the cup
was further from the edge than it wasg" de not imply
that I recited in my head "There is a book on the

-
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table™ or "the cup is six inches {a leng way) from
the edge®. This may alsc be true when the mental
process is scmething like inferring. Someone gess
smoke, seizes a fire exbvinguisher and directs it at
the base of the fire. When asked how he knew the
fire was there he may reply, though the language

is somewhat stilted, "I inferred its presence

from the smoke®, This claim may be correct even if
he did not recite to himself, "Where there’s smoke
there's fire, there's smcoke, S0 there's fireY.

There may be people who never think or reascn
without "gpeaking to themselves®" but it does not
seem necessary or true that thinking and reasoning
be alwaye accompanied by mental verbalisation. What
geens necegsary 1s that any process of reasoning
should be capable of verbal expresgsicn. IT
someone cannct give a verbal account of asome alleged
reasoning his claim to have reaconed may be puzzling
{unless his inability is due to forgetfulness,
injury or scme such cauge)., "A strange, indescribable
thought®™ is not in the same clags as "a strange,
indescribable feeling®, for when scmeone thinks
or reasons, he must in some way understand what
he does, and if he is able to express himself in
language then he can normally express his thoughts
and reasonings. It does not follow from this, however,
that thoughte and reasonings must be always expressed
in words, though all references to them in discusgion

must of course use verbal expressions.

If we reject the view that statements of the
form "I saw {judged, inferred) that x" are necessarily
eratic obligua in which "x" represents some verbal
but mental utterance then we will not regquire for




the presence of reasoning that there take place

gome explieit or elaborate calculation. It will
suffice that the appropriate mental processes take
place, e.g. that the person sees the smoke and because
of past experience with this phencmenon imagines

the fire beneath,

I do not wish to deny the differenceg between
guch simple reasonings and more elaborate, verbal
calculations. In the cage of practical reasoning these
differsnces corregpond to the differences between
actions which we would gimply degcribe as voluntary
and those we would refer to as deliberate or premedi-
tated.

The second objection to the view that intentional
actions are the result of practical reasoning is
that some cases are too simple to allow of enyihing:
we may sensibly call reasoning - csses where there
seems no room for anything but the desire of the end
and the cbtaining of that end, (e.g. a man picking
up and drinking a glass of beer placed in front of
him), I mast admit that it is largely a desire for a
comprehensive theory which leads me to try to assim-
ilate these cages to those where practical reasoning
is more obvisusly involved, but whatever the substantial
and practically important differences between deliberate
actions and these "gpontansocus® ones, from a formal
point of view it is not only plausible but correct to
do se. There are of course some actions which nay be
regarded as voluntary in some sencse where reasoning
does not seem %o play a part - jerking one's hand

away from & flame, for example. The grounds for
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regarding thig as voluntary are that it is not compelled
by any outside agency(é) and that cune can chcose not

to do it, so that it differs from processes such as
digestion or perspiration. On the other hand 1t is only
under certain conditions that choice or desire have

any application -~ even Mucins Scaevcla would have

jerked hig hand from the altar fire if they had

come in contact accidentally and unezpectedly. To

the extent that such actions may be considered as volunbary
because they may be deliberately prevented they require
ne special attention.

Apart from such cases there are indeed actions
where calculation (verbal or otherwise) has 1little
or no place, but there are nonetheless other features
than the degire of the end and its obtaining. If the
desire is for the possession of some object, for
example, then it must be perceived or imagined, i.e.
it must in scme way be belisved or hoped to be within
the agent's reach. If such belief or hope is not present
then obteining his end could be only a happy accident,
{obvicuslyit is not necessary that he helieve he will
ebtain it, only that it is possible tc do sc). Horeover
there must be belief, or hepe, that the action performed
will be an effective way of chtaining the end - the action

must be recognised as appropriate.

6., Thig appears to be Aristotle's usage. Nickomachean
Ethies. DBook III 110%9b - 1110b.



Angcombe eamménts that (7) it has an absurd
aprearance when practical reasconings, and particularly
when the particular units called practicel syllogisms
by modern comzentators, are get out in full®, This
seems particularly true in relation to "gimple®
cases where an analysis in terms of complex reasonings
will often seem artificisl. There are, however,
two reasons for this, Pirstly, any formal analysis is
artificial from some points of view. The formal,
theoretical reasonings discussed by logiciang are
often thoroughly artifieial if considered as accounts
of whet pecple actually think. DIut, as remarked
above, the preduction of descriptions of that kind is
not the aim of the logician, and, the philosopher's
takk not being the same zs that of the novelist, it
is not a2 relevant objection to point out this kind of
artificiality.

A second reagon for this apparent difficulty is w
Angcombe refers to as "an incorrigibly contemplative

8)‘

conception of kaowled%e§( This conception has dlsc
9

been attacked by Ryle though mainly in order 1o
make room for a different kind of knowledge - Pknowing
how®. His criticism of the view that "the primary
exercige of mindeg consists in finding the answers

to questions“(io) can be extended to the view that

7. "Intention® 8§ 42 p. 78

8. ibid. 8 32 p. 57

g, "Concept of Mind® Chapter II.
10. ibid. p. 26

LY.

hat
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"kndwing that® is primarily concerned with answering
gquestions (unless both gquesticn and answers are understood
in a wider sense than Ryle and his hypothetical

opponents appear to understand them). Once "knowing

how™ ig seen to be a speciss of knowledge the distinction
between knowing how and knowing that can itself be seen

te be an oversimplification. Consider & piece of knowledge
such as "knowing the way tc the station®. This may be
construed either as a case of "knowing how" (the person
can succegsfully get to the station) or a case of

"knowing that" (the person can accurately describe the
route). If the person who "knows how" can also

remember the way BMe follows and has the required

verbal abilities he toco can describe the route. On

the other hand the person who "krows that" can get to

the staticn if he can recognise the streets etc mentioned
in his description. In either case the transfer requires
certain mobtor abilities, e.g. to speak or write or to
walk. "Knowing how" seemg the more appropriate
descriptlon for the kind of abilities which can be put
into practice without a wverbal rehesrsal of the rules

or criteria involved ~ For example those used 1n

finding one's way or picking up a glass and drinking

from it, or those of someone who has learned to play

chess without hearing or reading the rules.

But if, to take this last case as an exemple, a player
really does know how to play ithen he does to a considerable
extent know what the rules of chess provide. He nay

not be able to give the correct verbal formula in

11. ibid. p. 41
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answer to a question such as "What are the rules for
moving a bishop?® because he may not know that the
technical name for the piece with a slot and a nobble

on top is "bishop® or that the word for that kind of

move is "diagonally". Even if he cannot use those words,
however, 1t ig reasonable o say that he does know that the
bishop can move diagonally backwards or forwards to the
extent of the board and in no other manner.

"Enowing how" and "knowing that® both involve
an appreciation of some aspect of the world whether it
is expressed in "practical® manipulations of the world
or in descriptions of it.(12) "Knowing that® can be
regarded as a combination of this coumon appreciation
and abilities related to expregsion. To this extent one
cen agree with the "champions of the intellzectualist
legend™ in reagsinmilsting™nowing how o knowing that

by arguing that intelligent performance involveg the

-

-

observance of rules, or the application of criteria® 7-,
It does not, however, follow "hat the operation which

is characterised as intelligent must be preceded by an
intellectual acknowladgement of these rules or criteria®
if tha’t means that "the agent must first go through

the internal process of avowing to himgelf certain

propositions about what is to be done” 13).

The Yabsurd appearance” of setting out practical
reasoningd is not because it wrongly attempts "to
describe actual mental processegh 14) but becauge

12, I do not mean to suggest that this could be some
capacity existentially distinet from either "knowing
how" or "knowing thath.

13. dibid. 3p. 29

14, Anscombe op, cit. 8 42 P. 79
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"an incorrigibly contemplative conception of knewledge®
and perhaps even the fact that the setting out is
verbal, suggests that each step in the reasoning
corresponds to some "internal process of avowing®.

S0 far I have been speaking of knowledge, but the
same considerations can be applied Ho belief. While
we do not speak of "believing how" 15 there are
things which bear the same relationship to Yknowing
how® as "believing that" doesg to "knowing that" - half
feraed skills, for example.

Again I do not wish to deny the differences between
the reasonings or knowledge invelved in Yeimple® or
"spontaneous® actions and those involved where there is
calculation and the application of some elaborated theory ¢
principle. Actions exhibit a whole range of differences
from calculated, premeditated acticns through to those
we might describe ag "merely veluntary®. Reascnings
and knowledge exhibit 2 similar range of differences.

The actions and reasonings of animals also illustrate
this., Intention, reasoning and knowledzge are most
readily ascribed to the higher animals who have more
complex and developed perceptions, degires and activities
and a greater variety of adjustments to their
environments. In the case of plants and the siumplest
animals we do not ascribe knowledge or speak of their
"pehaviour® as if it were intentional.

If, on other, presumably epistemological grounds,

15. HMany uses of "knowing that® and "knowing how"

expressions are necegsarily not parallel. "He knows
that z" commits the speaker to the truth of x, but

he knows how to y* involves a testimony to the

subjectty competence, not a claim thet the spesker
2180 knows how 46 ¥.



a sgharp division were made in knowledge and reasoning
and thegg terms perhaps reserved Ffor explicit or
verbal proceddureg then 2 similar and corresponding
@ividion could be made in the case of actions. The
impordant point then would be the similarities and
parallels on either gide of the divisions. If the
connection between practical reasoning and intentionsl
action is established in cone range of case it seens
nelther reasonable nor counsistent to reject an
account on this bagis by using a narrow definition

of reasoning and a broad definition of intentional
action,

It is true, however, that while "intentional®
and "intentionally¥ - have a wide range of application
¥intend” and "“"intention® have a narrower one, which
corresponds more closely to the “contemplative®
view of'knowledge® and "reasoning®. ™id you intend
to do it?¥ suggests the questioner is looking for
some explicit or wverbal process preceeding the
action in a way which is net suggested by "Did you
do it intentionally?®

Limitations of this account

The theory for which I am arguing obviocusly
provides only a very partial account of intentional
action etec. It imwmedistely raises mdy further
problems. Some of these I will discuss in other
chapters, others, such ag those general problems
concerning reasoning and knowledge, lead the
enguiry into fields such as general epistemology.

It is also limited in its scope., Perhaps the
most interesting cquestions with which an enquiry
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into intention isg connected are those dealing with
responsibility but while we normally treat people

as responsible for their intentional actions
intentionality is by no means 2 necessary condition

of responsibility., This is clearly illusirated in
legal notions of responsibility. The law will

hold someone resgponsible for omitting to do something
though the omissicn may not have been intentional. It
i8 enough that the "reasonable® man would have done
the act omitted. Moreover the law will hold someone
responsgible for something which was not only unintentional
but which they fully intended not to do. If I shoot
at 4 intending to murder him but kill B by mistake

I will be held regponsible for murdering B even if 1
did not intend tc harm him and even if my intention

in shooting 2t 4 was to prevent some harm to B.

On the other hand the schelastic "principle of
double effect¥, in some forms at least, implies
that someone may nct intend a congsegquence of an action
winich they fully foresee and for which we would
normally say the acltion was responsible - for example
the death of an unborm child as a conseguence of zn

operation on its mother.

The concepts of law and casuistry are technical
oneg but they affect and are affected by the related
concepts of other kindg of disccourse,

In meral and political judgments we do no% necessarily
tie responsibility to intesntion. Someone may bve
considered morally responsible for the cconsequences
of some comdssion and politicians are often held reSpong%Ple



honest mistakes,

Questions of responsibility usually arise in
connecticn with reward and punishment, praise and
blame, within some gpecial context, and intentionelity
as interpreted within that conitext is only one of the
relevant factors.

- This also affects the relevance of thip enguiry
to "free will®, Doctrines of free will may raise
at least three different kinds of issues. They
may propound an account of actions to which our
present enquiry is relevant. They may raise considerations
relevant to an examination of causality. They may
be & crucial element in a morsl theory. A doctrine of
free will may be asserited agsinst the kind of view
which placeg responsibility for actions primesrily
on heredity or environment and thue tends to divorce
responsibility from intentionality. Other considerstions
mey be brought into such a dispute to strengthen
or weaken either side but the advocste of "free will®
could, for example, abandon any doctrine of a aspecial
faculty of velition or a special kind of causality and
still maintain that certain kinds of actions could
be meaningfully described as being done of someone's
"own free will" and te# people should be held responsible
for them.

On the other hand, whils theories of action and
intention aslone cznnot solve such disputes, in many
fields of discourse responsibility and intentionality
are in fact connected at least to the extent that it
would be odd %o demcribe as intentional an action

for which we would not say the agent was respongible.
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"You did that intentionally!"™ (8r "deliberately!l®)
can be a protest and sccusation rather than a
classification or description of an action. WHe
picked up that glags inbtentionally" sugzests that
something wrong or suspictious is geoing on. A theory
of intenticm which seeks to bs morally nsutral
cannot de Justice to such ghades of meaning, though
it may throw some light on the structure of moral
concepts into which they lead.
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BEASON AND PASSTION

Having just put forward practical reagoning as
the source and determining factor of intentional
actiong I new wish to exznine the claims which mey
be made for reagon and passion in regard to action,
particularly intentional action, considering both for
the moment in a general sense apart from particular

theories,

The Intentionality of Reason

It could be guesticned from the start whether
reagonings cah be regarded as the basis for intenticnsl
action. They are themselves humsn activities and one
can pregunably ask whether they are intenticnal or
not. 1f they were held to be intentional and it was
algo claimed that intentionzal sctions were always
preceded or produced by reagoning of scme kind, then
it would mppear that intentional action was imposszible.
No one could act intentionally without having reasoned,
and reasoning being regarded as intentional, no one
could reagon without having reasoned. 0On the other
hend if someone could reason without having ressoned,
and reasoning was regarded ag intentional, it would
not be the cage that all intentional actions werse

preceded by reasoning.

The problems produced by denying the iuctentionality
cf reasoning are of a different kind., There is on the
face of it nothing strange in saying either that intent-
jonal actions are produced by something which is not
itself intentional, or that they are intenticnal

by virtue of their relationship to some such faotor.



On the contrary, since a requirement that such
factors should be intentional would preduce the
kind of absurdity just referred to, it seems that
they cannot be intentional, or at lesst that in
tracing back an intentional action we must come %o
some such facter which is ped intentionazl in every
case, The difficulties arise when guch a view is
presented as part of a theory of responsibility,
whether it is reasonings or sgsome other type of
action {such as acts of will) that we put forward
as the source of intentional actions.

It arises if someone maintains that (&) people
are responsible for their intentional actions
(including omissions}, (b) people are not responsible
for things which are unintenticonal or over which
they have no control, (e¢) the sources of intentional
actions are not intentional, While these thres
points are not themselves incompatible they lead to a
position which is unacceptable from the point of
view of some otherwise plausible moral theories.

Thus people are led to criticise the whole notion

of responsibility or else that of intentional action.
If all three visws are maintained it follows that
people are responsible for things which are in some
way produced by other things for which they are not
regpongible, If heredity, seciety, God or
indeterminable acts of will are the sources of
intentional actionsg then, it may seen, they, not

the agent, are the proper cbjects of praise, blame,
and if necessary and possible, of corrective measures.

They should be held responsible,

In itself thig would not lead us to retract a

theory of intention which involved peint (e¢) but

o BB



-

it does suggest that intentional acticn has been given
a place more central than can be supported both in
informal discourse and in more formal theories in
fields such as morality, law and etiquette. It

might seem that the first thing for a philosopher

tc do in regard to intention would be to criticise

the impertance given in such fields to the distinction
between intentional and unintentional events.

There are several courses which could be followedés
One could relegate the problem 4o another enquiry
and simply concentrate on an account of intention,
or one could reject all or part of the notion of
regponsibllity used. To some extent I would wish to
follow both these courses but I 2lso wish to do
justice to the vague but common view that a person's
intentional actions are in some way peculiarly his
and so should not be founded in something "beyond his
control?, without falling into the absurd regress
witich may arise,

The first question to be answered is whether
reagonings are intentional or not. In many cases
we can say that reasonings are intentional, and are
so for the reason given in thse account =o far
presented. 1 can intend to work out a geometrical
problem, or to analyse and criticise a philosophical
argunent. Practical reasoning teoo may be intentional.
I can in one piece of practical reasoning conclude that
I should deliberate about some other course of action,
rather than, for example, trust to luck or take things
ag they come. I may argue that as I want to finish
several tasks by tonight but am not likely to if ny

day follows its normal course etc. then I ghould



plan ry day carefully. Similarly one can intentionally
orit to reason about something - perhaps because

they would prefer not to knew the truth about
something, or because they believe that things go
bettwe when they trust to instinct, or becsuse they
believe it ig impious or disloyal te enguire into

some subjects,

There are other cases, however, where reasonings
do not seem intentiomal. ZXEven after having intended
not to reason about some matter a person mey be
unable To avaid "putting two and two together®.
Somecne may suddenly ses the deduction to be drawn
from varicus facts which he has not previously
thought of as connected. HMoreover from some aspects
gll reageonings cannot be intentional., While we may
intend to come to a conclusion about some matter we
cannct intend to come to a particular conclusion.

If someone says "I intend to come to the cohclusion
that x" then his subsequent peformance in accordance
with that intention cannot then be degeribed as
goming to a conclusion®™. A judge or investigator
wno had decided before considering evidence or
heuding argument what his verdict or report would
be, might formally say "I come %o the conclusion
that z" but this would not be in the sense in which
one comes to a conclusion as the result of an
argunent. oSomeone who had formed such an intention
night proceed to work out arguments for x and in
the course of intentionally doing this might work
out a proof for x. If he did not already believe

x but intended to say that or act as if he did,
then he might be said to have really come to the

conclusion that x in the course of his reasoning,
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but then that would not have been his intemtion(gé)e
Somecne could say "If possible I intend tc come to the
conclusion that z*. This might mean either (a)

"I intend to maintain x unless it is digproved® or

(b} "I will come to the conclusion that x if the argument
leads me to do so", where the expression is reslly

one of hope rather than intention.

In general these cages fall into two categories.
In the first the person intends to maintain x whatever
the evidence or argument shows -~ i.e. he does not really
intend to come to & conclusion in the course of an
argument. In the second the pergonialready believes
that x is ftrue and can be proved, i.e. what he does
intentionally is set out the arguments in some
expiiclt way. Indeed from the very nature of reascning
it 1is impossible to intentionally come to a particular
conclusion, for if we dntend to reason we must intend
to "follow the argument where it leads®.

This can also be seen in the case of belief,
If someone says "I intend to believe y¥ he must mean
either that he intends to act as though he believes
it, pretend that he belisves ¥ etc or that he does
Believe it (and perhaps will shut his ears to arguments
%o the contrary or refuse to think about his own doubts).

While human capecity for self deception seems =%

16, If soweone "comes to the conclusion that x"
becauge he hag intentionally rejected all propositions
which might be imcompatible with x ghen x i= really

his premige, not his conclugion.
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almost unlimited and such self deception may be the
result of intentional actions it cannot be intentional
for if someone knows thut he deceiveg hinmself then

he is not deceived,

Someone may then intentionzlly come %o a conclusion
about something just as zomeone can intentionally
form a bellef about something, but although there
must be a description of the form Pconcluding
that x" or "believing that x" which is a correct
degeription of such & comnclusion or belief such a
desceription cannot be one under which it is
intentional. Either x is established in the process
of forming the intention, in which case it cannot bs
its conseguence, or else the intention cannot involve
concluding or believing x, though it may invelve
deing something which happens to lead to that. (The
apparent excepbtions are cases where "coming to a
conclusion® etc are wsed to describe some formal
process such as handing down a verdict or setting

out 2 syllogism).

Should we say then that reasonings under such
descriptions, or reasonings of the "spontaneocus™
kind (e.g. where the person cannof help "putting
two and two together®) are unintentional? They are
not involuntary in the sense of being compelled by
gome outside force, for although externzl forces may
compel someone to say that he believes or has
concluded something or may prevent him carrying out
an enquiry or meeting with evidence which would
alter his belief or conclusion they cannot compel beliefs
or conclusions thenmselves. (This is not to deny
that it may be because of, for example, sccial

pressures that someone believes certain things, but
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the operation must be indirect, e.g. vy restyicting
the wavidence prepented. Beliefg and the like cannot
be directly coerced in the way in which the bailiff
can eject someone from a house, )

Should such reasonings be rezarded as something
rather like digestion - a process going on in the
persen of which it makes little sense to ask "is
he doing it intentionally or not?" But there are
cases where we can reascn intentionally. It seens
rather more like breathing. It would be strange
to ask of someone's normzl breathing "is he doing
it intentionally?® but we can intentionally inhale
something, breathe deeply or hold our breath. In
thepe cases there is some particular description -
#inhaling®, "breathing deeply® ~ which is the object
of intention. In respect of these descriptions we can
agk "did he do it intentionally?™ but in the case
of gimply bresthing there is no room for the
contrast between intentional and unintentional action.
Except for very short periods one cannet give up
breathing in the way in which one can give up smoking
or driving cars, though one can intentionally bring
about a situvation in which the breathing stops,
as doeg the digestion, by committing suicide.

In the case of reasoning too there are particular
descriptions %o which questions of intentionality
seem appropriate - e.g."solving a problew® - and

gome where the description itself seems to imply that
the reasoning is intentional - e.g, "planning®. 1In
other cases guestions of intentionality seem
inappropriate, i.e. we cannot say that in these
gomeone reasoned intentionally or unintentionally
(zccidentally). Someone may accidentally discover
the truth but he cannot accidentally derive a
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syliogism's conclusion from its premises for if
he arrives by accident at the proposition he cannot
have derived it from the premises.

Does this mean that such reasonings are procesgses
over which the person has no control? When we talk
of whether a person can control a car, an election
or the rising of the tides it is clear enocugh what
would be exercising the control and how. A person
iz a dliving thing and procegses of various kinds
are necessary before we can speak of its existence.
There must be processes which constitute the person
and we cannot ask concerning these whether they are
controlled by the person., We do speak of people
controlling themselves and it is possible {o svesk
of controlling things we might otherwise think of as
part of the person, e.g. base passions. At most
such expressions suggest that some procegses are nore
central in the person than cothers, a view which canp
ke extended to the conclusicn that these along
constitute the *true self®. I would argue that such
expressions point to the different degrees and types
of relationships between the various personal
processes. Digesting, for example, hag only dimited
relationships with other processes, such as reasoning,
and we are more inclined to trest digesting as scomething
which happens rather than something which a person
does.

Whatever view one takeg on this issue reasonings
geem clearly to belong among the processes which
constitute a person. Certainly a person cannot
reason without in scome way knowing what he is doing.
It is not surprising that processes such as believing
and reasoning should occupy a central nlace in our
concept of versoh, both generally and in moral and
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political theories. It is through these processes
that we communicate with and seek to influence other
people,

Yorking along these lines we can distinguish
between (a) actions which are intentional by virtue
of their relaticuship to such central processes,
{b) sctions or events which are involuntary,
unintentional or accidental and do not have that
relationship and (c¢) the processes themsgelves, which
may or may not have that relationship to cther
processes of the same type. In this way we can say
that somecone’s intentional actions sre peculiarly
hig by virtue of their relationship %o something which
is peculiarly him and that reasonings are not "beyond
hig control® but rather "him controlling®. This is
not of course intended to be a refutation of criticisnms
of theories of responsibility but to show that the
type of theory of intention for which I have been
arguing is neither incongistent with comsuon notione
of responsibility nor produces obvious dilenmag
in moral theory when joined with them., On the contrary,
ag fa¥ =28 it concerns that subject it tends to support
the place given %o intentionality.

Motives

Heasoningg are not the only processes which

the

appear central in the composition of persons nor
only ones associated with intenticnal action., Their main
rivals for consideration as the source and determining
factor of action may be considered under the traditional
title of Ypassions" but inmmediately the difficulty

arises that this is 2 much looser notion than that of

reasoning. We gpeak of passions, feelings and ewoticns
without making very clear distinctions between them.
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There is also the quegtion of the relationship v

of these things %o motives. While we do not speak

(17) cases of intenticnal

of a motive in 21l or even most
action when we do speak of an action as done from or

with a2 motive it seems certain that they must be
intentional. There are gseveral considerations which
might lead us to comnect motives with passions. Ths

very words "motive" and "emotion® are etymologically
connected, though this may simply be a linguistic

depogit of the usages of past thecries., More importantly
there 1s an extensive group of words which we apply

both to motiveg and to passions., We gpeak of feelings,
emotions and passions of anger, envy, jealousy and

love and we speak of the motive of an action as being
anger, envy, jealousy or love. 1f we ask Enscombe’s
question "Why?H 8 it is guite possible that oune of
thesge terms will be umed in the reply.

Hyle puts forward an account which sharply
distinguishes between motives and feelings, and which
also invadves distinguishéng motives from intentions
{though he does not discuss this directly)(19).
Hyle's diseusasion is 2lso of interest because his
account of motives could be developed o provide
an alternative solution to the guesticns or to what
nases 2n action intentional under one description

rather than another.

17. Even the law does not reqguire gwidence of motive
to establish that an action was intentional, despite
the importance of motive hunting in detective stories.
18. op, cit. p. 9=10

19. op. cit. Chapver I.
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Ryle argues that (20) statenents attributing
mébives should be construed in terms of ¥law-like
general hypothetical propositions®. He gives, as
an example, an analysis of "he boasted from vanity"
ag "he boasted on meeting the stranger and his doing
50 gatisfied the law-like proposition that whenever
he finds a chance of gsecuring the admiration and
envy of others, do dees whatever he thinks will
produce this admiration and eﬁvy",(21) In this
form the analysis is obviously wrong. The second
pert could be expressed as "(p.q). ([p.q] satisfies
L)"uwheres

p € this wasg a chance of gecuring the adwiration and
envy of others
he did what he thought would produnce this
admiraticn and envy
I = whenever he finds a chance of securing the
adniration and envy of others, he does whatever

Vo]
]

he thinksg will produce thig admiration and envy.

If this is what the analysis means, and it appears
t¢ be required by what Ryle actuwally wrote, it is
difficult to see what the latter part has to do with
the attribution of motives. On the face of things,
it is concerned with the logical relationships between
two compound propositions, not about an action or
motive at all. Although it could be truthfully
agserted when discussing the action under consideration
it cannot pessibly be an analysis of "he boasted
from vanity".

Suppose on the other hand that the second part

of Ryle's analysis is interpreted as "L.p.g."

20, 1ibid. pp 88-93
21, ibid. p. &9



(with or without the superflucus assertion that

(p.q) satisfies L.), an interpretation sugsested by
the whole tenor of Ryle's remarks, if not his actual
analysis. Then if L is false the whole compound
proposition is false, and if it is 2 correct analysgis
then "he boasted from vanity® is false., If on some
occagions the person mekes moderate, truthful
statements and on others he deoes "what he thinks will
produce this admiration and envy" then I is false and
we cannot truthfully assert that "he boasted from
vanity'.

But inconsistencies in behaviour are among the
cases in which people are most interested in motives,
If Jones having always behaved in a very courteous
manner and having rarely displayed any animosity
to his acquafintances or borne grudges, blackballs an
applicant for memberghip of his club, then Jones®
fellow members are quite likely to ask ¥What on
earth could Jones® motive have been??., If they
come to the conclusion that it wam revenge for an
ingult it would be no objection to say "But he
hasn't acted like that before® because some law-
like proposition was false, Indeed on Ryle's
analysis it would be self-contradictory to say that
someone acted out of character in acting from =
certain motive. If we said, "He boasted from vanity”
although he is not usually a vain man™ then in -
the first clause we would be agserting a law-~like
proposition which we denied in the second clause.

In short the consequence of accepting Ryle's analysis
is that where a person's behaviour is not wholly
consistent in respect ofeach possible motive no

true propositions abhout his motives are possible,

since no "law-like general hypothetical proposition®
can be true,
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There are two ways in which an attempt can be
made to avoid this fatal flaw. PFisstly, further
conditione could be built into the protasis of the
law-like proposition, giving propositions like
whenever someone insults his dog when Jones has
indigestion, ther Jonesew~-%, 1In addition to the
tendency to reduce the thecory to triviality, this
more takes it further away from motives. Such
propositions would deal with conditions much more
particular thaen the general characterisations of

motive words such as vanity, jealousy or revenge.

The second possibility would be to make the
apodosis more general but this would lead away from
motives in the other direction ag we approached
apodoges such as "then he does whatever he thinks
is appropriatd’,

There are two further serious weaknegses in
Ryle's general approach apart from these problems
ariging from the form in which he presents it.

His analysis gives no way of distinguishing propositions
about motives from any other law-like propositions.

The plausgibility of his account is much increased

by his use in the ganple analysis of terms which

could be used in giving a reason for an action -

e.g, "1 did it to secure the admiration and envy

of others®. The genersl theory of his accouunt,

heowever, gives no reason for choosing thege terms

for the law-like proposition rather than oneg about,

for example, disturbing the air. The following

would it Ryle's account: "he boasted on meeting

4

the stranger and his doing so satisfies the
law-1like propoeition that whenever he finds the
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chance of securing the admirztion and envy of others,
ke disturbs the air in his immediate vicinity®. This
proposition might even be true if the subject
consistently acted from vanity and did se by ¥erbally
boasting. Why then should it, or any other law-like
preposition which can be applied to an action, be
ineligible as an analysis of some proposition about
metives? It is poésihle tc show why scne propositions
should be preferred to others if they are to be
plausibly fitted into a discussion concerning motives,
but to do so we must refer to factors such as the
‘causes or objects of actions., Any other distinction
which left motive propositions simply as describing
one type of feature of actions woudd Leave thenm
unfitted to play the pole which they dc in our
discourse about actions.

Several of these criticisms can be brought together
in considering the kind of explanation which Ryle
attributes to propcesitions about motives, indesed %o
all propositions concerning dispositions(zz). The
exanple he gives is an explanation that the glass
broke "because it was brittle®™. To describe the glass
as brittle is, he claims, "to assert a general hypothet-
ical proposition about the glags®. If this is so then
when Smith asks "Why did the glass shatter when the
gtone struck it" and Brown replies "Because it was
brittle®™ the Brown's reply is really dguivalent to
"Because glass always doeg®. This appears to say nothing
more about the occurrence in questions, and still leaves

22, ibid, pp88-9
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it open for Smith to ask "But why does it?%, Such
a reply is nct, however, pointless. It indicates
that there is nothing unusual or surprising apout
this particular event, no peculiar feature which
m1gt be locked for in explanation. It distinguishes
this case from one where, for example, a block of
granite was shattered and the required explanation
would be something like "That block had a flaw
exactly where the stone struck it". It denies the
need for further explanstion of this particular
incident and shifte further enquiries to a different
level - not why did this piece of #lass shatter
when struck? tut why does glass shatter when struck?
If this is what Smith wants to know then it is es
absurd to offer the brittleness of glass as an
answer as i1t would be to invoke the dormitive power
of opium e# tc explain why it puts people to slee9(23)
or the nature of sharpness possessed by a razor blade
to explain why it cuts., Smith's second guestion
could after all be put as "But why is glass brittle?§(24)
Now in explaining actions law-like propositicns
could be used to deny the existence of peculiar
features in an event. For example "Why did he kick
the dog?" might be answered by "Because he ig bad-
tempered®, i.e. we do not need to assume some special
feature such ag the dog biting him or trioping
him up. "It is",

23. Geach "Mental Acts" p. 5

24, Propositions attributing "disposgitional® properties
might be congtrued not as law-like statementis
but as propositions about e.g. the molecular
structure of glass or steel, or the chemical

properties of opium. They could then function

as direct explanations.
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Ryle says§25) "$o say ‘he would do that'", 1In other
words Hyle's view 1s, as the paths up which his
analyses tend to lead might make us expect, that to
say that someone has acted from & particular motive
is to say that he has acted in character. In
relation to explanations this view of statements
about motives completely robs them of the particularity
which 1s essential to their use,

What Hyle's account might fit =re character
traits. The analysié he gives of "he boasted fronm
vanity" could more plausibly be construed as an
analysis of "His beasting was the sort of thing a
vain man would do® (if we take the given form of the
analysis) or of "He is a vain man and on this ocecasion
he acted in character® (if we take the law-like
proposition to be actually asserted). In order to
distinguish character traits from other regularities
some reference in the apodosis to what the agent
intends would be needed. It would at least be
necessary to refer tc what the agent thinks the
consequences of his actions would be but neither this

nor an explicit reference 1o what he intends would
go far encugh. Oomeone might consistently seek the
game things as the vain man does and yet not be vain
nor be acting from vanity. He might be a politician
who believes that admiration, envy stc will increase

his vot?s,)and thus be displaying a trait of power
26

This peoint is sven more clear when we congilder

25, ibid. p. 93
26, %he reverse is also possible. Someone night
seek positions of power from vanity.



particular motives. Those which Ansconbe calls
"backward-looking motives“(27) - rTevsnge, gratitude,
remcrse and pity ~ clearly involve reference o
something prior to what is intended in the acticn so
motivated, Motives such as love and friendship seen
also to refer to momething, perhaps more elusive,

in addition to the intenticn. It is not, unfortunately,
possible to absorb motives in intentions, nor in
character traitse if they are derived from intentions.

{(This is not bo deny that the considerstion of
a person's previcus actions and regularities discerned
therein is relevant in deciding what his motive is on
a partvicular occasion. If Green ig noted for his
selfishness and avarice, and has previouély acted only
to advance his own interesgts and finances, then we may
naturally be reluctant to agree that a particular
action of his is motivated by sltruistic generosity.
Kevertheless it is possible for somecne to act out of
character or undergo a change of heart. If it is clear
that the action invelves Oreen in fnancial loss and
brings him no compensatory advantage and that Green
was aware of this then his previous conduct would not
preclude us from saying "he acted from generosity®.)

Emnotion

Let us now consider the possibility of identifying

motives and passions and generally the claims for

. i . c s - 28
passion ag the initiator and crigin of actlan.( )

27, op. cit. 8 13 p. 20

28, 1 should say from the start that I intend to "speak
more sedately of desires, impulses or promptings®
{Byle, op. cit. p. 88) rether than of qualms, pahgs,
flutters, trcobs and itches gince I gee no reason



As well as the coincidence of feeling and motive words
there are many other factors which make feelings an
attractive candidate for this role. Once admitted that
feelings can cause aciions in any case it seems difficult
to deny them the domination of the field, for it seens
difficult to explain how our sitrongest feeling could

be thwarted, uunless an even stronger feeling arose to
displace it. So strongly has this been felt that new
types of feelings have Been postulated to explain
aifficult ones - e.g. the "cool passions® of eighteenth
century philosophers -~ and even the staunchest
protagonists of reason have sought to underpin their
theories by introducing quasi-passions, such as Kant's
regpect for duty sppears ito be.

Many of the disputes between reason and morality,
particularly in their heyday in the eighteenth century,
have been carried on in a context of moral theory. Hume

(29)

fallacy ¢f the philosophy which "gives the preference

declares that his endeavour ig in order toc show the

to reascn, and asserts that men are only so far virtuous
(30)  1nis

is not, of course, the position for which I am arguing

ag they conform themselves to its dictates®,

since I claim that all intentional action, whether
virtuous or vicious, "conform themselves® o the "dictates®
of reason. Nor am I confining reasoning to the g _priori

%6 dolfive the discussion %o feelings which are sudden

or of short duration.

29, Y“to prove firgt, that reason alone can never be a
"motive to any action of the will; and gecondly

that it can never oppose passion in the direction of the wil

Treatise of Human Nature, Book II, Part III, Section III picf

30, ibid., p. 125
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role in which Hume's antagonists concelved it - it is not
theoretical reasgonipng of an analytic, geometiical

type which I put forward as the origin of intentional
action.

Feelings, even of the itch and pang type, do
sometimes cause people to do things, Someone in a state
of anxiety, for example, may experience sinking feelings,
tremblings, twinges etc and these may cause him to drop
hig cup, stumble over his seniences and so on. Feelings
mey also provide the occasion for action, as when the
twinges and pangs lead sgomeone to say "I can't bear
this waiting, I'm going for a walk" and do sc. (There
are intermediate cases toe, for example when someone

in & rage kicks the cat or the furniture.) The
difference may be illustrated by the possible responses

to ordinary itching. On the one hand somecone with an
itch may auteomatically scratch and may be surprised
and embarassed to discover that he is doing so; he

may even scratch in his sleep. On the other hand
gomeone with an itch may scratch intentionally to get
rid of it. He may even deliberate about whether to

do so0 = "if I start scratching the speaker may be
distracted or offended, but if I don't I won't be able
to concentrate on what he's saying....%. In either
case the itch plays the same role as some external event,
e.g. a jab from a pin in the first case, a distracting
and buzzing ingect in the second. The important
difference is that when the 1tch causes the scratching
in the first manner the scratching is not intentional

ag it is when the itch is 1ts occasion.

Fegelings, emotions or passions are normally
thought of as some kind of disturbance, physical,(31)

31. Someone in a gtate of anxiety or anticipetion
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mental or both. When we speak of someons as being
H#in an emotional state” we mean that he is suffering
such disturbances -~ throbs, twinges, chills and other
phenomsena of greater or less intensity - not that he
is veain, full of pity or jealcus, though he may be
any of these. Huch disturbances may cause or

include changes in the person's appearances and
noverents, e.g, flushes, tiecs, trembling and tenseness,
a8 well as producing automatic or reflex acticns

like these referred to above. Affecting ag they do
the central portion of the person's environment they
considerably affect his actiong and preparations for
action.

These phenomena are at least part of what we refer
to when we gpeak of feelings of hatred, jealousy, feal
etc, Someone may be literally choked with rage, trembling
with fear or gich with anxziety. The digtinction
between different fyelings is not, however, a distinction
between different types of disturbances., VWhiteness of
face and trembling hands may be good evidence for
diagnosing fear rather than joy or gratitude but they
may =alsoc be symptoms of hatred or jealousy. Such
features might also be cauged by some non-emctional
factor such as disease or drugs. Moreover, an emotion

(32)

may have different expressions in different people,

may suffer from trembling hands and butterflies in ths
stomach while his mind remzins clear and even active.
%2. The researches of pamychologists have not, I gather,
had great success in discovering patterns common %o

and characteristic of particular motives. (Munn,
Psychology, The Pundamentals of Human Adjustment, pp
197-120, Morgan, Introduction to Psychology, pr 92-94).

It is significant that the psychologist begihs with
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Nor are such features as may be common teo different
cases of spome particular emotion sufficient to account
for the appreopriateness of the regponses we expect.
The production of adrenalin, for sxample, 1s perhaps
the most common and most important physical
concomitant of emotion and produces various effects in
a wide range of situations. It plays an important
part in the carrying out of actions and the presence
of it and its effects may be sufficient to be

either the cause cor the occagion of actions. The fact
that these or other disturbances caused or occasioned
an action would not, however, be sufficient Yo
characterise the action as done from any particular

emotion.

The inadequancy of treating emotions purely
in terms of disturbances, if their connection with
motives and intenticonal zctlons is %o be sustained,
becomes clearer when we recall cne of the
requirements for a theory of intention put forward
in the first chapter - that there must be scomething
which can tell us not only whether an action is
intenticnal, btut alsc under what description it is so.
Digturbances, however, are blind, i.e. even if they
did cause aciions they would not provide the grounds
for distinguishing one description. What is more they
would not in themselves be sufficient grounds for
characteriging an action as done frow jealousy, anger,
gratitude etc. The distinctive feature of each emotion
is a certain construction of the situation in which the
rerson finds himself, and without the existence of
the appropriate construction we cannot sensibly speak

a situation in which "he can predict that the stimuli

used will produce an emotional response " and then seek

for commen reactions in different classes of such situations.



of the presence of the emotion. These construdtions
vary in several ways: gratitude, revenge and remorse
refer to some past event, anxiety, fear, ambition and
anticipation to some future event {(they may well
refer to other events as well, e.g. some present
Tactor may give rise to fear of some future event or
situation). Revenge, remorse, fear, anger and hatred
involve seeing some event or person as bad or harmful;
in gratitude; joy, and love it ig seen as good or
beneficial. Some emotions are relatively specific,
Jealousy, greed or avarice for example; others such
as anger or fear have more diffuse application., These
congstructions are those which the person puts on the
situation, whether they are correct or not. A4n
observer may be able to tell from the situaticn,
including therperson's reactions and conduct, what
that person's emoticon is but without knowing the
person's coustruction of the situation he may be
mistaken. The person nmay be displaying considerable
animesity towards scmeone talking to his fiancee

but his emoticon may not be jealousy - he uay

simply hate the man without considering him as a
rival in love, While it may be possible to obtain
further knowledge simply from the perscon's behaviour
in other situations this will not always be the case
as emotions may arise in response to one particular

situation.

While it is sufficient for my purposes to
establish that the person’s construction of his
gituation is an essential part of emotion it is
worth further examnining the relation between
construction and digturbance in emovion. There are
good grounds for saying thet the disturbance ariges

because the person sees the situation in a certain



way, but there 1s alsc some reason to regard his
outlook as the result of the disturhance, or at
least as the result of the emotion in some more
generzl sense, It is notorious that people's
Jjudgments are affected by their emotions, and we may
say things such ag "He only thinks that because he's
jealous¥.

There are two different types of situation %o
which this may refer, In the first the person's
judgments are effected by an emotional state, for
example a persén already disturbed by jealousy may
see all sorts of hidden meanings and significancesi
in casual words and gestures. This may be so whether
the person is jealous of someone in particular or
simply has a chronic condition of jeamlousy ftowards
other people in general. This sort of thing is nd
peculiar to emotions for it is a quite general
phenomenon that people tend to comstrue situations
in accordance with their egtablished beliefs of
whatever kind they may be, While it may be true
that emotions are self-reinforeing in this way it
does not show that the emotion precedes the judgment.
It is bdzaadys the person already has the enobtion
- €.8. 13 Jealous =~ including a certain construction
of the sgituation, that he goes on to construe new
features dn the situation in a certain way.

In the second type of case the person may be
said to see the situation in a eertain way "because
he has a jealous nature® or digposition. Teo this
may be applied what hag already been said about
explanations by dispositions. Such a remark is
used both to say that the judgment is typical of
those he makes about such things and to suggesi o
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that there is no particulsr Teature in the situation
which explains the judgment. It is an alternative to
explanations such as "Because Shirley said yesterday
that she preferred Fred's hair to his" or "because
he's been in a Jealous fit since Hthel admired
Harry's tie, While we naturally suspect that there
are some features of a person which account for

his tendency, these cannot be the judgments or
disturbances which it is a tendency to have. {In
actual practice "he has a jezlous nature® probably
means simply "He's often jealous™, "that's typicall
being implied in the context.)

Moods can be regarded as emotions with very
general application in which the person sees "the

whole world as menacing, congenizl or grey®.

Reaosgn and Passion

Hume states that reascn Ycan never oppose
pasgsion in the direction of the wili®, that "nofing
can oppose or retard the impulse of passion, but &
gontrary impulse™ and that reason lacking this ®it
ig impossible it can withstand any principle which
hag such an efficacy, or ever keep the wind in

(34)

claims Hume proceeds to give a number of cases where

suspense a moment®, Degpite these sweeping
reason can oppose or retard the impulse of passion
and indeed provides the frawework for the rejection
of those claims. "As nothing can be contrary 4o
truth or reasgon, except what has a reference to it,

Ryle op. cit, p. 100

OE, cit., Book II Part III Section III (gp 125-127)
The quotations following are 211 from this section.
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and as the judgments of our understanding only have
this reference it must follow that passions can be
contrary to reascn only, so far as they are accompanied

(35)

with some judgment or opinion.¥ He then gives
two kinds of cases when passion is accompanied with
gome judgment or opindion: "Pirst, When a passion,
such as heope or fear, grief or joy, despair or
security, if founded on the supposition of the existence
of objects which really do not exist. Secondly,

When in exerting any passion in action, we choose
means insufficient for the designed end, and deceive
ourgelves in our fjudgment of caunses and effects”.

The first case he later extends to include ocpinions
about the properties of an object. "I may desire

any fruit as of an excellent relish; but whenever you
convince me of my mistake, my longing ceases®.

The first example he gives ¢f a passicn which
cannot be gaid tc be contrary to reascn in fact
provides a third Eind of case. ZEven if someone did
have a most extracrdinary regerd for hig finger it
certainly seems contrary to reason for him Y“to
prefer the destruction of the whole world to the
scratching of (his) finger®, for his finger is part
of the world.

There are some moves thot can be made in an
attenpt to weaken the force of these adumissions.
To take the last case first it might be argued that
in such a cape reagon simply shows that it is impossible
to choose a certain end. While it may show that it is
impossible to achisve some end it does not follow
that it is impossible for people to desgire and pursue
it. ILogic hag littls effect on many people and it
seens a weak wespon to use sgainst the man with

%5, ibid. pp. 127-128
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hig finger on the nuclear button. Yet it is true that
showing such a contradiction mey induce someons to
abandon his goal. Reason can therefore influence,
indeed extinguish, passiocon but that influence is

not the same as proving a peint though that may be

the bagis of the influence. Someone's view of

what ig loglcally possible may affect their view of
what is practically possible but it is not the same
thing.

In relation to the cages he cites Hume makes a
similar attempt to argue that what reason affects is
not the passion but some intellectual attachment of
it - "even then it is not the passion, properly
speaking, which is unreasonable, but the judgment®,
Even if this was as far as it went reason would
5t1ll have bkeen conceded very great influence over
the passions. Hume ¥gives the preference to reason®
with a vengeance when he says that "the moment we
perceive the falsehood of any supposition, or the
insufficiency of any means, our passions yield to
our reason without any opposition®.

Thisg influence of reason cannot be confined to
cases when the judgment is false, Any judgment will
be subject to review by reason and the fact that reason
does not promounce against it does not mean 1t is
irrelevant. It must also be granted a positive
influnence ag well as an inrhibiting one far it can
produce judgments as to the existence of objects and
the properties they possess and the possibility of
cbtaining them just as 1t can be used to refute such
judgments, Indeed it would seem that without such
judgments passion would be quite powerless, It
might produce reflex or dnvoluntary sctions, though
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even there depending on perdeptions, subject to
reagon'’s criticism, but could have nothing to do

with intentionzl actions.

This is not the view which I wish to maintain,
Tor in the last section I have argued against the
view which Hume expresses thus: "A passion is an
original existence, or, if you will, modification
of existence, and contains not any representative
quality, which renders it a copy of any other
existence or modification. vhen I am angry, I
an actually possessed with the pasgsion, and in that
emction have no more a reference to any cother
object, than when I am thirsty, or sick, or more than
tive feet high." Now emotions clearly do have
reference to other objects or events, even 1f thes
be vague ones as in the case of ill-defined fears or
anxieties, In fact it is essential Lo emotions thatb
they are not merely accompanied by, but include
judgments or cpinions.

While it may not reflect the usage of our
ordinary language it would be poésible to treat the
passlong as complex judgments or constructions of
situations of a certain type, so long as it was horne
in mind that they usuallyggte rise to disturbances of
various kinds which could affect the person's
behaviour and judgment. This approximastes fairly
closely to our notion of motive but "emotion" am
passion do have wider application and commonly
include the disturbances as well. This perhaps
is the root of many of the difficulties for bhoth
aspects have an important role in zction and their
operations ars connected. Before considering this

it is as well to note three important points arising



from Hume's treatment of the subject.

Firstly, he is correct in saying that "we speak
not strictly and philosophically, when we tédlk of
the combat of passion and of reasen®. If the above
account is accepted the views of the rationalist
moralists must be rejected ks baged on a false
distinction.

BJecondly his challenge to the rationalists
of his day is well founded for they had a strong
tendency to treat reason as an independent, almost
gelfsufficient faculty. In the way in which they
saw reason operating it appears insufficient notk
only as a source of action but as a source of truth,
except perhaps in veyy limited fields. To treat
the matter in full would invodve excursions inte
such difficult and controversial matters as the sgtatus
of analytic propositions but the weaknesses of the
rationalist view can be illustrated in relation to
the discovery of "gynthetic" truths about the world,
even in relation to syllogistic reasoning.

It is not the argument, in the sense of the
logical order or form which esgtablishes the truth
of the conclusion, nor the premises alom® - someone
may know two propositions without seeing the conclusion to
be drawn from them. Nor can it be regarded as the
premises plus the logical form (or "inference licence™)
ags if there were three elements in the reasoning, for
this leads to the infinite regress gwinted out by
ILewis Carroll (Charles Dodgscn)}. It is rather the premises
ordered in a certsin manner in relatios to the
conclusion - i.e, the whole reasoning as represented
by the whole syllogism. This involves the assertion of
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the premises£36)for if they are simply referred to, as
by a lecturer illustrating a2 point of logie, the
conclusion is not established, we merely have a
syllogism which could establish it.

The same is true of practical reasoning. The
mere performance of logical operations 1s obviously
ingufficient to be the source of action. Some
positive assertion is necessary and this can be found,
in part at leagt, in the judgments involved in the
congtructions of the situatiocon which are an egsential
feature of the passions.

Thirdly, Hume's position attacks the over
intellectunalised view of human beings held by his
opponents, or rather, to do them justice, the view
that it was possible for human beings to suppress the
passions and live by intellect zlong. In addition to
rejecting what are {(though not on their view) pafts
cf reasoning egsential to action they tended to ignore
the essential role ¢f the disturbances of emotions

in human action.

Human actions require a conplex set of physical
conditions for their accomwnlishment. 37 Many if not
211 of the digturbances found in emotions or the causes

%6, This is also the case if the premises are hypoth-
etical in form, "If p then g" being a proposition and
capable of assertion or denial.

37. It has of course been claimed particularly in
arguments for the lmmortzlity of the socul, that some
actions are not physical and do not depend on physical
operations, even "brain processes®, If this view is

asccepted it seems plausible to degcribe some of the
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of these disturbances play an important role in
carrying out actioms. Increased heart beat, rapid
breathing, general bodily tengeness efc. zll lead to
greater bodily efficiency. They may have other
effects., They may affect the "mental® processes,
€.,4., & person in a2 state of nervous alertness is
likely to notice @light sounds or movements which

in other circumstances he might overlook. Thus

fear in modsgation is a considerable agset for a
soldier.

They may however be a hindrance, as when
gomeone is paralysed with fear and unable to flee
or incoherent with rage and unable tc utter his
insults. The situation is like pumping too much
petrol into the carburettor of an internal combustion
engline.

When a relevant course of action is impossible
the tensions built up may cause the person to do
things - walk up and down or kick the furniture - or e
may intentionally do such things to relieve his
disconfort.

They may also cause guite marked effects when
action becomes imposgssible not because of some obstacle
tut because the end has been achieved, Among the
common expressions we use for such joyous phenomena
is "letting off gteam" which precisely compares then
to the release of the now unnecessary pressure when
a steam-train conpletes its journey.

From many points of view, therefore, a

Gonditione and digturbasnces discussed as mental or

non-physical zlse,



nechanical view of the relationshivp betwsen smotion
and acticn has much to commend it if it is applied
to the disturbance aspect.

The role of the other clement - the person's
construction of his situation - is a different one.
It forms an essential part of practical reasoning,
for it is the way in which the person construes his
situation. It highlights certain features -~ the
wrong suffered or expected, the benefit received
or gought, From this point of view it provides the
metive of the action, asserting certain ecrucial
relationships. We do not always speak of motives
because there are not always relaticnships of such
peculiar and central iamportance as to deserve such
mention,

This also shows one difference hetwsen motives
and intentions. Fotives and emotionz refer to general
and central features which may not always he present
in cages of intenticnal action.

Yost of the terms we use For motives or
emotions are unlikely to enter into & person's
calculations nor do they describe what he aims

o do or aehieve,(38)

Intending to be jealous is

not the same as intentionally doing something from
jealousy. (There are exceptions - e.g. when

"revenge" is used to describe some action as in

"getting his revenge®.) Motive and emotion words

are rather used to characterise the person's construction
of the gituation, parts of the practical reasoni.g

which igsued in the action. They are, speaking

loosely, characterisations cf sets of prenmises

rather than of conclusicns.

58. Ryle op. cit., p. 100
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WANTING, CONCLUDING AND WITLING

A preblem any theory of intention must face
ig that of unfulfilled intentions. Some cages do
net present any difficulty -~ those where the
intention is not carried out because some external
obstacle arises to prevent it, or where the agent
fails though lack of skill or knowledge. Nor is
there any difficulty when the agent changes his
mind before the tiwe comeg for the intention to be
carried cul; for example he intends 1o catch the
§.30 train but before the time arises for setilng
ut for the station he is offered a 1if§ 1n 2

car and sc changes his wnind.

The real problem arigses from cases where there
ig no apwarent reagon for the failure fo carry out
the intention, but it is not carried out -~ the
problem of "weakneas of will". For soms theories
this is not & great difficulfy. If the carrying
out of intentions is attributed to an executive
faculty of the will it may seem plausible o
attribuie its successes and failures to waging
or waning strength, much as we might explain the
succegses for failures of a weightlifter. For
the theory for which I have been arguing, the
problem appears much more serdous. If practical
reagoning produces the action just as theoretical
reagoning produces the conclusion how can it fail?
If some intermedilate operator is supposed then eithsr
it operate independently, as the will is supposed %o
do, or it is set in motion by the reasoning. In the latter
case the problem ie cnly pushed one gtep further back ~why

does practical reasoning fail +to set them in motion on
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»(39)

gome ocoasions
The Will

As there are other congideratiocns which may
appear to support the theory of the will it is as well
to examine this possible solution before proceeding
furtier., The usages of ordinary languages are not of
great significance ag faculty theories have been
considerably in vogue in the past and their terminology
hag filtered into common usage through media such as
popular dgsayes on morality and the pulpit. Indeed
from my experience the latter, when occupied by one
type of clergymen, is still a source of their
dissemination. The important question is therefore
whether the phenomena %o which they refer necessarily

involve the operations of some such faculty.

We speak of people 25 strong- or weak-willed and as
possessing various degrees of willpower. When someone
is characterised ag being "weak-willed" it is because,
either generally or on 2 particular occasion, he
vacillates, fails to carry out his intentions, is
easily distracted or deterred from his proposed
course of action. The "strong-willed" person on
the other hand is not distracted or deterred even
by serious obstacles and difficulties and does not
vacillate once he has resolved on his course. These
terms are nct applied because of cobservations of the
operations of a #faculty, this is put forward by
theorists to explain the differences in ceonduct to

which they are applied.

39, There are some things which might be regarded

as intermediaries - the bedily functions necessary
for action discussed in the last chapter.
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When we speak of "acts of will® however, we do
refer to particular actions. They are, however, of
two different types. An example of one type is
found in statements such as "by a heroic act of will
he put on a final burst of speed to win the race®™, The
action performed in this case is increasing speed and
the important feature to which the statement draws
attention is that it was very difficult =nd more than
might have been expected and showed the athlete's
courage and determination. Thig is similar to what
ig referred %o by calling someone strongwilled but
the guddenness and intensity of #%he action make
"octs of will® a more appropriate expression. It does
not necessarily imply that some special faculty was
in operatiocn any more than a description of his effort
as "superhuman® would imply that the athlete possessed
a di¥ine or angelic nature.

The second type of "act of will" does involve the
choice of an action. It cccurs inm conditions of
vacillation, When unable to reach a preference for
ocne course or another a person may arbitrarily decide
on one courge simply to avoid delay. The curious
thing about the problem of the ass stranded between
twe equally desirable bales of hay is that because of
its failure to decide between either bale it is
supposed to stand and sbtare, a much lesg desirable
course than either. An ags would presumably just go
to the bale which it saw firgt, but & person might
find himself vacillating between two equally desirable

objects. In such circumstances he would most probably
decide "If I don't take one I will have neither" and

proceed tc take whichever one he happened to be
looking at when he decided thisg, or perhahs resclve
the problem by tossing 2 coin, He does not need a
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arbitrary faculty to do this, he decides in the mormal
way on a course of action - chcoosing one object by

an arbitrary means.

Some ethical theories which exalt the will appear
to be recommending the freguent adoption of such courses
of action. There is a basis for this in the fact that
reasoning may be a hindrance fo the successful achievements
of our aims. In scome sircumstances rapid action is essen-
tial and it is better to act than wait until all facts
which may be relevant have been congidered. Such
theories in fact seem to be proposing a rule of prudence,

The will cannot bhe gufficient to account for
intentional action since like other "blind" for ces
it gives no way of distinguishing th? degceriotions
40

under which actions are intentional, Now in

the case of theorstical reasoning we do not nesd to
supnose sonme assenting faculty to explain why someone
accepts the conclusions of his reasoning, though we do
need an explanation, when they fail to do so. The
general problem we are considering i® the case of
practical reasoning also arises becsuse of failures
and we do not find it puzzling or surprising that
people do what they intend to do., As the linguistic
usages apparently referring to the will can be
gsatisfactorily explained withcout postulating the
existence of a special faculty or type of operation
the case for such supposition mist rest on the

40, vide pp 11-12. 1In cruder versiong of the theory
this problem does not arise because the will is
treated as if it were a person eguipped with
knowledge (and presumably reasoning). The same

general questions could be asked about the
activities of thic sub-~person.
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possibility of failing to execute intentions, If thig
can be accounted for without that supposition it becomes
superiluous.

It could still be possible to talk meaningfully
of "the will" and to contrast it with "the intellect®
using the terms to refer on the omne hand to the person
engaging in practical activity and on the other to
the person engaging in theoretical actiwvity. This
distinction has been importaent in many disputes in
ethics. Aristotle might be said to be treating ethics
in terms of the will in opposition %o Plato's treatmeunt
of i1t in terms of the intellect, for example when
he criticises FPlato's doctrines on the grounds that
speculative enquiries into the form of the good are
of little relevmnce to the actions of everyday life.(41)
This sort of rough distinction is guite compatible with
the view which I have been advocating, although it
may produce confusions by obscuring the facts that
"theoretical® activiiies such as scientific or
philogophic enguiries invoelve practical reasoning
like other human activities, (e.g. about how to conduct
an experiment) and that "practicel" activities, such
as carpentry or ditchdigging, involve theoretical
reasoning {e.g. mathematical cslculations).

The Elements of Practical Reasgoning

There are three essential elements involved
in practical reascuning. The first element ia a
construction of the situation, such as is imvolved in
the passions though net always as complex and general,
which refers to something as wanted or not wanted.
This may be regarded as a picture of the world to which

41. Nicomachean Bthics Book { Chapter 6
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the world is to be made to eenform.{42) {The pidture
might correspond to the world as it is when what

the person wants is to preserve some existing situation.)
For convenience I will refer o this element by
expressions of the form "I want x".

Anscombe argues that %it is misleading to put
'*T want! into a premise if we are giving a formal
account of practical reasoning™ but her argument on
this point is dillogical, From the fact that "net
everything that 1 have described as cowing in the
range of 'reagons for acting’ can have a place as &
vremise in & practical syllogism® 43 it does not
follow that no such thing can be such a premise, Her
argunent comes tc the strange conclusion that “"They
have Jersey cows in the Hereford market, so I'11
go thers® 4 is & piece of practical ressoning. It
is not sufficient that "whatever is described in the
propesition that is the starting-point of the
argument must be wanted in order for the reasoning to
lead to any action. Jomeone might want to wuy
good dairy cows but unlesgs he Knows that Jersey .
cows are good dairy cows the belief sbout their
presence in the Hereford market would appear to him
irrelevant to what he wants. As what conclusion
follows from the practical reagon depends on whether
or net the person whnte what is mentioned inm it, it
ig very difficult to see why Anscombe objecis to
treating the element of wanting as a premise,

The second element relates to the means of achieving

429 Vid@ PP ?5“"17
4%, op. cit. 8 35 p. 64
44, ibid. p. 65



the gtate wanted. In practice many faciors other than
the efficiency of the means arise at this point soue
of which will be digcussed below. For the sake of
gimplicity I will for the moment assume that the only
problem ig that of discovering a means of achieving
the state wanited and that there will be only one

such meansg in each case., This element I represent by
"Doing Y is the means to X",

The third element is the conclusicn. Aristotle
aprears to regard the conclusion as an action(45}
though he alsoc speaks of it as an opinion. In soue
cages the conclusion will not invelve immediate
action, i.e, those where the action is to be taken at
some future time, and in these cases the person nay
actually say to himself something like “so I'11

catch the first train tomorrow". We would regard '
a public anncuncement te this effect as an expression

of his intention,

How ag there must be a description under which
the agent knows his acticn, whether ar not he employs
thisg in some actual utterasnce, it is possible to invent
*a form of words by which he gccompanies this action,
which we may call the conclusion in 2 verbalised form®.
In doing so the cases where what follows immediately is

{46)

en action and thome where it is the formastion of an

intention sre aesimilsted,

45, op. cit, Beok VII ch. 3, 1147a 28. %"When a single
opinion results from the two, the soul must in
one type of case offirm the conclusion, while in
the case of opinions concerned with production it
aust immediately act.™

46.Anscombe op. cit. B 3% p. 60



I represent this element by "I should do YM
using “ghould" because it is "a rather light word with
unlimited contexis of applicatiGn“(47). THishusage
of "should” should not be undersicod to have any
special moral meaning, if there is such a thing. If
the distinction between "will® and Yshall® were
pregerved in current usage "I will do Y% might be a
better expression, but as it is 1likely to suffer from
the same ambiguity as "I am going to.." "I want to
do Y" might seem the Ffight form for 2 conclusion drawn
from the premises in the form given, but for the tinme
being I wish tc avoid possible confusion about which
I am referring to when I discuss wanting. If English
was properly sguipped with gerundives they would be

+the begt solution.

It is possible, of course, for practical reasoning
to result in a conclusion not to do scomething. This
can be represented as: "I want x, Doing ¥ will prevent
%, Therefore 1 should not do ¥, or as "I do not want
%, Doing Y is the means to x, Therefore I ghould not
do I%,

Wanting

Want® itself is = word with a very wide rang
of uses, and the range hecomes even wider when we
consider the whole family of relasted terms of which it
is 2 member - e.g. degire, longing, wish and hope.
Some of the distinetions between what may be referred
to in general as different types of wanting have

sone interest in relation to the problem under consideration

47. ibid. 8 35 p. 63
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but there is one which I shall maintain is of crucisl
importance. 1 shall sargue that the difference between
those cases where intenticns sre carried out and those wher
they are not (excluding of course those where an

external obsbacle or mistake is the causge of Failure]
depends on a difference betwyeen different kindsg or

senses of wanting - i.e. that the solution to the

problen of unfalfilled intentions is to be found

within the field of practical reasoning itself.

It is necessary first to consider two possible
complications concerning wanting., One arises in the
course of Anscombe's discussion of yhether any dzscribable
object or state of affaire can be subgtituted for x
in "A wants x“,(£3) In the course of discussing this
guesticon she examines the possibility of wanting a
gaucer of mud, o twig of mountain asgh or a pin, and
comeg to the conclusicn that something can be szid to
be wanted ounly if some "desirability characterisation®
of it could be given by the person who is szid 1o

. (49)

want 1

How later she points cut that her "remarks about
'‘wanting' an object or a state of affadirs at § 37 do
not necessarily apply to wanting to do somebthing®
and that "I want, that's all™ can be applied to¢ doing.
With this in mind the considerations concerning a

(50}

gaucer of mud etc lead to a different conclusion, and
Ansconbe hergelf points out things other than the

giving of desirability characterigations. Suppose the
person obtains the gaucer of mud etc., keeps them near

him and vigourously proteets them from removal, "hut

45, ivid. B 36, p. 66
49, 8 37

50. 8 51 pp 9C=91
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then, this is already beginning to make sense: these
are his possessicns, he wanted tc own them: he may

be idiotic, but his ‘*wanting' is recognisable as such.®
Perhaps "he 1g careful always to carry the zin in

his hand thereafter, or at least for a tine,

¥we may perhaps gay: it seems he really wanted that

pin. Then, perhaps, the angwer to *TWhat did you

want 1t for?? may be ‘to carry it about with uef

as a man maey want a stick,® "I he insists on
*having® the thing, we want to know whet ‘having

amounts to,"

" Phe oddity of saying someone wanis some thing of
this sort appears then to arise from the ambiguity
of "I want x" where "x" is a noum or equivalent
phrage. "I want a pin" may mean *I want to own a
pin', ¥I want to have a pin with me®, *I want to
gee a pin®, "I want te¢ use a pin®, "I want a pin
placed there® stc. The bafiling situation is one «
where we cannot find a proposition wihich would be
true 1f things were ag the perscn wants, but
octherwise false.

When the cobject of wanting is given in the infinitive
form the reguired proposition is easily arrived at -
e.g. "Smith owns a pin". In nearly all cases there
is no " real difficulty =~ if a nmnoun is given as the
object of wanving., If a dressmaker says "I want =
pin® or a child playing says "I want a saucer of
wm1d® we can easily see how the world will be different
if it is as they want - the dressmaker will be holding

a pin and poking it through material, +the child will

be dabbling in the mud, or the saucer and its contents

51, 4bid. § 37 pl 70-71 My emphases,



will be stored with other treasured vossessiocons. In

cther circumstances there may be a doubt. We may not

D¢ sure whether the person wants to acouire an

unusual pessession or wants to use it to achieve something
©1l88.

We may therefore say that any meaningful statement
of the form "I want x" can be counstrued as asserting
"1 want (some propeosition) to be rue'.

The seccond possible complication arises from a
distinction between wanting and "idle wishing®. Now 1%
is not true that a person cannot want unattainable objeds
or even tha=t wanting must be "restricted to present

(52)

Someone may want root 2 to be commensurable, Helen

or future objects or fusture states of affairs®.

te be still alive, the sun %o blow up, Troy not to
have fallen or to hold the moon in the palm of his
hand. He may think that he ig a2 genius able 1o
revolutionise mathematics, an expert necromancer,

the inventor of & new super weapon which can disrupt
the sun’s internal processes or of a time machine and
the means of helping Hector. He may believe that

the moon is very near the earth and only a foot or

sc wide.

If he does not have any illusion of this kind
is the character of his wanting affected? The differsnce
between the realist and the deluded man who wants such
things 1ig that the latter believeg that there are means
to bring about the deszired state of affairs while the

s
e ey

#8¢H8F does not, and perhaps also believes that there
gan be no such means, The difference relates to the
second element of practical reasgoning not the Tirst

and the failure to act due to the impessibility of

52, ibid B 36 p. 66
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of acting, not the weaknegs of the wanting.(53)

To restrict from the outset ™Mhe wanting that

interests us" i.e. which is relevant to prectical
reagoning, to sometaing which "cannot be said to exist
in a man who does nothing towards getting what he

2 (54)

unfilfilled intentiocns, but without some relevant

wantsg might appear to solve the problem of

account of the difference petween the kinds of
wanting would simply beg the guestion.

Hedjectinsg Conclusions

We might be just as puzzled by the fact thet
it is possible for scmeone to reject the conclusion
of their theoretical reasoning 88 we may be by the
possibility of failing to fulfil intentions, Suppose
someone believes that "All A are BY and that "all B
are C%, has no doubts about the validity of Barbara
syllogisma, sees that those propositions can be the
premises of such a syllogism and yet rejects the concle
ugion "all A are C"., if we look no:{further than that
syllogism we may be at a loss to explain his rejection
once opther factors are admitted to the picture the
pogsible explanations are obvioug. He may already
simply believe that some A are not €, or believe that
no C are D and that some A are D and have drawn the
conclusion that some A are not C or couple all A are
¢ with all C are E which he already believes and draw

53. There ig such a thing as "idle wishing®, e¢.g. in
daydreanms but it is not the same ag wanting some
unztiainable sbkijesed state. "Idle wishing® and
"fancying" are ways of pretending,

54, ibid., p. 67



the conclusion all A are B which ne does not believe.
In any of thesge situations a number of vposgsibilities are
open to him., To take the simplest case {when the
conclusion is something he does not belisve) he

may reject either prenmise, reject the validity of

hig reasoning or may abandon his former belief that
some A nre not C. In the more complicated cases

the possibilities are multiplied accordingly. Any

of the possibilities may lead him %o reexamine 2 mumber
of other beliefs. He may simple suspend judgment.
Scmetimes the resclution of such & problem is very
complicated - e.g. in philoscphicel paradoxes.

Taking into accecunt only the originsl syllicgism
the acceptance of the conclusicn is necepsary; but
thie is not so when the implications for =ll his other
beliefs and reasonings are congidered. These may
include not only explicit beliefs but ¥wague doubts and
prejudices and a person may nct be able to give the
reasgn for his rejection except in vague terms such
as "It just doesn't geen right scmehow® or "1 find
thaet hard to swallow®. '

The elements of such a conflict may all be
present and yet the perscn's beliefs may not be
affected since it is possible for a person te have
incompatible bediefs, even when both beliefs are
explicit ones. We believe that the sun rises in the
east every morning and sebts in the west every evening,
moving across the sky in the meantime. Yel when we
congider astroncmical or astronautical phenomena
we believe that the sun remains staticnary while the
world revolves on its axis and travels round the sun.
It is guite implausible to explain this away by ssying
that when we say "the sun has risen” we really mean



the earth has rotated so that we can see the sunt,
Astronomical considerations simply do not enter our
thoughts in normal discussion of such everyday metters
and indeed for the purposes of those discussions

there is no need +to change the usages and assumptions
which have pergisted from pre-Copernican times. Which
set of beliefs we will use depends on which set of
circumstances we are dealing with,

In this case the Ptolemaic beliefs of some people
nay be sald to be gualified if they retain vague
memories of their school science on someé occasions
when gpeaking in Ptolemaic terms. It is possible
however, for twe incompatible sets of beliefs to be
accepted and followed through without reservations, each
in itg appropriate context. This is shown in the
resilience of prejudices. Someone may conduct his
dealings with an ipdividual member of a particular
race on the agsumptlon that he is an intelligent and
competent worker and may say as mach when commenting o
o¢n hig work. When diascussing the extension of civil
rights to or the cultural agsimilation of the members
of that race in genersl he may firmly maintain that
they are all stupid, lazy and incompetent. In each
case he may be guite unitroubled by the incompatibility
of his belief with the belief he holdg to in other

gircunstances,

Whether doubts arise because of the incompatibility
of different beliefs depends not just on whether the
beliefs are related %o one ancther out on whether they
are brought together in the verscn's mind in such
o way that he recognises the contradiction., Furthermore
the doubt may ke only exist while they are brought
together, When faced with a contradiction the person
may suspend judgment, then, having forgotten the
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problem, go on following each of the incompatible
beliefe. This may hanpen even though when faced
with the problem he rejected one belier.

Similar possibilities arise with practical as
with thecretical reasoning. Someone may reason as
followss: "I want %, Doing Y is the neans to x,
therefore 1 should do YY" but on coming to the
congideration of ¥ he is faced with & previous
intention not to do i% = "I want z, Deing Y will
prevent z, therefore I should not do ¥" gr "I
do not want A, Doing Y is the means to A, therefore
I should not do ¥Y®. Doing Y itself might be
something the perscn does not want.

In the case of theoretical reascning we could
degscribe the person's problem thus: while he considered
only a limited part of the world a certain element
in his picture of the world was in agreement with it,
i.e. his limited picture was true of the limited part
of the world it was intended to portray. A contradiction
arises when %wo such limited pictures are brought
together because he isg considering & wider segment
of the world, (In the situation supposed the widening
is brought about because his reasoning has connegted
two things which he had not previcusly thought of
as connected), Previously it was posgsible for him
to believe A and to believe B because he did so in
different contexts. NWow there is one context and
he cannot believe {A and B) because the comvound

belief is selfcontradictory.

In the cage of practical reasoning the problen
is as follows: while he consgidered only part of
the werld he had a certain element in the picoure to

which he wanted thaut part of the world to conform.



Vow two such limited peitures are brought together
because he is considering a wider segment of the
world (for the same reason as above)., Now it becomes
clear that the world cannct be made to conform to
poth pictures because they contain incompatible
elements.

In each case the world cannot conform to the
composite picture because the picture conitains a
contradiction.

Similar possibilities are open in the case of
practical ag in theoretical reasoning. The person
can reject the validity of the reagoning, he can
reject either minor premise or either major premise
(including the simple - "I do not want Y")}. Apart
from the possibilities of mistakes of logic or of
fact concerning the miner premise the choice is
between wanting two different and incompatible

e G

situations, The person now sees that 2 world containing

x and z is impossible (leaving out of considerstion
the other possiple rezsonings mentioned). He can
make the world cenform either %o a pig¢ture containing

x and not 2 or to one containing z and not x.

It ig at this point that I wart to introduce =z
distinction betwegen differsnt senses in which someone
can be sa2id to want something., I have already argued
that wenting isg part of a certain construciticn of
the world, or more accurately of part of +the world.

A persoen can be said to want something when 1t 1s
poert of his construction of the part of the world
which he ig sctually considering, whehhs-1t is part
of the picture to which that part of the world may be
nade to conform. I shall call this the concrete



sense of wanting). He can also be said to want
something if it would be part of such construction
and picture if he were considering a part of the
world more limited than thet which he is actually

congidering.

An example of Aristotle’s illustrates the
difference,(SE)A boat is caught in a storm and can
only be saved by throwing the cargo overbeard., Now

in one gense the captain certainly wantg to throw

over the cargo, but in another ¥in the abstract® he
dees notl If asked "why 4id you want to throw cover
the cargof" he night reply "I didn’t want to, but

it was the only way to save the ship," but he

might accept the guestion and its assumpition and
angwer "because it was the only way to save the sghip.®
We can imsgine him telling an enguiry "I only wanted
o throw it over because there was no other way to

save the ship."

There are two corresponding uses of the expression
"really want". Somecne might say "I really want

$0 travel, but ny aged mother needs constant care so

I'n staying home®, but when his mother says "I want

yoﬁ to do what you want to deo® he may reply %wWell,

all things congidered what 1 really want to dc is stay
home and look after you". His position is that if ke
were considering a meore limited part of the world than he
is considering (i.e. a psrt of the world that did not
include the situation of his mother) then he would

want to travel in the same sense as he does want to

stay home and lock after his mother, "all things

55. HNiceomachean Ethies Book III, Ch. i, 1110a, 8-20



congidered®.

There are therefore three ways in which scmeons
can be paid to want incompatible things and one in
which he cannoct. The first way in which he can is
illustrated in the examples just considered, when he
wants the twe things in different senses, The second
is when each thing is wanted in the abstract senge =
e.g., sgcmeone might in this sense want to travel and to
look after his aged mother but Yall things considered®
want to look after his wife and family instead of
either or perhaps not know what he wants "all things

consideredt,

The third is when he wants each thing in the
concrete sense but wants them at different times,
In a similar way To that in which it is possible 1o
hold incompatible beliefs. In this case Wwanig®
i in the habitual pregent tense. Thieg someone
night want to secure world peace and to bring out
the universal acceptance of a particular ideoclogy
or goclal system, even though these aims were in
fact incompatible. At one time he might work
enthusisstically for peace, at ancther sgtrive
energetically for the sgpread of his viewpolng, even
though his zctions at one time tended to frustrate
those at ancther. Tven after the confiict has besen
pointed ¢ut to him he may continue to want both
things and seek to achieve them, being so absorbed
at any given time by the task in bhand that he forgets
about its relation to his other activities.

The way in which a person cannoct be said to
want incompatible things is the concrete sense when

the wanting of the two things is supposed o be
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simultaneous. In that sense he cannct want (zand z)

when x and z are incompatible,(56) That is the sense

in which Y"want® is used in the first element of

practical reasoning and so a person faced with a conflict
of the kind we have been considering cannct maintain

both major prenises unless he rejects one of the

minor prem sges or the validity c¢f his reasoning. He

may of course contimie to want the rejected goal in the
abstract sence,

What are the consequences for action of each of
the courses open to resolve the conflict? If the
person suspends judgment then there will be no waonting
in the concrete sense - nothing he wants "all things
considered” for he hasg not yet considered all things
which he now believes %o he relevant. If he ddacides
his reascening is invalid then he will change his
conclugicon., If he rejects one of the minor premises
the practical reasoning is no longer complete s¢
the conclusion deces not now fellow. This is the
most commen regolution, for we have been supposing that
there is only one way to achieve what is wanted
whereas the means will in most cases have been chogen
because it is the most efficient available. HNormally
when considering what means to adopt we anticipate
the possibility of such conflicts, and choose a
means which will avoid them. Thus we may ¢hoose

the easiest means to avert conflict between the desire

of achieving our aim and the degire tc aveid

56. 1In neither case need the incompatibility be a
direct contradiction between the two things
believed or situations wanted. It is encugh that
combined with other beliefs a contradiction can

ke drawn from themnm.
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unnecesgsary effort, I the major premise is rejected
then the first element of practical reascning is
absent.

S0 far I have gpoken as if the steps in the
reasoning, the conflict and its resclution followed
one ancther in a temporal segquence and 1f this were
80 one might expect the perscn to commence acting and
then pause as he gsaw the conflict., But we do not
think there musgt be a moment when we believe the conclusion
of & theoretical reasoning before such & conflict mekes
us doubt or reject it. The sequence is a logical not
a temporal one. (Someons might investigate the
congequences of deing Y, discever that X, a possgible
situation which he had not previcusly envisaged wasg one
of them and then came to want x.) The confliect could
arise at any stage - as soon &8 we see where our
reasonigg is likely to lead us.

The obvicus objection to this whole line of argument
is that it amounts to saying that in every failure to
carry out an intenticn (other than those where an
external obstacle prevents it) the agsnt changes his
mind, i.e. that no one ever really has an intention while
failing t¢ act on it. I am prepared to stand by this
conclusion while showing that it is possible for a person
to abandon his intention without "changing his mind”

in an important sense,

An examination of examples may show the application
of thig position. So far we have been considering a type
of case in which the person's picture shanges hecause
it is widened but the same sort of ccnsiderations cbviously
mast apply when it changes by narrowing or altering.
Perhaps the most common example of failing o cerry out



B

an intenticniis staying in bed on a cold worning
despite all sorts of gzood intentions %o rise early.

In this situation we may experience in a striking

way the apparent powerlessness of intention. We

may lie there saying "I must get up" and reeciting all
the things which made us intend te do so, but still
remain between the sheets. Our picture of the world
from this position divides inte two limited and sharply
distinguished parts - the warm, comfortable bad and
the chilly air arocund us., As we emerge from sleeyp
these properties of the world are most striking

and dominate our somewhat nuddled thoughts. The seninar
which prom sed to be sc interesting when contenmplated
last night how seems unreal - a mere shadow compared
with the comfort of bed. How we have not changedour
mind in one sense - we have not rejected the views we
held abou®% the seminar, the featureg of it which

we previously considered have been paritially feorgetien
and pushed %o the gide ofypur mind in the new outlook
it has acguired. We will get up when this outlock
changes, perhaps because we remember being late for
leat week's seminar and the annoyance we felt then
returns., Until something like this hanpens, however,
what we want, all things considered, is different from
what we wanted last night because the range of things
being considered has altered,

Another example is the soldier marching off to war
full of patrictic thoughts and intending to do great
and courageous deeds to win the war, but spending his
time on the battlefield shaking with terror in his
foxhole. The actual horrors of war now dominate his
picture of the world. "Winning the war® no longer
means the perfromance of romantic feats against a
terrified enemy, it means ploughing through mud past
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the bodies of his comrades while enemy bullets
whistle past him, no longer crushing a wicked
aggressive monster, but shooting other human beings
in an equally pitiable condition. He has not

changed his mind about the "winning the war® of which
he previcusly thought, but the "wyinning the war® with
which he is faced is jusv not the sane thing and has
driven the other from his view of the world.

These situzticns may puzzle the people involved.
They cannct remember changing their minde, in the
abgtract sense they still want to get up early or
to win the war. Hor will it be obvious in what way
their view of the world has changed, While they have
the view of the moment their former outlock is not
present to their nind, when they recover it the
particular view will be displaced and become blurrdd
in their memories. They may by reflecting on their
expazrience discern the difference and its cause bhuid
it may be difficult to do so.

Just asg it is possible to cease applyling some
once kuown truth withcut rejecting it becaume it or
its relevance to the subject in hand hasg been forgotéen
go 1t is possible to abandon an intention without rejecting
it or the premises which led to 1t because circumstances

have changed our outlook on the world,

This does not mean that the failure to carry ocut
the intention fay not be the person‘'s fault. In the
Tirst example he could have set his alarm clock and
placed it where he would have to get up to turn it off,
as he knows that the ring of a Zoud alarm cleck is
likely tc fill the whole universe as seen by someone
newly awakened. In the second example he could set

out to exchange lighthearted conversation with his

comrades to keep his mind off the norrors sround him.
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Either person could be held responsible for his
failure because he onitted to take the necessary
precautions.

akrasgie

Aristotle’s disgcussion of akraﬁia(57) being
perhaps the best known treatment of "weaskness of
will® it is interesting to compare it with the
above account. Although he sometimes speaks of
wanting in a general sense (orexis) he distinguishms
three kinds of wanting - epithumia, thumos and

(58)

boulesis. These do not appear to be defined

anywhere but from the discussion, it seems that
epithumia is impulse directed towards particular
things - the kind of degire I might experience when a
glass of beer is placed in front of me, expressed by =
spontaneous exclamation like "Oh, good! Beerli®,
Thumos is passion, such as indignation, fear or
shame. Boulesis is the most difficult of the thres,
and sesnms tc me to be what we mizht call Yconsiderdd
degire® - the degire we have for somsthing when

we nave considered all its aspects and consequences.
It is failurs to act on practical reasoning based ob
boulesis which mainly concerns Aristotle, since
boulesis plays a central role in his general cthical
theory. Treating all premises of practical reasoning
a8 falling within the field of knowledge he considers
four types of case. In the first the vpepson has
knowledge but is not exercising it, An example

of the peosition he geems te be considering is somew
cne who does not want to die, knows that the

57. Nichomachean Ethics, Book VII, Chapter 3
58, EBudamian Bthics, Book II, Chapters 7,3.
De Motu, Chapter VI.
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train will arrive at the crossing in thirty seconds,
knows that driving onto the croseing when the train
arrives will prove fatal yet does drive his car
onte the crossing. The solution is that he knows
that the train will arrive in thirty seconds in
the same sense in which a schoolboy does who is
reproached for giving a wrong answer when he knows
the correct one. He could have given the answer
if he had tried without having to look it up but
he did not think of it.

In this case there was no practical reassoning in
the sense in which I have described it, though there

could have been if the man exercised his knowdedge.

In the gecond cage the person uses Yonly the
particular premises and not the universal®, i.e. he
fails tc recognise the relevant feature of the
particular situation. The car driver might thus
fail to recognise thet “this is the crossing® either
because he does not know it or because he ig not
exercising his knowledge, e.g. because he is not
paying atitention to his surroundings. Here Aristotle
appears to be recognising as an element in practical
reasoning that recognition of particulars which
was ne of the grounds on which I argued that
practical reasconing existea%5§§en in the simplest

cage of dntentional action.

the third case appears like the first, except
that the failure to exercise ths knowledge is due
to sleep, madness or drunkenness, The only ccmplication
is that people in these conditions may appear to
have knowledge because they can use langusge and perhaps
accidentally utter relevant propositions. The

59. pp. 22-2%
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utterances of the drunkard may be like the "I nust
zet up® of the person lying in bed on = winter's
MOrning.

In the fourth case there is a conflict between
a2 universal opinion and one concerned with the
particular facts, which is later freated as a form
of particular desire. The passage is rather obscure
but the egsential point seems to be that the particular
opinion obscures the universal, or 1o put it in the
terms which I have used, a more limited picture of
the world dominated by immediate circumstances
replaces a wider picture.

The main differences between Aristotle'’sm
approach and that which I have advoc#ted are that
Aristotle beginsg by asking how someone can aft in
g manner conibrary to his considered opinion or
desire, whereag 1 began by asking how scmeone could
fall to executs an intenticon whatever kind of
waniing it was based on. Aristotle thus consgiders
together cases which I would divide into ftwe groups -
those in which there was no intention because
some element of practical reasoning was lacking and
those where there was an intention which is not
rejected but dissclved by a change in the person's
viewpoilnt. Of the latter Arilstotle considers only
cases where the picture is narrowed whereas I have
applied the same principles whether the change was a

widening or contradion.

The essential similarity is in the view that
when the premises of practical reascning - concretbe
wanting and actual belief concerning means - are
present in the person then he must act, but if one



agpect is missing the reasoning is incomplete and
sc does not lead %o the conclusion.

Conclusion

Two poin® remain to be made. Concerning the
first premise of practical reasoning Anscombe
complains thit if it is %o enbtail the conclusion
it must be so general that it would be insane,
e.2. "It i1 necessary for all men over &0 to eat
any food containing Vitamin X that they ever come

(60) Bat "the end of an zacticpn is relative

(61)

premise to be general in respect of the universe
but only of that part which the person 1s considering,

agroga®

to the ccceagion® and it is not necegsary for the

When we speak of wanting scmething, or for that

matter believing something,¥all things considered®,
we do not mean that we have considered every thing
about the world, but only that wewant or believe it
after congidering sverything we see to be relevant.

secondly it should now be apparent why I was
reJuctant at first to represent the conclusion of
practical reasoni:g in the form "I want Y". Considered
within the viewpoint expressed in the practical
reascning the conclusicn is wanted in a concrete sense.
But when not considered asg a means but by itself it may
not be wanted, though if all elements of practical
reasoning remain present this will be only in the
abstract sense of wanting.

60. op. cit. S 33 p. 60
61. Nicomachean Ethics Book III, Ch, 1, 1110a, 13.

B8
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The conclusion is the point at which the reasoning
leads to the incorporation of a particular action into
the picture to which we seek to make the world conform,
and thus make possible the bringing about of that
desired state of affairs "for it is particular

acts that have to be done,nto2)

62, Nicomachean Ethics Book VII Ch. 3, 11472, 3
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