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INTRODUCTION

Some are wise, some are otherwise.

(quoted by J. S. Mill from
anewspaper)

To the general public, a philosopher seems to be, roughly, a person who seeks insight into
the nature of reality, and tries to live in accordance with this insight. Philosophical wisdom
could be taken to consist in the achievement of this aim. In ancient times, philosophers seem
more or less to have corresponded to this conception (the conception may have been mod-
elled on their example). In broad outline, they sketched a view of the world, to the effect that
it was all motion, all unified or divided into two kinds of dimension, was constituted by
atoms, was governed by fate, beyond knowledge, etc., and promptly proceeded to expound,
against the background of this world-view of theirs, how one rationally should live. Some
later philosophers, such as Spinoza and Schopenhauer, clearly conform to this pattern.!

In the practice of contemporary philosophers, there remains little of this ambition
to let a practical philosophy of life, that is, of how to live, emerge out of a theoretical under-
standing of general features of reality. Fundamental practical principles, for example,
of utility or justice, are rather left standing on their own, without any metaphysical
underpinning. Theoretical inquiries, on the other hand, are rarely rounded off by an
attempt to assess what impact their outcome should have on one’s way of life. Often such
practical conclusions are not called for, since today philosophy is so diversified and spe-
cialized that an answer to many philosophical questions will not have any implications
for the business of living. An understanding of the distinction between the analytic and
the synthetic, of conditionals, of their role in the analysis of causation, of the relation
between intention and desire, of the relation of proper names to definite descriptions,
etc., surely harbours no notable practical implications.

All the same, there are some ‘big’ philosophical problems the solutions to which are
not in this way practically neutral or innocent. Now; it is definitive of philosophy that it is

1 Cf. what John Cottingham has recently called the “synoptic” conception of ethics “as an integral part of a comprehensive
philosophical system including both a scientific account of the physical world and a theory of human fulfilment” (1998: 14).



2 Introduction

possible, within its boundaries, not only to try to solve these problems, but also to broach
the question of the practical import of the solutions. Other scientific disciplines, for
example theoretical physics, may deal with equally general problems (to some extent the
same ones, for example about the nature of space and time). But philosophy is unique in
encompassing both the theoretical and the practical dimension.

The very size and complexity of these fundamental problems of course constitute a
formidable obstacle to letting an exploration of them issue in an appraisal of their practical
import. This exploration itself is bound to consume so much time and energy that little
may be left over for a ‘derivation’ of any practical precepts. Although this is a thick book, it is
not nearly as thick as it would be if I were to do anything like full justice to the topics raised.
So, the provisional character of the conclusions at which I arrive must be stressed. There
could be no final word on how one should live in the light of philosophical truth or aware-
ness of the general structure of the world, as knowledge and reflection constantly progress.

A further, more theoretical, reason for why there are few attempts to merge the
theoretical and practical may be found in the widespread belief that an ‘ought” cannot be
derived from an ‘is’. As will transpire, I share some of the intuitions behind this dictum, in
particular the intuition that no recognition of any facts could logically constrain one to
adopt any conative or affective attitude to them. Bug, first, it could force one to give up
some attitudes on pain of being irrational since, as we shall see in Part I, some attitudes
comprise factual assumptions. Second, I cannot see why philosophy must confine itself
to logical truths or inferences (as the logical positivists once prescribed). Philosophers
could well avail themselves of empirical generalizations, whether recognized by
common sense or by psychology. Such generalizations may support claims to the effect
that human persons are so constituted that, given exposure to such and such facts, their
conative or affective responses will be thus and so. It is legitimate for a philosophical
inquiry to appeal to such generalizations since, I believe, the whole of human society and
science relies on such contingent foundations.

To get down to a more specific level, the present essay is engaged in the enterprise of
fusing the theoretical and the practical in seeking a general understanding of our nature
as persons existing through time and intentionally shaping our existence, with a view to
finding out what attitudes to our nature this understanding makes rational or gives us
most reason to adopt. This exploration of the practical implications of philosophical the-
ories might be called a (practical) philosophy of life. Its leading question is: ‘In the light of
philosophical truth, or the most general facts of reality, what do I have most reason to
aim or strive for in my life?’

The Dilemma between Fulfilment and Rationality

In ancient Greece it was apparently often assumed that living rationally, in accordance
with the philosophical truth about nature, would be to lead the happiest or most fulfilling
or satisfying life. If so, the above life-philosophical question would have a single, unequi-
vocal answer: ‘In the rational way which is also the most satisfying’. As Martha Nussbaum
has pointed out (1994: e.g. ch. 1), the ancient Greek philosophers frequently compared
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philosophy to medicine: just as it is the physician’s aim to restore patients to bodily health
by the application of medical precepts, so philosophers should help patients to attain
mental health and a fulfilling life by the application of reason and arguments. Among
other things, she quotes an Epicurean definition of philosophy to this effect: “Philosophy
is an activity that secures the flourishing [eudaimon] life by arguments and reasoning”.2
For instance, the Epicureans famously tried to show that the fear of death, which casts a
long shadow over life, is irrational.

The present work, however, argues not merely that being rational, or living in the light
of philosophical truth and reason, counteracts our aim for happiness in its actual form
(whatever that precisely is), but that it counteracts it, even if the latter aim be fully rationally
constrained. At least some ancient philosophers, like the Epicureans, seem to have had in
mind in particular the aim for one’s own happiness. But suppose that rationality obliges us
to strive as much for the happiness of others (some may have assumed, falsely, that striv-
ing for our own happiness harmonizes with this striving). Then my claim is that making
ourselves rational will not simultaneously turn us into efficient instruments to achieve
this rationalized aim for happiness. This is so because many of our most entrenched
attitudes will be seen to be irrational, and so the attempt to re-model ourselves according
to the requirements of rationality will inevitably draw a lot of time and energy from the
pursuit of the rationalized happiness aim. Thus, our irrationality is so deep and pervasive
that the aim of removing it will conflict even with a rationally ironed out fulfilment aim.

This conflict raises the question of whether we have most reason to aim for satisfac-
tion or for rationality—a question that may appear curious. For, on the one hand, it may
seem evident that we have most reason to aim to be rational or to have only reason- or
truth-based attitudes. On the other hand, it is a familiar idea that what we have most
reason to do, or what is the rational thing to do, is that which maximizes satisfaction,
especially in our own life.

The examination of the rationality of attitudes in Part II dissolves this air of paradox
by distinguishing between rational attitudes in the sense, roughly, of attitudes being
based on an adequate representation of everything there is reason to believe true, and
attitudes that it is rational to have given this body of beliefs and certain intrinsic aims or
desires, for example, an aim for fulfilment. These species of rationality will be called,
respectively, the cognitive and the relative rationality of attitudes. Relative to a leading aim
for fulfilment, it is rational to forbear from having cognitively rational attitudes that inter-
fere with this aim. It is only relative to a master-aim to lead a rational life that, necessarily,
itis rational to have any cognitively rational or truth-based attitude and no other.

In Part I I defend the claim that desires and emotions can be appraised as cognitively
(ir)rational in the sense of being (in)compatible with what there is reason to think true,
by showing that, apart from distinctive non-propositional ingredients, they necessarily
have propositional contents of certain types. Because of this combination of features,
they might be called ‘para-cognitive’ attitudes. The propositional content is also a
precondition for the possession of these attitudes being assessable in terms of relative
rationality.

2 1994: 15; cf. Long and Sedley (1987: 156).
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It may be that these propositional underpinnings of para-cognitive attitudes are
contradicted by the picture of reality that emerges as the result of philosophical reflec-
tion or scientific research. This is actually rather likely in view of the fact that our most
fundamental or ubiquitous attitudes seem either to be, or to be close relatives to, ele-
ments of an instinctual make-up shared with higher non-human animals. These attitudes
will consequently be geared to the beliefs of creatures with an outlook much more
restricted than our present one, and it would surely not be surprising if at least some
of these beliefs were revealed to be false or untenable by our current, more scientific
world-view. If so, these attitudes are cognitively irrational or illusion-based.

Nonetheless, it may be rational to continue to uphold these attitudes, relative to an
aim for happiness, for example, an aim to lead the happiest life, if giving them up would
be disturbing enough. Although most of us have the aim to be happy, I shall, however,
argue that at least some of us also have as an intrinsic and ultimate aim, one that has been
held to be especially appropriate for philosophers, namely the aim to live the (cognitively)
rational life in accordance with truth and reason, to scrap beliefs we discover to be false or
unfounded, and para-cognitive attitudes based on them. Given the latter aim, it will of
course be irrational to stick to cognitively irrational attitudes. So we may be embroiled in
a conflict: there may be ways of thinking and attitudes of ours such that it is both rational
and irrational for us to retain them, relative to different aims of ours.

Those who possess a dominant intrinsic desire to exhibit only patterns of thought and
attitudes that are cognitively rational will be named rationalists. Their opponents are
satisfactionalists. We shall first come across the latter in the shape of prudentialists, who
are equipped with the dominant, intrinsic aim that their own lives—viewed temporally
neutrally if they are rational—be as fulfilling as possible.? For rationalists, it is (relatively)
rational to try to extinguish even the most deeply ingrained attitudes that do not meet
the desideratum of cognitive rationality, while this enterprise is (relatively) irrational for
prudentialists if this makes their lives less fulfilling.

Now, we are neither pure rationalists nor pure prudentialists, but we have, to different
degrees, a streak of both dispositions in us. Therefore we face in the philosophy of how
to live a conflict or dilemma because, typically, we want both to think and react in fashions
that have a solid basis in fact and to lead lives that are as happy or fulfilling as possible. It is
not hard to understand why we should have been equipped with a desire to seek truth
and form para-cognitive attitudes in conformity with it: clearly, in many situations,
having this trait enhances our chances of survival. Generally, desires that have survival
value—such as desires to acquire material possessions and to make some sort of impres-
sion upon our fellow beings—presuppose that we know our current situation in the
world and will keep track of how our actions will change it. To the extent we thought we
lacked such knowledge, we would desire to have it and to have it impregnate our
attitudes. It is equally obvious that we desire felt satisfaction or pleasure. One way to

3 Prudentialism is a version of what Derek Parfit terms the self-interest theory, a version according to which its aim, that
one’s life go, for oneself, as well as possible, is analysed rather along the lines of what he calls preference-hedonism (1984: app. I).
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gauge the importance of this desire is by noting that in most human cultures there is a
practice of taking certain drugs to have pleasant, but delusory, experiences (albeit drugs
can also be taken in an inquisitive spirit).

Granted that we seek pleasurable satisfaction, it might, however, be questioned
whether we seek to maximize it, for example, seek to maximize the satisfaction of our
lives. Is not our aim rather the more modest one of leading lives that are ‘satisfying
enough’, on the lines of the ‘satisficing’ model advocated, for example, by Michael Slote
(1989)? I agree that it is reasonable to adopt the satisficing model as regards local aims
which compete with each other. Here the attempt to maximize the satisfaction one
obtains from one aim may make one lose too much as regards other aims. But this reason
for restraint does not apply to the overarching, global aim of life satisfaction. Thus, I can-
not see any reason for aiming at less than maximization here (cf. Schmidtz, 1995: ch. 2).

For some, then, there is most reason to do what promotes the rational life, for others
to do what promotes the most satisfying life. Those who adopt the former stance exem-
plify a form of idealism, in the sense that theirs is an aim that runs contrary to the pruden-
tialist aim that one’s own life be as satisfying as possible. Idealism can consist in the
pursuit of other aims than rationality (e.g. artistic or athletic ones), but it is particularly
apposite to consider the rationalist aim of living in the light of philosophical truth in the
context of a quest for philosophical truth. Further, as will surface, this truth can signific-
antly modify the satisfactionalist aim. But even a rationally modified satisfactionalism
will turn out to be at odds with the aim to gain para-cognitive attitudes that are perfectly
cognitively rational, though this clash compels these satisfactionalists to abandon their
aim as little as rationalists are compelled to abandon their aim because it makes them
more miserable than fulfilled. In compliance with one’s individuality or personality, one
may autonomously choose one lifestyle or the other. That is, there is room for an indi-
vidualism, for one’s individuality to express itself, in one’s reply to the question of how
one should live in the light of philosophical truth.

As implied, we shall first see this individualism at play in the intra-personal realm of
prudence, in which the effects of one’s actions only upon oneself are considered. Then we
shall trace how it seeps into the inter-personal realm of morality, where this restriction is
lifted, and consequences for other beings are taken into account. (But no full picture of
morality is attempted.) I shall contend that, for the inter-personal domain, cognitive
rationality lays down a demand of personal neutrality which rules out, first and foremost,
one’s being specially concerned about someone because that being is oneself. This
requirement of course distances the aim to be rational from the prudentialist aim to max-
imize one’s own satisfaction, but it might be thought to make the former aim an ally of
the more rational satisfactionalist aim of maximizing the satisfaction of all alike. It will,
however, be seen that this is not so, for, as the requirement of personal neutrality is based
on the rational insignificance of personal identity, it permits individualism to extend
beyond the intra-personal zone and invade the inter-personal one. It permits the pursuit
of ideals, like rationalism, when this runs counter not only to the maximization of one’s
own fulfilment, but also to the maximization of the fulfilment of others.
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An Objectivist or Subjectivist Framework?

I might be asked, however, whether there is not reason, for all, to rank highest either the
rationalist or the satisfactionalist aim. If so, in the event of a conflict, we would all have
reason to pursue the highest ranking one. In Part II, however, I argue that whatis a reason
for one depends on one’s desires, in the end one’s (ultimately) intrinsic desires. That is,
I favour an internalist (or desire-based) account of reasons as opposed to an externalist
one. Furthermore, I contend that all such desires provide reasons, that there is no objective
requirement that such reasons have to meet to provide reasons.

In broad outline, the argument is this. Beliefs are designed to fit the facts of the world.
This gives sense to the claim that there is something we are required to believe: the facts.
Desires have the opposite direction of fit: they are formed to change the world so that it
fits their content. For your desires to have this function, you are required to desire that
which you can bring about. But that is all that is required by the direction of their fit. If
you can bring it about that p, and can refrain from this, then it is unclear, in view of the fit
of desire, what it could mean to say that you are required to desire one alternative rather
than the other. For whatever you desire, there can be the requisite fit. On the other hand,
if you cannot possibly bring it about that p, you are required not to desire to bring it about
that p, since the requisite fit is ruled out. So, although you cannot be required to have any
desire, there are desires you can be required not to have. In contrast, the fit of beliefs
requires you to have beliefs that fit the facts rather than ones that do not.

Certainly, this does not amount to a conclusive proof that there is nothing that you are
positively required to desire; it is well-nigh impossible to prove such a negative existential
claim. But, due to the unclarity surrounding such requirements which, I conjecture,
flows from their not being called for by the direction of fit of desires, these requirements,
even if they exist, can probably never be so solidly established that they will possess
enough authority to seriously challenge intrinsic desires widely shared, like the desires
for truth and happiness. (They could exclude only desires that nobody will actually have,
like Derek Parfit’s Future-Tuesday-Indifference, to be discussed in Part IIL.) It is most
likely that, according such requirements, both truth and happiness would come out as
non-hierarchically ordered objectives, both of which we are required or permitted to
desire. Otherwise, these requirements could scarcely earn credibility for, in the absence
of considerations of fit, it seems that they have to earn their credibility by conforming
to intrinsic desires that we already hold. Therefore, in relation to our fundamental para-
cognitive attitudes, these requirements will have to be compliant, never commanding.

It follows that, with respect to our dilemma of rationalism and satisfactionalism, no
appeal to objectivism will resolve it. Now, since I am at a loss to construe objectivism, and
little would be gained for my purposes by assuming its truth, I shall proceed on the basis
of the more parsimonious subjectivist assumption that there are no objective constraints
on reason-grounding intrinsic desires. In any event, however, when the rationalist and a
satisfactionalist life-style diverge, there is no reason valid for all, independently of the
orientation of their intrinsic desires, to pursue one lifestyle rather than the other.
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This subjectivism also defines (intrinsic) value in terms of what satisfies (ultimately
intrinsic) desires. Accordingly, all values will in some sense be values for some subject (of
desires). But we shall also be in need of a narrower notion of a value for a subject, in terms
of which the fulfilment of those of one’s desires that are in some sense self-regarding, but
not, for example, those that are other-regarding, is good for oneself. I shall say that a desire
is ‘self-regarding” if the content of it contains an in a certain way ineliminable reference to
the subject having the desire. In this sense, the prudentialist aim is self-regarding, since it
is to the effect that oneself reap maximal fulfilment.

To say that one’s desires are fulfilled does not imply that one experiences any fulfilment.
Of course, if one desires to obtain certain experiences, for example of pleasure and pain
(these experiences will be scrutinized in the first two chapters), one must necessarily have
experiences of these kinds for one’s desire to be fulfilled. Typically, when such desires are
fulfilled, one will also be aware of this fact, and this will affect one’s desire, so that it gives
way to an experience of satisfaction or pleasure.

As opposed to this experiential kind of fulfilment, there is a purely factual notion of
fulfilment consisting simply in that there is in fact something matching the object of a
desire, and not entailing that the subject is aware of this fact. As it is doubtful whether we
spontaneously desire a life that scores high with respect to factual fulfilment, I shall
in speaking of the prudentialist aim of leading the maximally fulfilling life understand
fulfilment in the experiential sense. (In practice, this may make little difference since, as
will transpire, prudentialists will strive to have, as far as possible, desires that are experi-
entially fulfilled whenever they are factually fulfilled.)

Psychological hedonism implies that all one’s self-regarding (ultimately) intrinsic desires
are to the effect that one obtain or avoid certain experiences, experiences that feature
qualities of pleasure and pain, respectively. I argue in Part I that psychological hedonism
is false and that there are self-regarding intrinsic desires for other things than one’s own
experiences, and consequently for other things than one’s own hedonic experiences.
There are also non-self-regarding intrinsic desires. To refute psychological hedonism may
seem to be like shooting a dead duck, but it is worth doing since, as we shall see, its falsity
supports the claim that it is not in any sense irrational to reject the aim of satisfactional-
ism, whether in the prudential or in the personally neutral shape, in favour of some ideal,
like rationalism. For if one intrinsically desires other things than one’s own pleasure, one
may desire this more strongly than pleasure. Then one’s master-aim may not be to make
one’s life as full of pleasure or (felt) satisfaction as possible, and we have seen that there is
no objectivist, externalist norm requiring it to be so. Thus, to have as one’s master-aim
the rationalist aim that one’s attitudes be as cognitively rational as possible is rationally
permissible.

Ideals, like the rationalist aim, may or may not be self-regarding (as will emerge in
Part IV, if they are self-regarding, they will have to be derivable from desires that do not
refer to the subjects themselves if they are to be rationally defensible). But even a purely
factual fulfilment of non-self-regarding desires is of value for subjects, in the broader,
subjectivist sense. We may call this impersonal value in contrast to the personal value of
something satisfying a self-regarding desire. Personal values are thus values for subjects in
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adouble sense. Pleasure is one thing of personal value for us, but not the only thing, since
itis not the only thing we intrinsically desire to have.

Suppose that the rationalist desire to be cognitively rational rather than a prudentialist
desire to lead the most fulfilling life is now one’s dominant aim. Then what is now best
for one may not be what is inter-temporally most fulfilling for one. There will be a clash if
the rationalist aim demands the eradication of cognitively irrational attitudes whose
eradication will decrease inter-temporal fulfilment, owing to the fact that they are so
deeply rooted in our constitution. Parts III, IV, and V explore three such clashes between
rationalism and a satisfactionalism that is gradually tightened up rationally.

Temporal Biases

Part III discusses whether the temporal location of things with value for us is of rational
importance. Being persons, we are conscious of ourselves as subjects of experience and
desire existing not only at the present time, but also in the past and the future and, con-
sequently, of things being (in the broad sense) good and bad for us not only in the present,
but also in the past and future. Now it is a well-known fact that, in appraising values
located at different times, we display various biases, for example, we are spontaneously
inclined to be biased towards the near future and to prefer a closer, smaller good to a more
distant, greater good. Yet prima facie it seems cognitively irrational to regard such differ-
ences purely in timing as evaluatively significant. This impression is indeed borne out,
but not by there being any underlying belief about temporal facts that philosophical
analysis reveals to be cognitively irrational. The cause of the irrationality is instead that
these facts induce us to represent things in distorted ways.

It follows that rationalists are obliged to rid themselves of the bias towards the near. It
might seem that rational (as opposed to naive) prudentialists would have to agree
because they must be temporally neutral as regards their self-interest, as this bias is likely
to make one’s life on the whole worse by exaggerating the importance of some parts of
one’s life at the expense of other parts. Nonetheless, there is a conflict between rational-
ism and prudentialism for, as this bias is so deep-seated, it will not be relatively rational
for prudentialists to embark upon the project of obliterating it completely.

Moreover, the bias towards the near is not the only temporal bias under which we
labour: there is also a bias towards the future which upgrades the future in relation to the
past. Since this bias cannot induce us to act contrary to the goal of a temporally neutral
maximization of our own fulfilment, (rational) prudentialists have less of a reason to
wish to be liberated from it. Rationalists are, however, obliged to extinguish it in order to
attain the full temporal neutrality which is cognitively rational. This is likely to be a life-
long occupation which is detrimental to the aim of the inter-temporal maximization of
one’s own satisfaction. Therefore, as regards temporal attitudes, there is, given our actual
psychology, a clash between what is the (relatively) rational course for rationalists and for
(rational) prudentialists. Still, the rationalists” pursuit of temporal neutrality as anideal in
the sense of something to be pursued even when it runs counter to the inter-temporal
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maximization of their own fulfilment is no less rationally permitted than this prudentialist
pursuit. There is, then, in the intra-personal domain of prudence, no master-aim that all
of us have most reason to adopt.

The Bias towards Oneself

A second region of strife, discussed in Part IV, is intimately related to the first one. When
confronting the problem of the extent to which one’s future good or satisfaction merits
one’s present concern, one will come up against not only the relevance of the fact of its
temporal location, but also the relevance of the fact that it is one’s own. Spontaneously,
one is strongly disposed to be biased towards oneself, that is, one is more anxious to see to it
that a desire be fulfilled if it is one’s own rather than somebody else’s. In this part I shall
contend that an analysis of the concept of our identity through time reveals this differ-
ence to be without rational importance and, hence, this bias to be cognitively irrational.
The bias towards oneself will, however, be seen to be based not directly on the thought
that this fact of identity obtains, but on the exaggerated vividness of the representation
of one’s own future experiential states with which this thought is associated.

If so, the prudentialist aim of seeking to maximize the fulfilment of certain desires
because they are one’s own is cognitively irrational. Rational satisfactionalists will have to
be personally neutral as well as temporally neutral. But, obviously, satisfactionalists
cannot take on board personal neutrality and still remain prudentialists as they can take
on board temporal neutrality. This change will instead turn them into inter-personal or
personally neutral satisfactionalists whose aim is to maximize the fulfilment of everyone’s
desires. As regards personal partiality, there is then a head-on opposition between
prudentialism and rationalism, while their opposition as regards temporal partiality is
merely a result of the contingent fact that this partiality is so deeply rooted in our nature
that it is counter-productive for prudentialists to try to dispose of it completely.

In the inter-personal sphere of morality, rationalism and personally (and temporally)
neutral satisfactionalism are related to each other roughly as, in the intra-personal sphere
of prudence, rationalism is related to (temporally neutral) prudentialism. Rationalists
are committed to try to eradicate the bias towards oneself, however ravaging the psycho-
logical scars will be. In contrast, it will probably not be (relatively) rational for personally
neutral satisfactionalists to try to completely wipe out this bias, since this elimination
project may disturb their personality to the extent that they become less efficient in
contributing to their goal. Still, it will probably be rational for them to ‘trim’ this bias. So
there is a conflict between the rationalist and the satisfactionalist pursuit even if the latter
is cognitively rationally constrained to the extent of incorporating not only temporal,
but also personal, neutrality.

Again, this does not imply that we have more reason to choose one pursuit rather than
the other. For rationalists, striving to have personally neutral attitudes is a legitimate
ideal. Asitis rationally permissible to be a rationalist idealist in the intra-personal domain
of prudence, it is permissible to be so in the inter-personal sphere of morality. This
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follows from my analysis of personal identity in the first half of Part IV which reveals it to
be rationally insignificant. Since the distinction between ourselves and others is rationally
insignificant, we may in the moral domain handle the life and desires of another (relev-
antly alike) individual as in the prudential domain we may rationally handle our own life
and desires. For instance, as we may contravene the inter-temporal maximization of
our own fulfilment in the name of some ideal, we may contravene the inter-temporal
fulfilment maximization of another. In itself, the fact thatitis another rather than oneself
isirrelevant.

Hence, we see that the conflict between prudentialism and rationalism in the realm of
prudence spills over into the moral realm. Individualism, having gained a foothold in
prudence, can march into the moral domain as well, since personal identity is rationally
unimportant. The fact that inter-personal maximization is not rationally required in the
moral sphere or, alternatively expressed, that idealism is admissible, shows that a moral
individualism is true. There is, in neither of these spheres, any aim that we all have
most reason to adopt as there presumably would be if the aims of rationalism and
satisfactionalism had coincided.

In the final chapters of Part IV, I shall say something about the resources we have to
resolve the conflicts moral individualism allows. These resources have to do with the fact
that we are mutually dependent upon each other and that we would not have survived as
a species if our individual variations had been too great for co-operation to be possible.
Such pressures may incline us to set aside our possible ideals in our dealings with others
and promote their leading the sort of lives they at the present time autonomously
choose, whether they be rationalists or satisfactionalists. But I do not try to establish that
a consensus will result; the point is only that the cognitively rational requirement of per-
sonal neutrality does not imply that there is a single kind of life—not even if it is indeter-
minately specified as the kind of life they autonomously choose to lead—that we have
most reason to have others leading. Our autonomy encompasses not only our own life,
but extends to our handling of the lives of others. If, contrary to fact, the most fulfilling
life were also cognitively rational, so that this life would be, for each of us, the one we
ourselves had most reason to lead, it would also be the one we had most reason to have
others leading.

Responsibility and Desert

Part V reviews a final conflict, regarding our attitudes with respect to responsibility and
desert. A main contention is that, although our talk of responsibility to a considerable
degree is compatible with determinism, it contravenes this doctrine by encapsulating
claims of desert. A precondition for such claims being true of usis, I maintain, that we are
self-determined in a sense that contradicts both indetermination and determination by
causes external to our responsibility and control. It may appear that such an assumption
of self-determination requires extravagant postulates about a self who can act as a ‘first
cause’. But I argue that it is of a more negative character, requiring merely an absence of
causal speculation. This epistemic notion of self-determination is presupposed when
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desert-related emotions such as anger and gratitude, pride and shame, admiration and
contempt, envy, remorse, and feelings of guilt are felt. I also hypothesize that assess-
ments of desert can be construed as outgrowths of such emotions, in particular, anger
and gratitude.

But the notion of desert, so construed, is nothing that rationalists, who must relentlessly
pursue causal inquiry, will employ, irrespective of whether determinism reigns in
the realm of mind and action or there are gaps of indeterminism in it. It follows that
rationalists are rationally constrained to give up thinking in terms of desert and exhibiting
desert-related emotions. But it is evident that these emotions, like the biases towards the
future and the near and towards ourselves, are engraved in the depth of our being, that it
is hard to the point of being well-nigh impossible to erase them. Consequently, the stage
is set for another collision between rationalism and satisfactionalism even if the latter
aim be rationally cleansed.

We are, however, now brought to query whether satisfactionalism, thus cleansed, will
in the inter-personal realm amount to an inter-personal (and inter-temporal) maximization
of satisfaction or whether some distributive pattern must also be imposed. For the notion
of desert is linked to that of justice: it is just to receive what one deserves, other things
being equal. But it should not be taken for granted, as utilitarians traditionally appear to
have done, that a rejection of desert means a rejection of justice. This is not so if there is
a formal principle of justice laying down that a state is just if and only if individuals fare
equally well, unless there are reasons, like deserts, making it just that they fare unequally
well. If all such reasons for inequality lack application, the conclusion that follows is
not that justice must be rejected, too, but that there is justice if and only if all fare
equally well.

It is not part of the objective of this book to work out how egalitarian considerations
should shape the goal of inter-personal maximization, to answer, for example, questions
about when one inequality is worse than another and how to weigh sums of fulfilment
against degrees of inequality in the distribution of it. The point is just to bring out that, if
an egalitarian maximization to the effect of all being as equally well off as possible on as
high a level as possible, unless they autonomously choose otherwise, is the result of ration-
alizing the goal of satisfactionalism, there will still be a tension between this goal and a
rationalism which demands discarding all desert-related emotions along with the
concept of desert. For the self-absorption and psychological disruption that the attempt
at this removal involves will hinder the effective implementation of the goal of egalitar-
ian maximization. So, in all likelihood, it is relatively rational for egalitarian maximizers
to keep something of the desert-equipment, whereas it is rational for those who pursue
rationalism as an ideal to try to weed it out completely.

The Two Meanings of ‘Retreat of Reason’

Consider a person who succeeds in complying with the requirements of cognitive ration-
ality, that is, a person who is not subject to temporal and personal biases and desert-related
emotions. Such a person will be most like some sages and “world-renouncers’ depicted in



12 Introduction

religious literature, perhaps especially of the East. It is suitable to speak of such a person
as having entered a retreat, namely a retreat of reason. This provides one of the senses of
the title of this book. But although this is the rational life, without cognitively irrational
attitudes, we are not rationally required to adopt it. We are (relatively) rationally required
to strive for this sort of life given that we are in the grip of a dominant rationalist desire,
but not, for example, if our main aim is that of satisfactionalism, even if this aim be
rationally regimented—and there is nothing making us rationally required to have one
leading aim rather than the other.

Given even a master-aim of rationally purified satisfactionalism, it will not be rational
to fully internalize the requirements of temporal and personal neutrality and to dispose
of the concept of desert and related emotions. There is a point at which it will be rational
relative to this aim to, so to speak, let reason retreat or withdraw, to restrain the quest for
knowledge and/or cease to dwell upon truths with a mind to having them impregnate
one’s para-cognitive attitudes. This constitutes the other sense of ‘the retreat of reason’,
namely that of reason retreating (from the ruling position in one’s personality). The
extent of this withdrawal of reason will vary in relation to how rationally regimented
satisfactionalism is—for example whether it be prudentialist and incorporates only tem-
poral neutrality, or it incorporates personal neutrality and a rational conception of
justice, as well—but the withdrawal will never shrink to nothing.

The chief objective of the present essay is to display that rationalism diverges from
satisfactionalism or the pursuit of fulfilment or happiness, even if the latter pursuit is
rationally regimented, and to contend that, despite this conflict, neither aim is irrational.
A consequence of this dilemma is that, in the intra-personal sphere of prudence, there is
no kind of life that everyone has best reason to have. Nor is there, in the inter-personal
sphere of morality, any kind of life that we all have best reason to see others have (such as,
the kind of life that contains as much satisfaction as possible, compatibly with as equal a
distribution between lives as possible). To be rational in the inter-personal or moral
domain is not necessarily to be a philanthropist, a do-gooder, who aims to do what is best
and just for others; it may take the idealist shape of a more intellectual, philosophical life,
also aimed at making one’s para-cognitive attitudes concord with truth.

My presentation of this dilemma shows that it arises even if one affirms a view of the
world that is completely ‘naturalistic’ in the sense that everything in the world can be
described by empirical science, so that, for instance, there are no non-empirical selves to
which we are identical and which (non-deterministically) direct our actions, and no
values irreducible to natural phenomena such as para-cognitive attitudes. As already
remarked, I do not think that naturalism with respect to value is necessary for the
dilemma to arise. For, even if there were some objective requirements of practical
rationality, it is most unlikely that they would rank the aims of rationalism and satisfac-
tionalism relative to each other. More likely, they would sanction, in a non-hierarchical
fashion, both of these aims, as well as any other widespread aims—or suffer a fatal loss of
authority or credibility.

We would not be in this predicament if a life in harmony with philosophical truth and
reason did not necessitate a major attitudinal reform. It is seemingly often taken for
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granted that the cognitive groundings of our fundamental para-cognitive attitudes must
be more or less sound. Then it could scarcely be so hard for us to make rationally
required adjustments that it could wreak havoc on our rational satisfactionalist aims. But
I believe that this comfort—offered by various forms of ethical intuitionism—is denied
us: philosophical explorations can reveal our most deep-rooted attitudes to be radically
misguided. The persistence of the self through time and its self-determination do not
meet the standards the justifiability of these attitudes calls for. The cognitive irrationality
of our para-cognitive attitudes is so profound and large-scale that eradicating it will be at
odds with even a completely rationalized satisfactionalist aim. Hence, if reason does not
retreat from controlling our attitudes, it will force us to retreat from these attitudes.
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PART I

The Nature of Para-cognitive
Attitudes
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PAIN AS A
SENSORY QUALITY

IN this part my chief objective is to explore the nature and rationality of what I shall call
para-cognitive attitudes, namely desires and emotions. I shall, however, start by examining
sensations of pain and pleasure or, in other words, bodily pains and pleasures. The reason
for this is that I agree with David Hume’s statement: “Bodily pains and pleasures are the
source of many passions, both when felt and consider’d by the mind” (1739-40/1978:
276). More precisely, I hold there to be sensory qualities of pleasure and pain the exempli-
fication of which forms the object of a fundamental class of our intrinsic or underived
para-cognitive attitudes (cf. Audi, 2001: 86).

The doctrine of psychological hedonism affirms that all intrinsic desires and emotions
take as their objects the instantiation of these qualities of pleasure and pain, that pleasure
is the only thing sought for its own sake and pain the only thing shunned for its own sake.
In assessing this doctrine, it is vital to distinguish the pleasure which is the object of a
desire from the pleasure which is consequential upon the desire’s (believed) satisfaction
(and would be so even if the object of the desire is not pleasure) and which may be the
object of a higher-order desire. For if one confuses the idea that pleasure is always con-
sequential upon the (believed) fulfilment of one’s desires, with the idea that pleasure can
be the object of desire, one may slide to the hedonist thesis that the object of desire must
ultimately be pleasure, that other things we obviously desire are only means to pleasure.
Once such confusions are cleared up, all credibility of psychological hedonism evapor-
ates, or so I shall argue in Chapter 3.

This finding is of importance in the present context, for if psychological hedonism
were true, then, as regards one’s own life, there might be no rational alternative to pru-
dentialism. For suppose that the only thing we desire for its own sake was exemplifica-
tions of pleasure; then, with respect to one’s own life, the only rational course might well
be to desire that it contain as much pleasure as possible, whether this be bodily pleasure
or the emotional pleasure of happiness and fulfilment. On the other hand, if there are
other things or qualities we desire for their own sakes, prudentialism will be
the supremely rational course only if there is a reason why we should not desire any of
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these things more than pleasure, should not be ready to undergo a loss of pleasure for
their sakes (and I shall contend that there is no such reason).

The Sensory Quality View of Pain

Sensations of pain will be discussed first because the view I shall take on the nature of
hedonic sensations is less controversial here than in the case of pleasure. I shall term this
view the sensory quality view, SQ. This is the tenet that a sensation of pain is a sensation
with a special intrinsic property of painfulness, just as a sensation of warmth or
sphericality is a sensation exemplifying a property of warmth or sphericality. SQ has been
advocated by many contemporary philosophers, including R. M. Hare (1969) and Roger
Trigg (1970).

A sentence like A subject, 4, is feeling—or has a sensation of—something hot” could
describe either how something feels to A or how something that 4 is feeling is really like
(or a combination of both). Read in the former way, it is a report of the content of A’s
feeling or of what she is immediately feeling.! In contrast, the sentence ‘A has a sensation
of pain’ will unequivocally be understood as describing the content of A’s sensation, for
we do not even pre-reflectively adopt the view that the quality of painfulness can inhere
in a physical thing as we adopt the view that the quality of heat can (though it may notin
fact) inhere in it.

The reason that we are not tempted to think that pain inheres in external objects as we
are tempted to think that heat does is not entirely clear. I suggest that it has do with the
fact that the quality of being painful does not ‘mesh’ with spatial qualities in the way
thermal qualities do. An object that is tactually felt to have spatial qualities must have
some thermal quality as well, but it need not possess any hedonic quality like painfulness.
(The latter quality is instead ‘supervenient” upon the former ones in a sense I will soon try
to explicate.) The reason is not, I believe, that, even when pain is caused by contact with
some external object, we always feel it in our own bodies, since this seems true of heat as
well. For instance, the sensation of heat may continue, even though the contact with its
source is broken, no less than a sensation of pain.

Another difference between sensations of pain and of heat is this. When one feels
a pain somewhere in one’s body, for example in the ears, one is not inclined to think that
one’s ears really exemplify the property of being painful as one is inclined to think
that they are really warm when one feels them to be so. This is probably due to the fact
that other subjects can often tactually feel one’s ears to be warm by touching them—as,
indeed, one can oneself do—when one inwardly feels them to be so.

This shows that sensations of pain in a body are tied to a perception of that body thatis
unique to one subject, to wit, the subject whose body the body in question is said to be.
I have elsewhere (1985a: ch. 4.5) contended that every conscious being perceives its
own body in a unique way, ‘from the inside’ (this form of perception will assume great

! Idiscuss immediate perception in (1985a: ch. 1.2).
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significance in Part IV). In the content of this perception, the body is given as a
three-dimensionally solid thing. I now claim that one’s pains are located in this phenom-
enal 3-D solid. Since no other subject feels one’s body from the inside as a 3-D solid, no
other subject experiences one’s pains that are located in it.

Asarule, how one’s body is felt to be in this unique perception is not at odds with how
it appears to outer senses and how it really is according to the realism of common sense.
This may obscure the true location of pains. But in some cases, such as the cases of
amputees who suffer from so-called phantom limbs, there is a discrepancy that is reveal-
ing. With respect to pain felt in a phantom limb, Ronald Melzack writes:

the pain may resemble, in both quality and location, the pain that was present before
the amputation ... Thus, a patient who was suffering from a wood sliver jammed
under a finger nail, and at the same time lost his hand in an accident, subsequently
reported a painful sliver under the finger nail of his phantom hand. (1973: 55-6)

The phantom limb experience consists in having a perception of one’s body from the
inside the content of which presents this body as having a limb that, in fact, it has now
lost. The phantom limb pain is located in the sensory content of this missing part. Since
“the pain may resemble, in both quality and location, the pain that was present before the
amputation”, it is reasonable to conclude that it has all the while been located in the con-
tent of this unique perception of a body from the inside.

It lies outside the scope of the present essay to inquire whether, despite such possibil-
ities of illusion, the 3-D immediately perceived could normally be one’s physical body or
whether it always is something that merely in a Lockean fashion represents this body. But
I have tried (1985a: ch. 5.2) to specify the conditions under which something immedi-
ately perceived is part of physical reality. In the present connection, it is pertinent to point
out that these conditions must be such that, even if the 3-D immediately perceived is
physical in nature, it does not follow that everything located in it—including pains—is
physical.

So, when one is feeling a pain somewhere in one’s body, the property of painfulness is
exemplified in that region as immediately perceived from the inside. This property is
simple and unanalysable. Like other simple, sensory features one can only get to know
painfulness fully by immediately perceiving instances of it: “Itis however as impossible to
describe the quality of pain as it is to describe any other unanalysable quality like redness”
(Trigg, 1970: 26). Nonetheless, even if one cannot verbally spell out what the property of
painfulness is intrinsically like, what it is like in itself, one can characterize the relations
that instances of it typically bear to other property-exemplifications.

The Supervenience of Painfulness

Of necessity, it is never the case that a sensation is just painful: a pain must also be cutting,
or stinging, burning, throbbing, ripping, etc. A sensation’s possessing the quality of
painfulness is dependent upon its possessing some quality of the latter kind in a way that
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its possessing a quality of the latter range is not dependent upon its being painful.
Suppose that you have a sensation of heat that is painful, that is, a sensation that is
painfully hot; then you can imagine what it would be like to have this sensation just as it is
in every other way, except that it is not painful. In contrast, you can form no intelligible
notion of what it would be like to feel a sensation which would be exactly like this one, in
respect of painfulness and all, except that it lacked the quality of heat. When a quality
in this asymmetric fashion is dependent upon another, I shall say that the exemplification of
the former property is, to use a fashionable term, supervenient on the exemplification
of the other feature. I define this relation as follows:

(S) A quality F (e.g. of painfulness) is a supervenient quality of a sensation if, and only if,
(1) Fis an intrinsic quality of the sensation, (2) it is a logically necessary truth that if
a sensation is endowed with F then it has some other intrinsic quality, G, but (3) it is
logically possible that the sensation be just asitis, with G, save that it lacks F.

Contrast this relation of supervenience with a case of symmetrical dependence.
A sensation of heat must also have certain spatial features, a certain (even if diffuse)
tactile size and form. Here, however, the converse also holds: a sensation that has a
certain tactile form and size must also possess some thermal feature: the geometrical
pattern felt must be ‘covered’ by some thermal quality (or in the case of a pattern seen,
some colour). One cannot remove the quality of heat, without replacing it by any other
thermal quality, and still have an imaginable sensation. Hence, the dependence between
spatial and thermal qualities of sensations does not qualify as supervenience because it
does not satisfy condition (3). It is bilateral in a way the relation of supervenience must
not be.

Supervenience as here defined should not be confused with other conceptions of it
found in the literature. These other conceptions of supervenience involve the idea that if
F is supervenient on G then it is nomologically or at least contingently necessary that if
anything has G then it has Fas well.? I do not dispute the usefulness of such an explication
of the notion of supervenience, but it is unsuitable for my purposes because I want to
use the notion to give phenomenological descriptions of the content of immediate
perception. It may be that there is a nomological relationship underlying, for example the
heat of a sensation and its painfulness, but if so, this is nothing immediately perceived.
That is, my phenomenological conception of supervenience does not demand the pres-
ence of such a connection, though it is compatible with it.

The property of painfulness is analogous to the property of being dazzling. A light
cannot be just dazzling; it must have other features like being of a certain colour, but it
can be conceived to possess these features without being dazzling. Suppose that you per-
ceive a dazzling white light; you can then imagine what it would be like to perceive this
white light without it being dazzling, but you cannot remove its whiteness, leaving the
impression in every other respect—including its being dazzling—intact. A light must
necessarily have some colour.

2 See e.g. Blackburn (1988), Hare (1989), and Kim (1984, 1985).
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A light becomes dazzling by reaching a certain intensity, and there must be some
underlying quality that has this intensity. Similarly, I propose, a sensation acquires the
property of being painful by reaching a certain intensity—usually the intensity that is
correlated with the stimulus beginning to do harm to the body. In the case of every
painful sensation, it seems to me possible to conceive of a qualitatively similar sensation
of alower intensity, a sensation that as a result lacks the quality of painfulness.

Feeling and Being Aware of Feeling

The fact that a sensation possesses this supervenient feature of painfulness leads to its
having characteristic effects. A sensation of pain exercises an influence on attention that
is roughly proportionate to the intensity of its painfulness: the more intensely painful it
is, the stronger its hold on attention, all other things being equal.? If a pain is very mild, or
pretty mild, but monotonous, and one perceives other things that may attract one’s
attention, one may ‘forget’ about the pain, that is, not think about, or attend to, it at all.
But a pain from which one is distracted is still being felt; it does not stop to return when
attention is again directed at it.
This is often enough denied. For instance, D. M. Armstrong declares:

An “unfelt bodily sensation’, I suggest, is a permanent but unfulfilled possibility of feeling
a certain sort of sensation. To say that I have a headache, but that I am not feeling it, is
to say that something is engaging my attention, and that if it were to stop engaging
my attention, I would feel a headache. But it does not imply that there is a headache
going on in any more substantial sense than this. (1962: 51; cf. Trigg, 1970: e.g. 95)

To begin with, let me draw attention to the question-begging manner in which
Armstrong (and, following him, Trigg) presents the issue. As is apparent from the
quotation just given, Armstrong speaks of “unfelt bodily sensations” when the correct
phrase would be ‘unnoticed (or unattended) bodily sensations’. Without further ado a
sensation to which the subject does not attend is identified with a sensation that is not
felt. Thus, Armstrong writes:

We may pay little attention to our sensations, we may scarcely feel them, but we
cannot dispense with feeling them altogether. If we do not feel a sensation at all,
then we do not have that sensation. (1962: 49)

To be sure, it sounds paradoxical to speak of a sensation that one has but does not feel.
However, what is at stake is whether it is possible to have or feel a sensation to which one
does not attend at all, and I fail to see anything paradoxical in affirming this. Armstrong
loads the dice in his favour by conflating these two claims.

To see how implausible Armstrong’s doctrine that an unnoticed pain is a pain that the
subject does not feel, but only would feel if its attention were not engaged by other

3 As opposed to Trigg (1970: 46), I take this to be a contingent rather than a logical truth.



22 The Nature of Para-cognitive Attitudes

things, consider another immediately perceived item that exercises less attraction on
attention than pain. Suppose that I do not attend to a sound because it has been going on
monotonously for quite some time. Then it is normally the case that, if the sound
abruptly stops, my attention straightaway turns to the fact of its absence. (Indeed, the
stopping of the sound will make me realize not merely that I am not now hearing it, but
that I have just stopped hearing it—which implies that I did hear it the moment before.)
On the other hand, imagine that I plug my ears not to hear the sound: if it then stops, this
fact will not capture my attention. Consequently, in the former case the sound must
stand in some relation to my mind in which it does not stand to my mind in the latter
case. It is natural to hold that this relation is hearing: I hear the sound (albeit I do not
attend to it) only in the former case. It is the fact that I suddenly cease to hear the sound
that alerts my attention. On Armstrong’s view, however, what is the case is not that, up to
a moment ago, I actually heard the sound, but that I would hear it were certain counter-
factual conditions to obtain (i.e. were my attention not engaged by other things). This
makes one wonder how the fact that this conditional ceases to be true of me could have
the power to affect my attention when the fact that many similar conditionals (e.g. that I
would hear the sound if my ears were not plugged) cease to be true of me does not affect
my attention. An instance of hearing that is conditional on the former conditions is no
more actual or real than an instance that is dependent on the latter circumstances.

If this does not convince the reader of the absurdity of Armstrong’s view, I must refer
to another work of mine (19854: ch. 3.1) where I argue at greater length that there is a
sensory order distinct in kind from the conceptual one of thinking, attending, etc. From
this it follows not merely that it is false that, if one feels a sensation (or more generally,
immediately perceives something), one must necessarily notice and (to some extent)
attend to it. It also follows that the converse, the incorrigibility thesis—namely, that
if one thinks that one is feeling a certain type of sensation (immediately perceives some-
thing of a certain kind), one is feeling a sensation of that type (does immediately perceive
something of that kind)—is untenable.

Trigg embraces the incorrigibility thesis with respect to pains: “If I think that I am
feeling pain, then I am feeling pain” (1970: 86). Discussing “the well-known case of some-
one flinching under a dentist’s drill, apparently in pain, when the drill has not yet touched
him”, he claims that if the patient

insisted he had felt pain, we are in no position to contradict him on the grounds that
there was no apparent physical cause. Ultimately only he can tell us whether he was
in pain or not. (1970: 8-9)

Considering a similar case, Armstrong is strongly tempted to adopt the same attitude as
Trigg, but he adds that he is ready to accept “error, within limits” (1962: 55).

It seems to me obvious that Armstrong’s concession is necessary if the view is to have
any semblance of cogency. It is surely a patent fact that certain factors—desires and emo-
tions, preconceptions, carelessness, weariness, etc.—can cause us to misclassify our sen-
sations. Take for instance a case discussed by Armstrong: you have been told by your
doctor that a pain you have felt in the vicinity of your heartis a symptom of a serious heart
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condition. Now imagine that you feel a stab of a similar sort in the same region; then, in
your upset state of mind, you might well take the new pain to be exactly similar to the old
one in both quality and location. If prolonged attention to the pain is possible, you will in
all probability rectify your mistake. Trigg will, however, have to say that this misdescribes
the case: if your opinion on the nature of the pain changes, then the pain itself changes.
That is certainly counter-intuitive.

If one grants Armstrong’s concession, however, one will have to admit that thinking
that one is feeling a certain sensation does not constitute feeling that sensation, that the
latter is distinct from the former and that the relations between them have a contingent
character. It is simply that, as a matter of fact, people are not fallible to the extent that they
are capable of making very gross mistakes about their sensations. This is something that
I could happily accept.

Reactions to Pain

Sensations of pain have other typical effects than those on attending and thinking, effects
that are more conspicuous, for they consist in certain bodily reactions. Some of these
are not under direct voluntary control: one starts to sweat, one’s heart begins to beat
more quickly, one’s blood vessels contract, one’s blood pressure rises, one turns pale and
weak. Other bodily responses consist in patterns of behaviour that can be intentionally
executed as basic actions (though they may not be so executed when they occur as
responses to pain):* one tries to withdraw from the source of the pain (if it is external),
one may tend to protect or keep still the limb injured, one may rub it, one’s body grows
tense, one grimaces, one clenches one’s teeth and fists, one digs the finger nails into the
palms of one’s hands, one screams or groans.

Some of these potentially intentional forms of behaviour are obviously designed to
eliminate or minimize both the sensation of pain and the bodily harm of which it is
normally a sign, for example the withdrawal from the source of the pain and the keeping
still of the limb injured. Others may seem to be designed to fit neither of these ends, but
they may all the same have atleast the function of mitigating the sensation of pain. There
is experimental evidence indicating that, if the stimulation of other receptors increases,
the sensitivity of the ones that originally caused one to feel pain decreases: that, for
example, “vibration decreases the perceived intensity of mild or moderate levels of pain”
(Melzack, 1973: 110). Applications of new painful stimuli are known to have an even
greater power to lessen sensitivity to a pain already felt (Melzack, 1973: 183). Therefore, it
is not improbable that by boosting the sensory input overall, behaviour patterns such as
rubbing the bodily part injured, flexing the muscles, digging the nails into the palms, and
screaming have the function of reducing the intensity of a pain felt. In any event, it is
beyond question that sensations of pain elicit some behavioural responses that can be

4 Abasicaction is an act that one performs without performing it by performing any other action: for instance, one may
cause the shadow of one’s arm to move by moving one’s arm, but the latter action is normally done without one’s doing it
by means of anything else. For further details and references, see Persson (1981: e.g. ch. 2.4).
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said to be negative responses to these sensations in the sense that they are designed to
eliminate or alleviate them.

These bodily reactions, including the non-voluntary ones, are, however, not only
caused by sensations of pain; they are also caused by thoughts to the effect that one is now
feeling pain, regardless of whether these thoughts are true or false. Trigg’s example of a
person flinching under the dentist’s drill, in spite of the fact that it has not touched him, is
not unrealistic. If one takes a traditional empiricist tack and is willing to grant that
thoughts of the form Tam feeling pain at present’ can be coded in ‘images” or sensuous
representations that so to speak are copies of, or isomorphic with, sense-impressions, it is
not hard to understand how such thoughts can have effects similar to the ones of actual
sensations. Given that the states of feeling pain and thinking that one is feeling pain can
be as like each other in intrinsic respects as you please, and differ essentially only in
respect of their causal ancestry—the latter typically being caused by the former*—it is
not surprising that their effects can be similar, for these are determined by intrinsic
features of the causes.

Not only thoughts to the effect that one is feeling pain at present have the power to call
forth these bodily reactions, but also thoughts to the effect that one will feel pain—on the
proviso that one does not believe that one will not then be averse to the pain felt. (In Part IV
this future-oriented concern will be closely examined.) From an evolutionary point of
view it is easy to comprehend why it is that we are equipped with this future-oriented
concern. It is reasonable to hypothesize that the capacity to conceptually register sensa-
tions and other items immediately perceived has not been rubbed out in the struggle for
survival because it enhances the chances of survival. But the increase as regards chances
of survival would be slight if only thoughts to the effect that one is feeling pain at present,
and not also thoughts to the effect that one will feel pain in the future, made an impact on
behaviour.¢

Plainly, a great deal of these evolutionary advantages would be lost if sensations of
pain did not exercise a strong influence on attention. For suppose that it was frequently
the case that one’s thoughts dealt with other topics than with one’s current pains; then,
on the assumption that both sensations and thoughts have the capacity to give rise to
bodily changes, their respective effects may counteract and cancel out each other. The
upshot could be a harmful paralysis. As indicated, it is possible not to attend to a pain cur-
rently felt if it is mild, if there are other things that strongly attract one’s attention or if
one is well-versed in the art of voluntarily directing one’s attention. It is a fact of everyday
experience that, if for any of these reasons, attention is averted from a pain, the bodily
reactions characteristic of pain will tend to subside. However, the fact that it is possible
not to attend a present pain does not contradict the generalization that pains exercise a
pull on attention in proportion to their intensity. And, given that thoughts have the
power to produce behaviour, we should expect this generalization to hold.

*> Ienlarge on this topic in (1985a: ch. 3.2).

6 Since I have elsewhere (1985a: 61-70) defended a sort of epiphenomenalism, I would like to point out that what is said
in the text about the evolutionary advantage of being able to enter certain mental states is compatible with the thesis that the
mental does not causally influence the physical. This is so if, as I have suggested, statements about what mental episodes
cause are read as elliptical statements about what the neural states, with which they are nomologically correlated, cause.
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The fact that it is possible not to attend to a pain shows that it is not necessarily the case
that pains make one suffer. To suffer from a pain is to have one’s attention held captivated
by it and, as a result, to react negatively to it—that is, to want to be rid of it. If one suffers
from a pain, one must dislike it, for this is to react negatively to it. But since the latter
expression is often used in a dispositional sense—meaning roughly that one would react
negatively to something were one to perceive and attend to it—it is possible to dislike a
pain without at the moment suffering from it.

Rejection of the Reaction View of Pain

According to the theory I have outlined above it is just a contingent fact that subjects dis-
like sensations of pain, that they suffer from and desire to be rid of sensations with this
particular sensory quality when they experience them. Some philosophers would, how-
ever, insist that it is instead a conceptual or necessary truth that pains are disliked. This
claim can take different forms.

In one form it does not contradict the central tenet of SQ, namely that sensations of
pain have a special, intrinsic quality. The claim is merely that the possession of this quality
is not sufficient for the sensation to be classifiable as one of pain: it must also evoke a
negative reaction like dislike. Although Hare and Trigg argue that ‘a sensation of pain’ in
one of its uses connotes a sensation with a special intrinsic quality, they also believe that
there is another use in which the term means a sensation with this quality that is also the
object of dislike; Trigg even contends that the latter use is the primary one (1970: 64-5).

There is not much to quarrel about here. The heart of the matter is whether or not there
is a special, intrinsic quality that sensations of pain must have. It matters little whether, in
everyday parlance, the phrase “a sensation of pain’ expresses nothing but a sensation’s hav-
ing this quality. If it does not, one could coin a term that expresses just this. For my own
part, I am, however, inclined to think that this is precisely what the term conveys. Certainly,
since it is almost universally true that subjects dislike sensations having this property, it will
normally be inferred that they dislike what they are feeling when it is reported that they are
feeling pain. But this inference can be blocked by the consistent addition ‘but they do not
mind what they are feeling’. In other words, the implication that the sensation is disliked is
‘cancellable” and ‘conversational’, not something entailed by the original statement.”

Another form of the denial of SQ is more contentious, since it denies its central tenet.
Its claim is that whether or not a sensation is a pain does not at all depend on its intrinsic
features: a sensation is a pain if and only if it calls forth a certain reaction of avoidance
and dislike. This is the reaction view (of pain), R.

Armstrong is an R-theorist:

To have a pain in a certain place, we now say, is to feel a disturbance of our normal
bodily state at that place; together with an immediate and interested dislike of that
feeling; and a concern for the place where the disturbance feels to be. (1962: 106)

7 There appeal to a well-known distinction drawn by H. P. Grice (1967).
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Dislike of a sensation is immediate if one dislikes it for its own sake, and it is interested if
one particularly dislikes that oneself has to experience the sensation. Since Armstrong
speaks of feeling “a disturbance”, he does not unequivocally eschew all reference to a sen-
sory quality characteristic of pains. But the concluding claim of his book seems sufficient
to remove any doubt: “Bodily sensations involve impressions of thermal and spatial
properties only” (1962: 128). The programme of Armstrong’s book is to reduce the
number of ‘secondary’ qualities as far as possible.
Another champion of R is Kurt Baier:

Whatever he feels on the occasions when he naturally manifests pain, he will learn to call
‘pain’. And since he learns the words on the occasions when he feels something which he
wants to stop, reduce in intensity, of whose return he is afraid etc., the very meaning of ‘a
pain’ will be ‘something which I dislike’, ‘something which I do not enjoy’.®

R is a real rival to SQ, but before marshalling arguments against it I shall take a brief
critical look at the learning argument that Baier employs to support R. (By the way, this is
also the argument on the strength of which Trigg claims that the use of ‘a pain’ that
alludes to dislike is primary.) Let us grant that, if it is to be possible to teach children the
meaning of ‘a sensation of pain’, there must be some observable circumstances—like an
effect of the sensation, such as behaviour, or a cause of it, such as injury—that indicates
when they feel it. It still does not follow that any reference to these circumstances must be
part of the meaning of “a sensation of pain’. A description like ‘the type of sensation that s
an effect of cause C and that causes behaviour B’ can be used to fix the reference or denota-
tion of ‘a sensation of pain’ without determining its meaning or connotation.®

Having disposed of this argument in favour of R, I now turn to arguments against it.

(1) That a sensation is disliked is not sufficient for it to be a sensation of pain. As both Hare
(1969: 31) and Trigg (1970: 22) point out, there are sensations which one dislikes having,
but which are not painful. We react negatively to some tickles and itches, to the sensa-
tions produced by electric shocks and by scraping the nails against a blackboard, to some
sensations of cold (e.g. ones caused by a drop of icy water dripping down one’s back) and
of heat (e.g. ones caused by one’s having worn wellingtons for a long time on a hot day),
to the sensations produced by suffocation and to odious smells and tastes. All these sensa-
tions are unpleasant, but, pace R, they are not strictly speaking painful.

I do not think this criticism can be met by specifying the behaviour reactions to pains in
greater detail, for there is a great variety in respect of responses to pains: how one reacts
to a headache is very different from how one reacts to being pricked by a pin.
Consequently, if a formula were to include all patterns of behaviour that could be evoked
by sensations of pain, but exclude all patterns that are called forth by other sorts of sensa-
tion, it would have to be extremely complex—so complex that it could not plausibly be
held to be part of the meaning of ‘a sensation of pain’.

(2) Norisitnecessary that a sensation be disliked for it to be painful. As Hare emphasizes,
“the ‘threshold’ of dislike of pain is usually somewhat above the threshold of the pain

8 (1958: 275); cf. also Rem B. Edwards (1979: 28, 35). ° To utilize Saul Kripke’s famous distinction (1980).
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itself” (1969: 34-5). For instance, if one presses a pin gently against the skin, it seems that
there is a phase in which the resulting sensation is recognized as painful, but so mildly
painful that one does not mind having it. The R-theorist could, however, retort that the
negative response is not altogether absent here: it is rather that it is very weak, because
the pain is so mild. This is a retort that is hard to refute.

Fortunately, there is another kind of phenomenon that buttresses the same conclu-
sion, namely so-called asymbolia for pain. To all appearances, this is a condition of failing
to respond negatively even to intense pains. Trigg quotes from the case study of a man
with a serious head injury who lacked the ability to respond appropriately to various
stimuli: “When the patient was suddenly pricked, even very strongly, he failed to with-
draw the partinjured” (1970: 70). Notwithstanding this fact: “During the examination the
patient never failed to report on every single sensation and to describe correctly whether
it was painful or whether it was innocuous” (1970: 70). The last mentioned fact, in con-
junction with the fact that the patient was well aware of the abnormality of his attitude
to pain and tried to devise explanations of it, indicates that his head injury had not dam-
aged his capacity to understand the meaning of ‘a sensation of pain’. So, it is reasonable
to join Trigg in taking the man’s reports of pains at face value and to conclude that he
really felt pain, though he did not react negatively to it (cf. Tye, 2003: 56).

(3) Suppose, however, that both (1) and (2) are wrong and that there is a negative behavi-
our response, B, such that subjects (tend to) exhibit B when and only when they experi-
ence sensations of pain. Nonetheless, there would be reason, I claim, to regard the
descriptions ‘a sensation that expresses itself in B" and ‘a sensation of pain’ as not logic-
ally, but only materially, equivalent. For it makes sense to explain why B was displayed in
response to a sensation by pointing out that the sensation was painful. For instance, it is
perfectly natural to explain why I eventually withdrew from a source of heat by pointing
out that the sensations of heat that I received eventually turned painful.

Phenomenological scrutiny bears out that in situations of this kind the sensations
induced change character and that this change is the cause of the subject’s sudden with-
drawal from an object in whose vicinity the subject has been for some time. If R had been
correct, such explanations would be vacuous; they would have the force of ‘T withdrew
from the object because the sensations I received from it turned into ones of a kind that
makes one withdraw from an object that is their cause’. According to R, what causes my
withdrawal must simply be that the sensations of heat reach a certain intensity. But this s
implausible. If my sensations of heat have steadily increased in respect of intensity, why
do I want them to cease when they reach a certain intensity? Plainly, because they are
then turning painful. R is unacceptable because it makes this statement boil down to a
tautology.

On the strength of these reasons I conclude that R cannot be sustained. There is a sen-
sory quality of painfulness that is supervenient on other intrinsic qualities of sensations
of pain. As a matter of empirical fact, that sensations have this supervenient quality
makes subjects dislike them.

Some concede that there is such sensory quality of painfulness, but still reject the view
that its relation to dislike and negative behavioural responses is purely empirical or
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contingent. Timothy Sprigge maintains that “pleasure and pain are distinct qualities of
experience which necessarily tend to influence behaviour in certain ways” (1988: 148; cf.
also Platts, 1980: e.g. 81). He can hold this view because he explicitly rejects a thesis about
causality normally attributed to Hume, namely, that the causal relations in which a thing
stands to other things is a contingent matter which is not included in what the thing is in
itself (1988: 141).

Although I cannot argue it fully here, I cannot but think that the belief that there are
qualities of the kind that Sprigge takes pleasure and pain to be is a belief in something
incoherent. It seems to be a belief that there are qualities such that (a) they are intrinsic
qualities of something, but that (b) they nonetheless incorporate something of the rela-
tions that this thing has to external things. But this appears to be a straight contradiction.
Certainly, it is possible to identify or refer to an intrinsic feature of a thing in terms of
the relations instances of it has to other things, and, given this identification, it will of
course be a matter of necessity—de dicto—that instances of it bear these relations. But
to be interesting Sprigge’s thesis must be about terms that rigidly designate or express the
essence of the features in question, and then his position seems incoherent.



2

PLEASURE AS A
SENSORY QUALITY

WHILE SQ at present is the standard view with respect to pain, R is among contemporary
philosophers the orthodox view on the nature of pleasure.! The general claim of R with
respect to pleasure is formulated by Trigg as follows:

Just as the unpleasantness of a pain must be distinguished from a pain-quality, so the
pleasantness of a sensation must not be thought to be a property of the sensation. If
there is no pleasure-quality, all that pleasant sensations have in common is their
pleasantness. In other words, we like them. If we did not like a sensation, we would
not call it ‘pleasant’, and if we did like it, it must be pleasant. (1970: 114)

Certainly, there are writers who go against the prevailing opinion by acknowledging the
existence of sensations of pleasure, but not much effort is spent on elucidating their
nature,? and the extent to which they are involved in situations in which there is pleasure
is underestimated.?

I shall here develop a version of SQ to the effect that there are sensations of pleasure in
the sense that they are sensations that are equipped with an intrinsic, supervenient
feature of being pleasant or pleasurable and that this is what causes them to be univer-
sally liked. I also hold—though this linguistic thesis is less important—that, when
we ordinarily describe something as a sensation of pleasure, what we claim is strictly
speaking that the sensation has this supervenient feature; that the sensation is liked by
subjects—that is, that they desire it to go on for its own sake—is merely implied in a
loose, cancellable manner.

1 The literature in which R with respect to pleasure is defended includes—apart from the works cited in Ch. 1 which
hold the same view of pain—the following: Ryle (1954: ch. 4); David Perry (1967); Gosling (1969); Trigg (1970: ch. 4); Fuchs
(1974); Brandt (1979: 35-42); and Telfer (1980: 12-18).

2 See Hospers (1961: 112), Davis (1981: esp. 307-8); and Sumner (1996: 106-8).

3 See Alston (1967b) in which an R-account is developed for situations in which I take sensations with a quality of pleas-
antness to occur.
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A Sensory Quality View of Pleasure

There are certain facts that apparently lend credibility to taking the feeling of pleasure as
areaction to some sort of sensation rather than as a sensation with this quality, though in
reality it is erroneous to take them to undercut SQ. These facts are best brought out by
means of an illustration. (It should not be inferred, however, that whenever we feel a
sensation of pleasure, the situation has the structure to be illustrated; this is not true of
an orgasm, for instance.)

If T come into contact with an object that is burning hot, I do not first feel the heat and
then the pain; I am feeling the heat and the pain simultaneously. In terms of my version of
SQ, I express this by saying that the quality of painfulness is supervenient on the quality of
heat. Compare a situation in which I am feeling something to be pleasantly warm: here
I am normally feeling the warmth somewhat before I am feeling any pleasure. If [ am
chilly and sit down in the sun, I will feel the warmth of the sun almost at once, but it is not
until the warmth has so to speak pervaded me that I will feel the warmth as pleasant. What
happens seems to be this. When I am cold, my muscles and blood vessels are contracted.
As the warmth permeates me, my muscles relax and my blood vessels dilate. I suggest that
pleasure is felt when this relaxation and dilatation is felt, that the quality of pleasure is
supervenient on exemplifications of these qualities rather than on those of warmth.

Similarly, blows are felt as painful straightaway, but caresses and massage have to be felt
for some time before they become pleasant. The reason is again, I hypothesize, that these
forms of treatment have to produce a bodily effect of relaxation in order for any pleasure
to be felt. The quality of pleasure is supervenient on this relaxation as given in sensation.
Since it is not unreasonable to regard this relaxation and dilatation as a ‘reaction’ to the
warmth and the treatments mentioned, it is not unreasonable to regard the feeling of
pleasure as a reaction to the sensations of warmth and of touch. But this is another type
of reaction than the one of liking or desiring to prolong of which R speaks, so SQ has not
been undermined.

Presumably, not any degree of relaxation and dilatation is felt as pleasurable. One can
be too hot and then the contact with something cool is pleasant, although this contact
surely causes vasoconstriction. A reasonable surmise is that relaxation of muscles and
vasodilatation is felt as pleasurable only when it serves or enhances bodily functioning.
But further specification of these matters must be left to neurophysiological expertise.

If this is on the right track, pleasure is associated with felt states beneficial to the
organism, just as pain is the correlate of states harmful to it. (Of course, this is precisely
what should be predicted, given the tendencies to seek and prolong sensations of
pleasure and to avoid and cut short sensations of pain.) But it does not follow that we
should revive the traditional opposition between pleasure and pain, for, as was noted in
the foregoing chapter, there are other sensations than those of pain that are disliked for
their own sakes: itches, tickles, sensations of scraping one’s nails against a blackboard, of

4 One of the few contemporary adversaries of R, Dent, suggests that “a very common feature associated with being
pleased” is “an increase in vitality, an upsurge of a sense of well-being, a certain quickening of one’s life” (1984: 41).
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having an electric shock or a drop of icy water under one’s collar, etc. It is clearly implaus-
ible to maintain that there is only a difference of degree between these other disliked
qualities and that of painfulness, that the former represent a lower degree of the latter,
since, for example, the sensation of having an electric shock can be much more intense
than that of a pain. So, there is not one negative counterpart to the positive sensorily felt
quality of pleasure, but a whole range of them, a whole range of sensorily felt qualities
disliked for their own sakes.

There is, I think, nothing surprising about this lack of symmetry, for there are many
ways of disturbing proper bodily functioning, and it may be important for survival that
several of these are registered in different sensory qualities which are linked to different
protective measures. In contrast, the return to normal functioning, which causes the ces-
sation of these measures, could be signalled by a single quality.

Not only tactile impressions of temperature and pressure can occasion sensations of
pleasure and their negative counterparts (excepting sensations of pain which exclusively
belong to the sense of touch). Sensations of smell and taste can also be accompanied by
such sensations. I think that the underlying mechanism here is the same as the one
sketched above. The experience of certain smells and tastes causes certain muscles of
one’s throat and stomach to relax, so as to prepare them for the reception of food and
drink. Pleasure is felt in connection with the feeling of this process of relaxation rather
than in connection with the feeling of the smell or taste itself. Analogously, other smells
and tastes cause these muscles to contract, in the manner of the initial phases of vomit-
ing, and a quality of nausea intrinsically disliked is supervenient on these contractions as
presented in sensation.

There seems to be some experimental backing for this hypothesis. The psychologist
P. T. Young describes an experiment in which subjects were confronted with an unpleas-
ant and disgusting smell, namely the smell of the rotten flesh of a rat. He summarizes
the outcome of the experiment as follows: it “showed an increase, during disgust, in
gastrointestinal tone”. On the basis of this, he proposes that one should “define disgust as
a pattern of response associated with anti-peristalsis” (1961: 395).

This enables us to deflect an objection Trigg launches at SQ:

It is very apparent that sexual pleasure has little in common with, say, the pleasures
of eating. Both provide sensations which we usually like, but the sensations are
completely dissimilar. To assimilate a pleasant taste to sexual pleasure on the
grounds that they both come under the umbrella concept of “sensation of pleasure’
is clearly ridiculous. Equally implausible would be any attempt to suggest that dif-
ferent tastes had the same quality, and could be classified as being in some way the
same sensation, merely because they were pleasant. (1970: 110-11)

It should be plain that my version of SQ does not harbour the ludicrous corollary that
two pleasant tastes (or smells) share a common quality of taste (or smell). What they
have in common is that they produce the same type of changes in, roughly, the region of
the throat and stomach. Furthermore, it is the sensations of these changes, and not the
sensation of the taste (or smell) itself, that are supposed to have a quality in common with
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sexual pleasure. As an orgasm obviously seems to involve processes of relaxation, I fail to
see that such a view “is clearly ridiculous”.

Beauty and Ugliness

Are pleasant and unpleasant sights and sounds analogous to pleasant and unpleasant
smells and tastes? To answer this question we have to take note of a difference between
seeing and hearing, on the one hand, and smelling and tasting (and tactile feeling) on the
other. What is immediately seen or heard is normally not seen or heard as being located
in the subject’s body, but in the external world. In contrast, a smell is always experienced
in the nostrils and a taste in the mouth. The fact that smells and tastes are experienced in
connection with the body makes it impossible to draw a clear borderline between the
sensation of a smell or a taste and the sensation of bodily changes that result directly
from it. There is a single continuous sensation that expands through the body and that
could come to exemplify the quality of pleasure and its negative counterparts.

In contrast the body does not play the same intimate role in seeing and hearing: what is
seen or heard is usually not seen or heard in the body, and it is therefore possible to draw a
distinction between what is seen or heard and what is felt in or with the body. This does not
mean that visual and auditory impressions cannot produce bodily effects, but it means, I sug-
gest, that they have become intrinsically more articulated and diversified than olfactory and
gustatory impressions which, owing to their bodily link, so readily give rise to bodily effects.

Here we find the reason why there are qualities supervenient on properties immedi-
ately seen and heard, but not on those immediately smelled and tasted. We have in the
foregoing chapter encountered one such property, namely, the property of being daz-
zling. Two more important features of this kind are the features of beauty and ugliness.”
The quality of beauty is exemplified by a sight or a sound, I suggest, when the stimulation
causing it is just right for the sense modality involved, while the quality of ugliness
appears when there is something wrong with this stimulation. That these qualities are
instanced in what is seen or heard (rather than in one’s body as felt from inside) is evid-
enced by the fact that one does not experience beauty and ugliness after first perceiving
the sight or sound. The property of dazzlingness is also instantiated as the result of an
unfitting stimulation of the sense-organ involved, but—in contrast to the case of ugliness—
itis here unfitting to the degree that something like pain is felt in the sense-organ.

Perhaps the difference between seeing and hearing, on the one hand, and smelling and
tasting, on the other, is most clearly seen if one compares what it is like to see something
dazzling (or to hear a sound that is piercing) to the corresponding phenomena of smell
and taste, for example, tasting something that is extremely spicy. In the latter case there is
no gustatory quality of ‘too much’, but only something like sensations of burning heat.
However, to see a dazzling light (or to hear a piercing sound) is not just to have painful or
unpleasant sensations in the eyes (ears). This is evidence that there are no qualities

5 For further discussion of beauty, see Persson (1992a).
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supervenient on olfactory and gustatory ones, like the quality of being dazzling is super-
venient on the visual ones.

The qualities of beauty and ugliness are similar to those of pleasure and its negative
counterparts in that they arouse liking and dislike respectively. (That this is so is probably
beneficial at the stage during which the capacities to see and hear are still under develop-
ment.) Nonetheless, the quality of beauty is not identical to that of pleasure; nor is the
quality of ugliness identical to any of the sensory qualities disliked in themselves. Beauty
and ugliness are something seen or heard, while pleasure and its negative counterparts
are something felt. It is hard to believe that qualities supervenient on what is seen or
heard could be identical to qualities supervenient on something felt. The upshot of all
this is that we have to recognize at least two positive sensory qualities, namely pleasure
and beauty, and add ugliness to the longer list of negative ones. I am by no means
claiming to have given a complete list of the qualities that are liked and disliked in
themselves, but completeness is not essential for my purposes.

Let me say one thing in response to critics who are tempted to complain that the list is
too long. I think that philosophers have in general underestimated the number of
sensory qualities. For instance, they have been wont to talk as if things immediately seen
just have colour and a few spatial properties like shape and size, while in fact they can be
dim, clear, dazzling, radiant, shiny, and dull, to give a random sample of further possible
properties (many of which may go unnamed in everyday language).

Rebuttal of Objections to the Sensory Quality View

Incomplete though this list may be, it enables us to show that the fact that a sense-
impression is liked in itself is not sufficient for it to be one of pleasure, just as the fact that
a sensation is disliked in itself is not sufficient for it to be a pain. For the quality of beauty
is also liked for its own sake. Likewise, it seems sensible to think that the liking of a sensa-
tion is not necessary for it to be one of pleasure. It seems plausible to hold that there are
sensations of pleasure of such a low intensity that the subject does not bother whether
or not they go on. It is also arguable that in the case of pleasure there is something
corresponding to asymbolia for pain. Buddhist saints claim to have overcome all desire,
including the desire for pleasure. If such individuals still experience sensations of pleas-
ure occasionally—for instance, when becoming warm after having been cold—they will
experience them without the concomitant of any desire that they go on.

However, the most important point is this: even if it were the case that a sensation was
of pleasure if and only if it was liked in itself, this would only be a material equivalence,
not a logical one, for the fact that a sensation is one of pleasure explains why it is liked in
itself, just as the fact that it is painful could explain why it is disliked in itself. This has,
however, been denied by Trigg:

The reason we normally dislike a pricking pain is that it is a pain, and not thatitis a
pricking sensation. If it is maintained that sensations of warmth and coolness have a
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special quality because they are pleasures, this suggests that we like that quality, and
not the warmth or the coolness. It suggests that I like to feel a cool hand on my hot
brow because it is a sensation of pleasure, and not because I like the feeling of cool-
ness. I like to feel a hot-water bottle when I am chilled because I like feeling plea-
sure, and not the warmth. It is, however, clear that in these cases it is the warmth
and the coolness which we appreciate and nothing else. (1970: 108-9)

Surely, it is clear that it is not the warmth and the coolness in themselves that one here
likes. One might experience the same degree of coolness when one is not overheated,
and the same degree of warmth when one is not chilled, without liking them. It is the
fact that the circumstances are such that they are felt as pleasantly cool and warm, respect-
ively, that makes one like them. In other words, the coolness and the warmth are liked
because they cause one’s blood vessels to contract or to dilate to a state that is better for
bodily functioning and that is correlated with a sensation of pleasure. To be sure, it
would be misleading to say that we like just the pleasure and not the coolness (or
warmth), for the pleasure is exemplified by the very same sensations as the coolness (or
warmth), albeit it is strictly speaking not supervenient on this quality. Yet this sensation is
liked for the reason that it exemplifies pleasure.

In a spirit similar to Trigg’s, Alan Fuchs argues that “the completely identical pheno-
menological situation can be both pleasant and unpleasant to the same person at different
times” (1974: 495-6). His example is a scratch that is “extremely pleasant” to start with, but
which eventually gets “downright irritating”, in spite of the fact that the sensation remains
unchanged. Fuchs diagnoses his example along the lines prescribed by R: what happens is
that my attitude to the sensation changes from liking to dislike. This shift is due not to the
fact that the sensation has changed in quality, but to the fact that it has not changed.

Two comments are in order. First, it is not realistic to think that the sensation would
undergo no change, for as the scratch continues, the skin is bound to get irritated and
sore. Secondly, it is true that one can begin to dislike something because it goes on
without any change. This happens when one gets bored with something. But being bored
with a sensation (a rare phenomenon, it appears) is evidently different from finding it
“irritating”, as for instance an itch may be irritating, just as being interested in a sensation
(e.g. because it is strange) is evidently different from finding it pleasant. (Being bored and
being interested will be discussed more fully in the next chapter.)

A further objection to the view that there are sensations with a quality of pleasantness
is that this cannot be true because, while sensations have bodily location, a feeling of
pleasure has not. This objection is suggested by Gilbert Ryle’s remark “We can tell the
doctor where it hurts. ..but we cannot tell him, nor does he ask, where it pleases us”
(1954: 58; cf. D. Perry, 1967: 83). This is a tendentious formulation in that it employs the
verb ‘pleases” which commonly designates an emotion (an emotion being, as will be seen
in Chapter 5, something having propositional content: one is pleased that something is
the case) rather than, say, ‘is feeling pleasure’. It is quite clear that we have sensations of
pleasure which can be bodily localized. Itches, for instance, have bodily location, and it is
a commonplace that when one succeeds in scratching the place where it itches, the itch
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often gives way to a feeling of pleasure. Plainly, this feeling or sensation of pleasure is
located roughly where the itch was located.
Let me consider just one further objection, this time by David Perry:

one could not concentrate on one’s pleasure to the extent that one no longer
heeded the thing he enjoyed. .. Not only does pleasure require that one be alive to
that which gives pleasure; pleasure does not compete with its object for one’s atten-
tion. Pleasure does not distract one from its object. .. An organic sensation, on the
other hand, might well distract and hinder a person’s activity. (1967: 96)

Perry recognizes two forms of pleasure: enjoyment and the emotion of being pleased.¢
Since whenever one experiences enjoyment or is pleased, there must be something
which one enjoys or about which one is pleased, he asserts that pleasure necessarily has
an object. Of these two we are at present concerned with enjoyment rather than with
being pleased (emotions will be the topic of Chapters 5 and 6) and with the question of
whether enjoyment can compete with its object for one’s attention.

Imagine that I am drinking a wine the taste of which I thoroughly enjoy; then it
does seem to me that my enjoying the wine would interfere with my paying that close
attention I would pay to its taste were I a connoisseur trying to rank it in relation to
other wines. Conversely, if I were attending closely to its properties of taste, I would be
unable to enjoy its taste to the same degree. So, enjoyment does appear to compete
with its object for one’s attention. Naturally, as long as I am enjoying the taste of the
wine, I must be ‘alive’ to its taste in the sense that I must be feeling it, but, as was
concluded in the foregoing chapter, there can be feeling accompanied by little or no
attention.

According to my view, enjoyment in the sense in which one usually enjoys a
sensation—the sense in which enjoyment is opposed to suffering and not the sense in
which it is opposed to boredom (this distinction will be examined in the next chapter)—
consists in having a sensation in which the quality of pleasure is exemplified and which,
due to this exemplification, causes one to (continue to) attend to it and to desire to
prolong it for its own sake. This desire is, strictly, a desire to keep the quality of pleasure
exemplified for its own sake, but in practice this will be achieved by prolonging the whole
sensation. Since enjoying a sensation involves attending to it primarily in respect of its
being the bearer of the quality of pleasure, enjoyment implies that other aspects of the
sensation are the object only of peripheral attention.”

This concludes my review of the most important objections to my version of SQ with
respect to pleasure that I have been able to extract from the literature. Since I regard

¢ Contrast Fred Feldman (1997: 462 ff.) who seems to claim that all pleasure is of the propositional form of being
pleased.

7 'The view of sensations of pleasure and pain defended in this and the preceding chapter should not be conflated with
the claim that being good and being bad are intrinsic properties of sensations, that the latter are properties the sensing of
which makes one have intrinsic desires that the sensations go on and cease, respectively. For the latter claim, see Sprigge
(1988: 155); Goldstein (1989); and Tye (2003: 57—60). As will transpire in Part II, esp. Ch. 10, I regard the value of something
as being definable in terms of desires towards it. Thus, pleasure is good in itself in virtue of being desired for its own sake.
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myself as having met all of them, I conclude that the form of SQ here presented is vindic-
ated and that R, the doctrine that the fact that a sensation is of pleasure consists in its
being liked for its own sake, has been refuted.

A Broadening of Hedonism

A number of recent criticisms of psychological hedonism are premised on the assump-
tion that there are no sensations with an intrinsic quality of being pleasurable. It follows
from my argument that these criticisms are misguided: there is such a quality which is one
thing that we like or desire for its own sake. So, hedonism surmounts this hurdle. But
pleasure is not the only thing intrinsically liked: there is at least one other sensory quality
that is liked in itself—namely, the quality of beauty—and, alongside pain, a whole range
of sensory qualities—including that of ugliness—that are disliked in themselves.
Consequently, psychological hedonism stands in need of a corresponding broadening.

Let us refer to the upshot of this broadening as extended hedonism (or sensualism). It is to
the effect that the only things liked and disliked for their own sakes are sensations with
certain intrinsic qualities. These qualities may be lumped together under the label of
‘hedonic’ qualities. In the next chapter, we will, however, see that this broadening is not
nearly enough, for there are things intrinsically liked and disliked other than sensory
qualities.
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BEYOND HEDONISM

PsycHoLoGICAL hedonism implies that there is a homogeneity as regards the objects desired
and avoided for their own sakes, since it takes all of them to have the sensory qualities of
being pleasurable and painful, respectively. We shall see that this homogeneity is of
relevance to the rationality of the strategy of maximizing felt fulfilment, both inter-
temporally and inter-personally. In Chapters 1 and 2 we secured a precondition necessary
for the success of the hedonist enterprise when we concluded that the requisite qualities
of pleasure and pain exist. If there had been no such qualities but, say, ‘an experience of
pleasure” had just meant the same as ‘an experience liked or desired for its own sake’,
there would be no implication that the experiences desired for their own sakes have any
intrinsic quality in common. (Hedonism would then be indistinguishable from what I
later in this chapter will call experientialism.) On the other hand, it has also been
concluded that there are other sensory qualities than pain and pleasure liked and disliked
for their own sakes. So, a tenable hedonism would have to be an extended hedonism (or
sensualism).

Psychological hedonism is normally given an egoistic or self-regarding slant: its claim is
that everyone intrinsically seeks only states of affairs consisting in that they themselves feel
pleasure and shuns only states consisting in that they themselves feel pain. In Chapter 10
I shall define the notion of a self-regarding desire as a desire that (1) has a self-referential
content to the effect that something be true of oneself and that (2) is not ultimately
derived from any desire whose content is not self-referential. Now, assuming to begin
with that our intrinsic desires are self-regarding, are they always to the effect that we
ourselves experience pleasure (or beauty or any other kind of hedonic or sensory quality)
and escape pain (or any other kind of hedonic or sensory quality)?

Two Kinds of Enjoyment: Sensual and Interest Enjoyment

It is plain that people like or enjoy such things as, say, doing philosophy and playing golf.
Hedonists will have to construe the enjoyment of these activities as parallel to the case of
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enjoying the taste of a wine considered in the last chapter. They will have to claim that
just as experiencing the taste of a wine can induce one to feel sensations of pleasure, so
doing philosophy and playing golf can produce such sensations, and that that is why
these activities are pursued. Likewise, if philosophy and golf are not liked or enjoyed, this
is because engaging in them fails to produce sensations of pleasure and perhaps gives rise
to sensations of pain or of some other negative sensory quality instead.

I shall contend that such construals are mistaken and that, therefore, extended hedon-
ism is false: other things than sensations are liked and disliked, sought and shunned, for
their own sakes. Perhaps many will take this conclusion to be too obvious to be worth
arguing for. I do not really dissent, but, as indicated, the point has bearing on the plausib-
ility of the satisfactionalist goal of fulfilment-maximization (and, so, on the possibility
of pursuing rationalism as an ideal). Hence, it is worth while to explain in some detail
why other states of affairs than hedonic or sensory ones are desired as ends.

Reflections along the following lines undercut extended hedonism. Human and non-
human beings have innumerable capacities: they have a capacity to gain knowledge
about the facts of the world, a capacity to move their own bodies in countless ways, to
run, swim, jump, etc., and by means of moving their bodies they can manipulate
surrounding objects, turn them into tools, food, and other useful things. I suggest that
these capacities are generally coupled with desires to exercise them for their own sakes,
that these capacities are normally correlated with inclinations to pursue as ends the activ-
ities for which there is a capacity. If these capacities did not go with such desires, there
would be a great risk that they would never be adequately exercised. Suppose that it
turned out that no pleasurable sensations could foreseeably be won and that no painful
ones could foreseeably be warded off by the exercise of a certain capacity; then it would
never be exercised, given the truth of hedonism. Therefore, it is to be suspected thatin a
well-adjusted creature, the capacities with which it is endowed are coupled with desires
to exercise them for their own sakes.

Notice that the object of such a desire is to exercise an activity and not (merely) to
have the sensation or experience of exercising it, though it is by means of the latter that we
ascertain that we succeed in engaging in the activities. The object of the desire is to
explore our own capacities or the world surrounding us. Thus, the desire presupposes
that the experiences we receive are veridical experiences of an independent reality. It isin
this sense truth-related. I shall refer—in rough compliance with everyday usage, I presume—
to such intrinsic desires as interests: we generally take an interest in or are interested in
pursuing those activities for which we have capacities or abilities.

In outline, the pattern of distribution among humans of the theoretical and practical
capacities indicated, and the correlated interests, appears to be as follows. There is a set of
basic capacities-cum-interests that virtually every human being possesses to some
degree, but individuals differ both in respect of the degree to which they are equipped
with these capacities-cum-interests and in respect of the more specialized forms they
assume. All have some ability to move their own bodies, and take an interest in so doing,
but a few have this capacity-cum-interest to the extent required to be top athletes. All have
the power-cum-interest to manipulate objects in their environment, but only a few to the
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degree necessary to be good craftsmen or artists. All have some capacity-cum-interest in
acquiring knowledge of the world, but in many cases this is largely limited to parts of the
world closest to them, while fewer have the set necessary to gain the more extensive
general knowledge of the world obtained in scientific disciplines.

Now consider one of these interests, for instance, the interest taken in gaining know-
ledge for its own sake, that s, curiosity. This trait is found not only in human beings. If, for
instance, a ratis putin a cage, it soon begins to explore its new environment, even though
itis not hungry, thirsty, etc., and so cannot reasonably be thought to be driven by a desire
to receive the pleasurable sensations associated with the satiation of these needs. Butitis
in humans that the interest in collecting information about oneself and one’s environ-
ment achieves its most sophisticated manifestations, in the scientific exploration of
the universe. It is important not to commit the mistake of thinking that when one is
motivated by curiosity, one is driven by a desire to obtain sensations of pleasure (or any
other sensations).

One reason why this mistake is easily committed is that when one engages in activities
in which one takes a strong interest, one will enjoy what one is doing, and in the foregoing
chapter it was pointed out that in one of its uses ‘enjoyment’ designates a phenomenon
that involves sensations of pleasure as objects of desire. What is contrarily opposed to the
latter form of enjoyment is suffering, while the present form of enjoyment is opposed to a
lack of interest which (if the uninterested thing cannot be avoided) manifests itself in
boredom. Enjoying philosophy is to be contrasted with being bored by it, while enjoying a
massage naturally stands in opposition to being made to suffer by it. In view of these dif-
ferent contraries, it would be rash to assume that enjoyment in both forms amounts to
the same. There is, | want to argue, both the hedonist mistake of tending to assimilate the
enjoyment of pursuing an activity in which one takes an interest to sensual enjoyment
and the opposite anti-hedonist fallacy of tailoring the latter on the model of the former.

The object of both forms of enjoyment is always something which one experiences or
is aware of.! (Note that this is not to say that the object of enjoyment is always some
experience or other; an experience must not be confused with that of which it is an experi-
ence: the latter may, but need not, be something which exists independently of the
experience.) For instance, if one enjoys playing tennis, what one enjoys is this activity as
one experiences or is aware of engaging in it. The awareness in question is awareness of a
concrete particular, basically an event or state, not awareness of a fact, not awareness that
something is the case which is what is at stake in being pleased that something is the case
(cf. Wayne Davis’s distinction between epistemic and non-epistemic awareness, 1982:
242-4). When one enjoys what one experiences, one (intrinsically) wants to go on
experiencing it and, hence, if what one experiences is an activity, one wants to continue
(attentively) engaging in it.>

1 The thesis that the object of enjoyment can always be construed as something experienced is advanced by Davis
(1982: 245-6) and Sircello (1989: 23-8).

2 This s essentially Ryle’s idea expressed in the following passage: “To say that a person has been enjoying digging is.. ..
to say that he dug with his whole heart in his task, i.e. that he dug, wanting to dig and not wanting to do anything else (or
nothing) instead” (1949: 108).
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This desire need not exist prior to the commencement of the experience; as Richard
Warner emphasizes, the experience enjoyed causes the desire to come—or to remain—in
existence (1980: 517; see also Warner, 1987: ch. 4). But the experience not only sustains
this desire that it be prolonged, it also satisfies it (though I have claimed that in the case of
interests this is so only on the assumption that the experience is veridical). Warner
suggests that what is typical of something being enjoyed is precisely that it “causes a
desire which it simultaneously satisfies” (1980: 517).2 That is, one’s enjoying something
would then basically consist in one’s experiencing or being aware of this thing—say,
the intricacies of a philosophical argument—and this sustaining a desire to go on experi-
encing or being aware of it, which is satisfied by the continuation of one’s experience or
awareness.

However, this generation-cum-satisfaction of a desire appears not to be sufficient for
enjoyment if it occurs in the absence of all feelings of pleasure. Suppose that one has
some desire to go on having the experience that one at present is having, that this desire is
satisfied to a degree sufficient for it to persist as a desire that the experience go on longer
still, but not sufficient for any satisfaction to be felt (in the next chapter I argue that this is
possible); then one may be described as taking an interest in the experience, but hardly as
enjoying it. In agreement with this, Davis (1982) insists that enjoyment involves one’s
feeling pleasure as the result of one’s desire being continuously gratified, that enjoying
something includes the emotion of being pleased that one gets what one intrinsically
desires.*

If this is right, we arrive at the following trio of distinct states: (a) enjoying an experi-
ence which consists in having the desire, that it go on, fulfilled to the degree that one feels
satisfaction; (b) having an experience which merely sustains one’s interest, that is, which
continuously generates desires concerning the continuation of the experience, which it
successively satisfies, but not to the degree that satisfaction is felt; and (c) being bored by
an experience which consists in its failing to generate desires concerning its continuation.
In the middle category, when one has an experience which merely sustains one’s interest,
one may feel some mild frustration if the experience is interrupted. There is then a
contrast with the middle case between sensual enjoyment and suffering, namely the case
of having a perfectly neutral or indifferent experience. One would not feel any frustration
if this experience were interrupted.

Between boredom and suffering there is the difference that boredom consists in the
absence of any desire to go on with something with which one has to go on rather than, as
in the case of suffering, having a desire not to have an experience that one is having. True,
being bored is a state in which one wants not to be; one is averse to go on with activities
that do not evoke one’s interest. So if one fails to achieve discontinuation, one is bound to
be frustrated. But this is to say that one’s being bored may make one frustrated, unhappy,
etc., not that this state consists in any of these emotions.

3 Cf. also Sircello (1989: 18 ff.). Sircello criticizes Warner for specifying the content of the desire as that something occur
rather than that it continue (1989: 220). On this rather fine point, I am inclined to side with Sircello.

4 Warner (1987: 131-2) tries to capture the experiential aspect of enjoyment by insisting that the desire involved be felt.
But it seems to me that to feel a desire is something like to feel a tension which is normally not pleasurable.
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One is bored with something experienced if one’s awareness of it fails to discover
aspects of it which makes one want to know what it will offer next if awareness is
prolonged. On the other hand, when one is occupied with something experienced in
which one takes an interest, one’s desire to go on with it, paying close attention to it, is
kindled by one’s successively noticing new aspects of it. So, the object of interest must
possess a certain richness of aspects, though it need not be exciting enough to make one
feel that pleasure or satisfaction which is distinctive of (interest) enjoyment.

This pleasure, being the upshot of one’s taking one’s desire (to engage in some experi-
enced activity) to be fulfilled, cannot of course provide the object(ive) of the desire—as a
pleasurable sensation forms the object of desire in sensual enjoyment. But its presence,
along with the linguistic fact that the verb ‘enjoy’ is employed in both cases, may mislead
one into conflating the two types of enjoyment I am in the process of distinguishing,
construing either both or neither hedonistically. For instance, the writers discussed do
not separate these two forms of enjoyment.*

In the case of sensual enjoyment, one’s desire to continue to experience the thing
enjoyed is not kept alive by one’s constantly noticing new aspects of it. That which one
sensually enjoys may be very simple, for example feeling a sensation of warmth. Here
one’s desire to prolong the experience is instead sustained by the quality of pleasantness
instantiated in the sensations experienced. As in the case in which one is allowed to pur-
sue an interest, one will here experience the emotion of being pleased or satisfied if one
succeeds in keeping the activity going. In the contrary opposite of sensual enjoyment,
suffering from an activity that involves the having of sensations, there is frustration and
displeasure because one is having sensations with qualities one dislikes for their own
sakes. It is not just—as it would be were one simply bored by a sensation—that one’s
being conscious of the sensations fails to generate a desire to continue to have them;
instead the sensations possess a quality like painfulness that induces one to desire to be
rid of them for their own sakes.

I take it, then, as established that it is a mistake to construe the interest we take in the
exercise of our repertoire of basic theoretical and practical capacities as being hedon-
ically or sensually grounded (just as it is a mistake to view the enjoyment occasioned by
the having of some sensations as resulting from an interest taken in them). It is not the
case that that in which one takes an interest is necessarily equipped with any sensory
quality of, for example pleasantness, which stimulates one’s interest (nor is it the case
that indulging in the interest always produces effects that possess such a quality, for
example that indulging in curiosity results in knowledge the application of which helps
one to secure pleasure). Thus, not all of our self-regarding intrinsic desires are to the effect
that we experience pleasure (or some other sensory quality) or avoid pain (or some other
sensory quality). In other words, extended hedonism is false. We have intrinsic desires to
explore—that is, we take an interest in—what we perceptually experience of ourselves
and our environment.

> Aspeaker of Swedish should be less prone to this confusion, since the distinction is in this language marked by the use
of different verbs, ‘njuta’ in the case of sensual enjoyment and ‘finna néje i’ in the case of taking enjoyment in the pursuit
of an interest.
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Some circumstances that obscure the falsity of even extended hedonism have also
been exposed in the process of arriving at this conclusion. There is the ambiguity of
‘enjoyment’, between ‘interest enjoyment’ and ‘sensual enjoyment’, which I have tried
to elucidate. It is only the latter which is enjoyment of something that involves having
sensations with qualities like pleasure which are intrinsically desired. But since interest
enjoyment may bring along pleasure consequent upon the realization that the intrinsic
desire to engage in some activity has been fulfilled, the risk increases that this form of
enjoyment is misconstrued in analogy with sensual enjoyment, that is, as encompassing
an intrinsic desire for pleasure.

The picture is further complicated by the fact that we are likely to possess a higher-order
desire to experience the pleasure of having our lower-order desires fulfilled. This may
create the impression that we have lower-order desires in order to enable us to experience
desire fulfilment, as means to this sort of pleasure. Of course, this position does not
entail the hedonist claim that pleasure is the only thing intrinsically desired, since it does
not exclude the existence of intrinsic lower-order desires for other things than pleasure.
But it does entail that pleasure is the superior object of desire because it is the end for
which other things are desired. It is, however, not reasonable to contend that this is the
explanation why we in fact have acquired the lower-order desires we possess, for obvi-
ously many of these were acquired long before the higher-order desire for fulfilment.
Rather, the claim must be that we should review our lower-order desires, dispose of
those which are not readily satisfiable, and replace them with ones that are, so that felt
satisfaction be maximized.

This is the master-aim of what I call prudentialist satisfactionalists: to see to it that
one leads the life that contains as much felt fulfilment as possible. But why should we
have a dominant, intrinsic desire to the effect that we maximize our pleasure, including
the pleasurable experience of desire-fulfilment? Suppose we have intrinsic lower-order
desires for other things than pleasure, for example a rationalist desire to know the truth
and live in accordance with it. We are then informed that there are other desires, for
example, for pleasure, the having of which would maximize our pleasure, including the
desire-fulfilment of our lives. This is certainly a reason to acquire these desires instead,
for we do intrinsically desire pleasure. But it is not necessarily a compelling reason, since
our desire to be cognitively rational may be stronger, and so far we have been given no
reason why it should not be so. If so, it would not be irrational to eschew the pleasure-
boosting change.

Obviously, this reasoning presupposes that we intrinsically desire other things than
pleasure, so it would be undercut if the homogeneity with respect to the objects
of intrinsic desire that hedonism assumes were true, that is, if these objects all
exemplified the quality of pleasure. There would then be no reason to object to the
satisfactionalist fulfilment-maximizing policy of which prudentialism is a form. But
to an extent that will be clearer in the next section, we have intrinsic desires for
other things than pleasure; so, this argument for satisfactionalism being rationally
required fails.
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The Falsity of ‘Experientialism’

It is important not to make the mistake of thinking that, although the considerations
adduced refute extended psychological hedonism, they do not refute a psychological
experientialism to the effect that the only thing intrinsically desired by us is to have experi-
ences of one kind or another. For, as we have seen, in interest enjoyment we do not desire
to have certain experiences for their own sakes; we desire to have these experiences on
the assumption that they are veridical.® Interests are desires to explore ourselves and our
environment rather than merely to have experience as of exploring them; our interests
are reality-oriented. However, the falsity of experientialism is shown also by the existence
of certain ‘social” desires the content of which is that one be surrounded by other con-
scious beings who perceive and understand one and whose uptake is friendly and gener-
ous, that is, desires to the effect that others have certain experiences of oneself.

It would be wrong-headed to contend that such desires are not intrinsic, but are
derived from desires to the effect that others behave in a friendly manner towards one,
treat one well in various ways, for the reason that this is something one can experience
oneself, whereas one cannot experience how others experience oneself. The following
thought-experiment shows the untenability of such an interpretation. Suppose
that epiphenomenalism is true (I think the coherence of epiphenomenalism must be
admitted, even if it is considered to be false). That is, suppose that (a) there are mental
properties, for example experiential states, distinct in kind from any physical properties;
and that (b) the exemplification of mental properties makes no difference to the physical
world. Now imagine two worlds:

(W,) In this world animate beings are equipped with nervous systems some states of
which are correlated with the instantiation of mental features.

(W,) In this world animate beings are endowed with something analogous to the
nervous systems just mentioned; these nervous systems make the beings respond
in physical, observable ways exactly as do their duplicates in W, on the same phys-
ical, observable stimuli, but the states of these nervous systems are never correlated
with the exemplification of any mental features; you are yourself the only being of
the kind that exists in W.

We firmly believe our world to be like W, but suppose a philosophical sceptic comes
along and provides you with cogent reasons to believe that your world is instead like W,.
Then you would probably find yourself hoping or wishing that your world be like W,.
You would be relieved and glad if you were presented with evidence warranting the
belief that your world is really like W,. You would react like this because you would feel
intolerably lonely in a world like W,. In other words, you have a desire to be surrounded

6 Cf. Robert Audi’s “axiological experientialism” which grants that the reality which makes experiences veridical has
“inherent” value (2001: 98-100; cf. 1997: 254-9).
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by other beings with minds or consciousness on which you could leave certain ‘imprints’.
This desire cannot be derived from desires that others behave in certain ways, for in that
case what ultimately matters would be present in W, too.

Hence, I conclude that we have desires that others experience us in certain ways that
do not boil down to desires that we experientially engage in exchanges with them.
Perhaps this is particularly obvious in the common desire that others remember one—
preferably in a complimentary way—after one is dead and gone (cf. Sidgwick, 1907/1981:
52-3). So, pace experientialism, some of our self-regarding intrinsic desires concern
other things than that we have experiences of something or other. (These desires are self-
regarding, since they concern that others have experiences of oneself.)

I shall not now pursue the question of whether we have non-self-regarding desires of, for
instance, the same orientation, that others have experiences, although these have nothing
to do with us. In passing, let me just note that it seems reasonable to conjecture that some
of our social desires are genuinely other-regarding, are to the effect, for example that others
be understood and remembered (such desires may manifest themselves in art criticism
and the writing of biographies) or that they be well off, although this is in no way related
to oneself. That is, however, chiefly a topic for Part IV.

From the starting-point of traditional psychological hedonism—that the only objects
of intrinsic desires are to the effect that oneself experience pleasure and avoid pain—we
have successively widened the scope of intrinsic desires. First to match an extended hedon-
ism (or sensualism), which allows as objects of intrinsic desire sense-experiences with
other qualities than pleasure and pain. Then we provided room for interests to explore
our own capacities and the world surrounding us. Now, in this section we have seen that
even such a doctrine to the effect that all our intrinsic desires have to do with ourselves
having an experience of something or other is too restricted and that our self-regarding
intrinsic desires range beyond our own minds and experiences to the minds and experi-
ences of others. Finally, we noted that there is then not much plausibility in the view that
we cannot have non-self-regarding desires concerning the experiences of others. To this
we may add the possibility of having non-self-regarding intrinsic desires concerning non-
experiential matters, such as, say, the continued existence of the earth in a state in which
itis no longer inhabited by conscious life. (These will later be called impersonal values.)

But even if the claim that we intrinsically desire nothing but to experience something
or other is false, it still seems true that the primary objects of our intrinsic desires are
made up by matters of which we ourselves have experiences, that is, intrinsic desires to
this effect are the first ones we acquire. This may be because such desires require minimal
intellectual equipment. Thus, infants and a lot of non-human animals are capable of
having them. Furthermore, throughout our lives certain experiential matters retain a
primacy in the sense of a hold on attention which makes it well-nigh impossible to
concentrate on abstract matters when present experience is intrusive, that is, when a pain
is acute or when an overheard conversation is loud. As will transpire in later parts, this is
of crucial importance for the main theme of this book.

The homogenization project of psychological hedonism is then so far from being
successful that it seems that we can put virtually no restrictions on the objects of our
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intrinsic desires. To repeat, this is essential for this work. If traditional psychological
hedonism were true (that we intrinsically desire states of affairs only in proportion to
how much pleasure they offer us), this would remove one avenue of objection against the
satisfactionalist goal of maximizing different forms of pleasure being rationally required.
There would then be no possibility of appeal to other objects of intrinsic desire that may
be more fervently desired.

Suppose instead, as I have argued, that we intrinsically desire other things than
pleasure. Then the question arises whether it would be irrational to desire these things,
for example philosophizing, more than pleasure and thus stick to them even if they were
to lead to a smaller total of pleasure. Perhaps there are reasons for making such claims;
for the moment the point is just that the question arises only if the hedonist homogeniza-
tion project fails, and there is a plurality of intrinsically desired objects.

It should, however, be stressed that even if pleasure is not the sole goal, it does not
follow that satisfactionalism, whose master-aim is to maximize the pleasure of desire-
satisfaction and other pleasures, is irrational. Since there are felt states with an
intrinsic quality of pleasure (the feeling of fulfilment being one of them), pleasure is a
possible object of intrinsic desire. Some may be disposed to desire pleasure more strongly
than anything else. As a result, they may form a higher-order desire to the effect that their
lower-order desires be such that they will enable them to experience a maximum of
pleasurable fulfilment. There is, so far, as little of an argument showing such a higher-
order desire to be irrational as there is showing it to be rationally required. So, the stage is
set for a drama in which forms of satisfactionalism, like prudentialism, will be one of the
protagonists. But it will not be the only protagonist: the drama to be enacted is not a
monologue of satisfactionalism, but a dialogue between it and other voices, in particular
that of rationalism.



4

AN ANALYSIS OF DESIRE

I HAVE made rather frequent use of the notion of wanting or desiring something. It is
now time to dissect this notion, in particular to bring out its connections to rationality.
Setting aside the employment of the verb “want’ in which it is synonymous with ‘need’ or
‘lack’, I shall assume that there are no important differences of meaning between it and
the verb “desire’. Given the ambiguity mentioned, I shall use ‘desire’ rather than ‘want’ as
the noun designating the state I have in mind, although I sense that the noun carries con-
notations different from the corresponding verb.! (For those who do not regard this noun
as sufficiently broad for my purposes, a possible alternative would be the semi-technical
term ‘attitude of wanting (desiring)’.)

I shall carry out an investigation into the notion of desire that will issue in a definition
of an important kind of desire that I will term ‘decisive” desire. The reason for the name
is that it is a desire that takes shape when a decision is made. In other words, I think it is
the phenomenon which is ordinarily called an intention. As I conceive a decisive desire, it
is a tendency to act or behave in some fashion.

A way to bring out that the connection between desiring and acting is conceptual
rather than contingent is the following. Desires have different degrees of intensity or
strength. Now consider two competing desires—that is, two desires that cannot both be
fulfilled at the same time—one of which is stronger than the other. Surely, it is not just a
contingent truth that, if any of these desires manifests itself in behaviour, it is the
strongest one. The desire that expresses itself in behaviour must be the strongest one,
because we principally determine the strength of desires by checking which ones win out
and manifest themselves in behaviour in situations of conflict.

To what extent are there ways of ascertaining the strength of a desire that are independent
of behaviour? It might be suggested that the intensity of a desire is also reflected in the
intensity of certain feelings that precede the behaviour. This proposal first founders on
the fact that, as I shall argue in due course, desiring does not always involve any feelings.
Secondly, when it does involve feelings then, I shall suggest, these feelings are sensations
of incipient behaviour, of slight muscular tensions, etc. and, hence, the feelings are not

1 Cf. Davis (1986).
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entirely independent of behaviour. Thus I conclude that, since it is an essential feature
of desires that they admit of degrees, and this feature cannot be made sense of independ-
ently of behaviour, the notion of desire cannot be understood independently of
behaviour. A desire is basically a tendency to act, though we will see that it also tends to
affect thought processes.

I shall here assume that to act is to cause a state of affairs to materialize or to become a
fact (cf. Persson, 1981: ch. 2.1). Consequently, if a desire is a tendency to act, it is a
tendency to cause a state of affairs—that is, something that can be cast in a propositional
form or in a that-clause—to become a fact. Of course, in everyday language the content
of desire is seldom rendered in this form. Sometimes, however, the transposition is an
easy matter. To want one’s friends to remember one after one is dead and gone is
presumably to be recast as to want to cause (it to be a fact) that one’s friends remember
one after one is dead and gone. It is less clear how a desire to move one’s finger should be
recast. But if to perform an action is to cause something to become a fact, the action of
moving a finger is naturally construed as causing this finger to move. Thus, I suggest that
wanting to move one’s finger should be interpreted as wanting to cause (it to be a fact)
that one’s finger moves, rather than as, say, wanting to cause (it to be a fact) that one
moves one’s finger. However, these niceties matter less in the present context than they
would do had the purpose been that of analysing the concept of (intentional) action.?
Here I just need a convenient standard rendition of the content of desire. It will be the
infinitive construction ‘to cause (bring about, etc.)...” completed by a propositional
variable, p, g, etc.

Intelligent and Non-intelligent Desires

A fundamental distinction I would like to draw is between non-intelligent desire and intelligent
desire. The former can be instinctive or innate, but it can also be acquired, by an intelligent
desire becoming, through habit, non-intelligent. An example of a non-intelligent desire,
which is also instinctive, is the desire to flinch or withdraw from a source of pain.? This
desire is sparked off by a sensation of pain to which some attention is paid, at least
momentarily (providing we are dealing with a creature capable of attention). It consists
in a tendency to actin a manner that is so to speak designed by nature to put an end to the
sensation. The behaviour displayed is not indulged in because it is viewed by the agent at
the time of acting as an effective means of stopping the pain. It occurs automatically or
on reflex when the pain is felt (and registered in thought).

Contrast this with what it would be like to act on an intelligent desire in response to a
sensation of pain. Suppose that the action that will make the pain disappear is the push-
ing of a certain button. In order for this action to be performed, it does not suffice that
I am aware of the pain. I must also think that if I press the button then I will (probably or

2 Therefore, they are discussed in greater detail in Persson (1981: ch. 5.2).

3 Certainly learning—e.g. that pain is associated with bodily damage—can add to the aversion to pain, as insisted e.g. by
Hall (1989), though it seems to me that he exaggerates the role of learning.
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possibly) get rid of the pain, for no instinct of mine gears the pressing of buttons to the
relief of pains. I perform the action of causing the button to be pressed because I take it to
be the action of pressing a certain button which, in my opinion, is an effective means of
eliminating the pain felt. That I think of the action thus plays an essential part in the
causal genesis of the action. An intelligent desire to cause that some bodily change, p,
takes place is a tendency to cause to materialize a state of affairs because one conceives of
it as (probably, possibly) p. If nothing goes awry, an intelligent desire manifests itself in an
action that is intentional; this happens when the states of affairs caused to materialize
actually are as the agent conceives them. Hence, what distinguishes intentional from
non-intentional actions is that one’s correct conception of one’s action plays an essential
role in the origin of the intentional action.*

So, if one is to have an intelligent desire to cause that one’s finger moves, one must
have a conception or idea of what it is to cause one’s finger to move, while this is not
necessary for one to have a non-intelligent desire to the same effect. It is likely that we
acquire this conception by moving our fingers as the result of non-intelligent desires, that
is, on reflex. Having non-intelligent desires and acting on reflex is then primary in relation
to having intelligent desires and acting intentionally. But it is also the case that comparat-
ively simple actions that were once executed as the upshot of intelligent desires and,
hence, intentionally, by regular practice, can be performed out of non-intelligent
desires and on reflex or out of habit. As opposed to instinctive desires, these acquired non-
intelligent desires are secondary in relation to intelligent desires. Had we not been
endowed with the ability to learn, by repeated practice, to do unthinkingly what we
earlier could do only with detailed attention, we would never have been able to master
fairly complicated activities such as typing or driving a car.

One difference between non-intelligent and intelligent desires that p be the case is,
then, that in the latter case one must have a conception of what it is to cause p. This
necessitates another difference: one cannot think that the state of affairs that one is or
will be causing is (probably, possibly) p, unless one thinks that one can (probably, possibly)
cause—that is, that one (probably, possibly) has the ability and opportunity to cause—p
to become the case. Hence, a necessary condition for one’s having an intelligent desire
for p is that one thinks that it is at least possible (relative to one’s present body of beliefs)
that one can cause it to become a fact that p. In the case of a pain felt, it is the awareness of
the pain that causes one to think about how one can get rid of the pain and to conclude,
immediately or after a period of thinking, that one can accomplish this, say, by pushing a
certain button.

Imagine, however, that this conclusion is erroneous and that by actually pushing the
button one becomes absolutely convinced that one cannot remove the pain by this
means; then one will cease to have the intelligent desire to push the button, and one will
consequently cease to press it intentionally (in order to stop the pain). Should one also
become convinced that one can do nothing at all to eliminate the pain, one can no longer
possess an intelligent desire to be rid of the pain. But one can still have a non-intelligent or,

4 This analysis of intelligent desire and intentional action is elaborated in Persson (1981: chs. 5 and 6).



An Analysis of Desire 49

more specifically, instinctive desire to rid oneself of it, a desire that issues in more or less
refined bits of behaviour designed by nature to remove pains.

It is because intelligent desires essentially involve a thought or belief to the effect that
one can accomplish something that they are assessable as rational or irrational. They are
(ir)rational if these beliefs are (ir)rational. Instinctive desires lack this essential proposi-
tional ingredient and are therefore not assessable in these terms.

Wanting and Wishing

The state of being absolutely certain that one cannot eliminate a pain, but nevertheless
having a non-intelligent desire to be rid of it is the state of wishing to be rid of the pain or
wishing that one could rid oneself of the pain.” I do not present this distinction between
intelligently desiring and wishing as a pure description of everyday use. Occasionally, this
distinction surfaces in everyday parlance. For instance, the reason we find it more natural
to speak of wishing the past to be different, wishing that we had acted differently in
the past, than to speak of wanting these things is presumably that we are absolutely con-
vinced that we have no power to change the past. ButI would admit that this distinction is
sometimes blurred, and would be prepared to see my distinction as trimming ordinary
usage, as encapsulating a stipulative element.

So when one is conscious of a sensation of pain, what happens in conative respects could
be the following. This consciousness triggers off certain innate patterns of behaviour
designed to remove the pain. If they fail to abolish it, one is caused to think about how
the pain is to be eliminated (we saw already in Chapter 1 that pain can affect thought
processes). Given that this thinking issues in some strategy about how this is to be accom-
plished, the consciousness of the pain then tends to cause behaviour which one takes to
put this strategy into practice. That is, one has an intelligent desire to eliminate the pain
(by a certain means). If this behaviour also fails to remove the pain, one may hope
that there be another means of ridding oneself of the pain. Hoping this is having a non-
intelligent desire to ascertain that there is such a means, which is elicited by the thought
that there might be. But if one becomes convinced that this cannot be achieved, this
conviction, by virtue of encapsulating the idea of the pain, may still tend to cause behavi-
our designed by nature rather than by oneself to put an end to the pain. Then one
merely wishes to be rid of the pain or wishes that one could rid oneself of the pain. Thus,
instinctive desire is the source from which intelligent desire, wishing and hoping flows,
given different cognitive constraints.

It might be thought that I cannot hold wishes and hopes to be rational and irrational,
since I take them to be non-intelligent desires. However, as a matter of conceptual
necessity, they involve also beliefs, for example a wish to be rid of a pain one is feeling
involves the belief that one cannot stop this pain. (The desire is non-intelligent because

5 For references to discussions of the distinction between wanting and wishing, see Persson (1981: ch. 5 n. 15) and Davis
(1986:n. 2).
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the belief leaves no room for intelligent action.) So, wishes and hopes can be (ir)rational
because the beliefs they involve are (ir)rational. This ground for (ir)rationality will be fur-
ther elucidated in the next two chapters when emotions are discussed.

Wanting for its own Sake and Wanting for the
Sake of Something Else

To explain the distinction between non-intelligent and intelligent desires, I have focused
mainly on desiring bodily movements to occur, that is, changes that you can cause to
occur in basic actions, without doing anything else in order to achieve this. Of course, a
desire to rid oneself of a pain is not of this sort; it has to be fulfilled by doing something
else, such as withdrawing a hand. In contrast to the latter objective, this objective is also
desired for its own sake or as an end (in itself ). A state of affairs, that is, the exemplification
of some property (by something), is desired in this way if it is desired even if considered
in isolation and apart from its relations to any other states of affairs which it does not
entail. I shall refer to such desires as intrinsic desires. (I am here thinking of desires whose
intrinsicality is ultimate as opposed to acquired or derivative, to allude to a distinction I
explain in Chapter 10.)

As indicated above, a desire such as the one to eliminate a pain can manifest itself in
other ways than in an action that one thinks will eliminate the pain. If one has not discov-
ered any means to accomplish this end, it may manifest itself in one’s casting about to
find such a means which is acceptable, that is, to which one is not more averse, either for
its own sake or because of its other consequences. Although perhaps not in this particular
instance—but, say, in that of getting a pleasure—a desire for an end can also express itself
in one’slooking for a situation in which one can attain it while sacrificing the attainment of
as few as possible of one’s other ends. Thus, it is an oversimplification to declare that an
intelligent desire to cause p is nothing but a tendency to cause what, in one’s view, is p.

When I want to withdraw my hand, the thought that I am capable of withdrawing my
hand, by itself, hardly tends to cause what I think is exercising this capacity. For this to be
caused, the withdrawal realistically needs to be linked to some state of affairs, like that of
being free of pain, that supplies a reason for it. I might then be said to have a derivative
desire to withdraw my hand.

Thus, I can be said to desire the state of affairs consisting in my hand’s withdrawing, p,
because I desire a situation, s, composed of other states of affairs—such as my being
painfree—beside that of p, states of affairs which I think will probably obtain on the
assumption that p will obtain (but not in the absence of this assumption, other things
being the same). An advantage of this way of putting it is that the strength of my desire for
p can then be determined as the strength of my desire for s multiplied by the probability of
s given p.¢ So, I desire that my hand withdraws, because I desire the situation that my hand
withdraws and that my pain ceases (a situation that I judge probable to obtain if my hand

S This idea is expounded more formally by Frank Jackson (1984: esp. 7-12).
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withdraws), and the strength of the former desire equals the strength of the latter desire
multiplied by the probability I assign to the obtaining of the situation mentioned, given
that my hand withdraws. Here my desire that my hand withdraws is derived from my
desire for a complex of which this state of affairs is a component (and the desire for this
complex derives from desires for other components of it, such as the state of affairs
consisting in that my pain ceases).

Unfortunately, this account of derivative desires can seem to generate counter-intuitive
consequences. Consider a cashier who (intentionally) hands over money to a robber
because he thinks that the robber will otherwise carry out his threat to kill him. Some
philosophers have claimed that the cashier does not here want to hand over the cash to
the robber, but is forced to do so.” If the clerk had wanted to hand over the money, why
force him to do it? Nonetheless, the cashier would seem to want the situation consisting
in his handing over the money and staying alive, which he judges likely to obtain if he
hands over the money. At any rate, he wants this situation more than—or prefers this
situation to—the situation of his not handing over the money and not surviving, which
he judges probable to obtain on the assumption that he does not hand over the money.
Perhaps the construction of wanting more or preferring is more suitable than that of
wanting simpliciter, because the alternative situation is desired to some degree. Let us,
however, ignore this distinction and read “wanting’ as covering ‘wanting more (preferring)’,
for after all something is wanted more than its alternative when the alternative is not
wanted at all. In the present context, we can afford to put aside the distinction between
desiring and preferring, since it is no less counter-intuitive to describe the clerk as prefer-
ring to give the robber the money.

I believe, however, that a convincing case can be made out for portraying the cashier as
wanting to hand over the money. To be sure, he is forced or coerced to act in this manner,
but what is subjected to coercion here—in contrast to the case of purely physical coer-
cion (e.g. when the cashier’s hand is in the grip of a stronger hand)—is his will or faculty
of forming (derived) desires. The clerk is forced to (derivatively) want to hand over the
cash. That is why we speak of his will as not being free, of him as not acting of his own
free will.

We do not speak of the bank clerk as wanting to give the money to the robber, for this
would imply that he wants what is normally made likely to obtain by a cashier giving bank
money to a robber. But what the cashier wants is something entirely different, namely
what in these particular circumstances is made probable by him giving money to a robber.
He wants to give money to a robber when this, and only this, in the current circum-
stances makes probable his staying alive. The circumstances must be abnormal or extra-
ordinary in some way if the cashier is aptly to be said to be forced or coerced to (want to)
perform the action of giving money to the hold-up man.

Notice that not only threats but also offers can ‘force” one to want something. Suppose
that somebody offers to pay me a million dollars if (and only if ) I eat a worm. Now I

7 For references, see Persson (1981: 111). Cf. also Richard Swinburne (1985), who maintains that one does not desire to
do something when one is disposed to do it because of its “extrinsic” consequences; and Staude (1986). More recently,
G. F. Schueler has argued for a narrower sense of desire (1995: 29 ff.).
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certainly do not desire the conjunction of states of affairs that normally is likely to obtain
given that I eat a worm. But I do desire the conjunction of states of affairs that probably
comes to be if I eat a worm in this particular situation where the offer has been
announced. So, I can be described as being forced (to want) to eat the worm in order to
earn the million dollars. However, there is a difference between facing a threat and an
offer: while the cashier can be described as being forced to hand over the money to the
robber (full stop), I am more naturally described as being forced to eat the worm in order
to earn the million dollars. More importantly, whereas the cashier can properly be
portrayed as acting under duress, and not of his own free will, when he complies with
robber’s demand, I can scarcely be characterized in the same terms when I succumb to
the offer and eat the worm. I believe that this difference has to do with what makes us
characterize me as being presented with an offer, but the cashier as being presented with a
threat, namely the fact that the ‘interference’ is welcomed by me in the former case, but
regretted by the cashier. I shall return to this topic in Chapter 33.

To summarize, when one is described as wanting p, this usually conveys that one
wants some situation, s, that is normally probable given p. Suppose now that one is
instead averse to (i.e. desires the absence of ) s, but that at a particular time, t, the circum-
stances are peculiar in that p brings along g which one desires more than one is averse to p.
(In other words, one’s desire for the situation s* which is normally probable given q is
stronger than one’s aversion towards s, assuming equal probabilities given g and p
respectively.) Then it would be misleading to say that, at t, one desires p, for that would
suggest that one desires s; instead one is portrayed as being forced to bring about, p in
order to accomplish q. It would be impeccable, however, to depict one as wanting p and q
at t (say, the cashier as wanting to hand over the money and save his life) for one desires
the situation that normally obtains, given p and q.

Decisive Desiring

I have characterized an intelligent desire for p as a tendency, primarily, to cause what one
thinks is that p, but also to reflect upon means of achieving this. This is, I believe, an apt
characterization of a desire in the context of deliberation when it competes with other
desires. But consider the desire that comes out of this process victoriously: not only as
stronger than its rivals, but as so strong that further deliberation about alternatives and
consequences is deemed pointless. I shall call such a desire ‘decisive’ because I see it as
taking shape when the deliberator ends deliberation by deciding. As it is plausible to say
also that a decision creates an intention, I believe this to be the same thing as a decisive
desire. But if anyone thinks that an intention is something over and above any desire,
I need not insist on this point.

To desire decisively to cause p now is to be in a state which not just tends to cause now
what one thinks is that p, but which causes—or at least begins to cause—this. Nor is
it necessarily a tendency to indulge in means—end thinking, for in order to desire p
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decisively one must already have convinced oneself that there are acceptable means to
it.® True, one need not have specified them, as long as one knows them to be acceptable
(and available), but the space for means-end thinking is nevertheless restricted.
Decisively desiring that p excludes further consideration of alternatives to it; in this sense,
it is having settled upon a course of action.® So to desire p decisively is rather like desiring
a whole sequence of events including p—from some basic actions that are in the situation
necessary and sufficient means to causing p, to intrinsically desired consequences of p
at this time—so much more (or on so much stronger grounds) than one desires any
alternative sequence at the time that further deliberation ceases. That one intentionally
brings about p is logically sufficient for ascribing to one a decisive desire to (try to) bring
about p (but of course not necessary: only trying to bring it about is necessary for this
ascription).!®

Since a decision (and an intention) to bring about p is expressed by a sentence of the
form ‘T shall bring about p’, the same goes for a decisive desire. But ‘I shall bring about p’
does not express the content of decisively desiring (deciding, intending) as ‘A will bring
about p’ expresses the content of a predictive belief. The present analysis of desiring does
not provide it with any propositional content of its own in the same sense as a belief has
such content. As a tendency to bring about what, in one’s view, is (or might be) p, it
presupposes that one thinks that one can (possibly) bring it about that p, but of
course that is not a propositional content distinctive of desiring (one can entertain it with-
out having a desire). So, to obtain a complete indicative sentence one must importa ‘shall’-
operator which expresses the attitude of desiring rather than its content. This observation
will be of some importance in the discussion of practical reasoning in Chapter 8.

Cognitivism and Conativism about Motivation

Let me now put forward a definition of decisively desiring (or intending) something at
the current time which sums up the main thrust of the discussion so far.

(D) A decisively desires to (try to) cause pnow = A isin a state such that his thinking that
he can (possibly) now bring about p (and thereby a certain complex ‘situation’)
causes something to become a fact that he thinks (possibly) is that p.

This definition simplifies matters a bit, by concentrating on what is true of
decisively desiring irrespective of whether ‘p’ stands for something that can be
brought about in a basic action or something more distant (thus, it leaves out that the

8 Cf. aclaim, made e.g. by Schueler (1995: 22-3) about intending. If one is uncertain about the means to p—about one’s
ability to apply them or their efficiency—one only has a decisive desire to try to bring about p.

° As Alfred Mele puts it (1992: 142). Cf. also Michael Bratman (1987: 16-17). Both of these writers hold that intentions
are something over and above desires in the sense that they have “an executive feature that is not reducible to relative
motivational strength” (Mele, 1992: 167). My inclination is to think that the relation between desire and intention is
analogous to the relation between (tentative) belief and conviction—a conviction that p being a belief that p on grounds
strong enough to bring to an end further consideration of whether or not p is the case.

10 Again, for my account of the relation between desire and intentional action, see (1981: chs. 5 and 6).
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state may also cause A to specify means to p he believes there to be). As will transpire,
(D) will also have to be expanded to cater for cases of having a decisive desire for a
future time.

Needless to say, a decisive desire is an intelligent desire. If the desire were a non-intelligent
and instinctive one, the tendency would be designed by nature rather than by the subject
himself to issue in its becoming a fact that p. Then there need not be a thought in the
modality of what one can bring about. A thought to the effect, for example that one is
feeling pain (or perhaps in a creature that lacks all capacity for classifying its sensory data,
simply a sensation of pain) would suffice. (D) highlights intelligent desires because they
are the desires for which we can have reasons.

(D) portrays desires as states that move or cause one to act. This is required for desires
to be something that genuinely motivates. In the case of intelligent desires, part of what
moves one to act is the thought that one can bring about some state of affairs. This makes
a desire a motivational state directed towards the attainment of a goal one has set oneself.
But according to (D), thinking is not the full motivating cause. (D) asserts that A’s think-
ing that he can bring about p is sufficient to motivate him only given that he isin a certain
‘state’. This state is meant to be something non-cognitive.

The inclusion of such a state is moot. It is affirmed by conativists (of motivation), but
opposed by cognitivists who maintain that motivating factors can be purely cognitive, like
thoughts and beliefs. Cognitivists can agree with conativists that intentionally bringing
about p entails (decisively) desiring to bring about p. But, if so, they will deny that the
ascription of a desire incorporates the attribution of a separate motivational factor
alongside the cognitive ones. That is, they will reject (D)’s reference to a non-cognitive
motivational state as necessary, by interpreting a desire as the tendency of purely
cognitive factors to influence behaviour.!!

Cognitivists may also object to (D) because it depicts thoughts as causal factors.
They may hold that, whether or not it constitutes a basis for an ascription of desires,
the influence thoughts exercise over action is non-causal. The best support for a
causal interpretation consists in an appeal to simplicity, I think: if one is able to
break down the phenomena of desire and intentional action into components, for
example, propositional thoughts and bodily movements, which could intelligibly be
causally related—and I have tried to accomplish this in (1981)—then considerations of
simplicity recommend that they be regarded as being thus related, since that would
make the domain of desire and action continuous with the rest of nature where causal-
ity presumably reigns.!?

Now;, given the correctness of this interpretation, can conativism be defended? Strictly
speaking, we should distinguish between a conceptual and an empirical issue. The con-
ceptual one concerns whether the (ordinary) concept of desire contains a reference to
some non-cognitive factor which, in conjunction with cognitive ones, causally influences
behaviour. The empirical one concerns whether there is in fact such a factor, that is,

11 As will be seen in Ch. 9, these cognitivists include Thomas Nagel (1970), Don Locke (1974), John McDowell (1978,
1981), and T. M. Scanlon (1998: ch. 1). 12 For a recent defence of causalism, see Mele (2003: ch. 2).
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whether a concept with such reference applies to reality. If the reply to the first question
is yes, but the reply to the second one no, our attributions of desire are erroneous, and
the concept of desire must be revised for them to be true. I shall argue for a positive
answer to the conceptual question and assume that there is no reason not to give the
same answer to the empirical question.

A belief p is a disposition that usually actualizes itself, among other things, in one’s
occurrently thinking p in situations in which the question of the truth of p arises.!?> Now
a belief cannot have any effect on behaviour unless it manifests itself in occurrent
thought. Suppose I go shopping and that parsley is among the many items I need to buy.
However, as I walk around in the shop it momentarily slips my mind that I need to buy
parsley; so I do not buy it. It would not be correct, I believe, to describe me as losing this
belief (that I need parsley), later having to acquire it anew. It is rather that possession of a
belief is compatible with its content occasionally failing to show up in episodic thinking
atrelevant moments. But, and this is one thing the example is designed to illustrate, when
a belief fails to surface in occurrent thinking, the subject will not act on it.** This is why
the definiens of (D) speaks of (episodic) thinking rather than believing.

In other words, in (D) I have sought to characterize what it is to have an occurrent
desire. But we are also said to possess desires, although our minds are occupied with
other matters. I can be said to have a desire to continue working on this manuscript at
times when all thoughts of it are far from my mind, and indeed even when I am asleep or
unconscious. Such desires are dormant. In my opinion this distinction just reflects the
distinction between episodically thinking that something is the case and dispositionally
believing it to be the case. That is to say, to have an (intelligent) desire for p which is
dormant involves having a belief that one can bring about p instead of an episodic
thought to this effect.” It should be added that, when I spoke above of a decisive desire,
I was talking about the strongest desire in one’s set of occurrent desires with conflicting
contents.

So, since our (occurrent) attitudes and actions are determined by what we episodically
think of, or attend to, the outcome of the competition for attention is important. As that
which we are capable of attending to at any moment is just a tiny fraction of what we dis-
positionally believe and of what is perceptually present, this competition is very hard.
The attentive selection made is likely to be biased. It will appear that this is the main
source of the attitudinal irrationalities to be explored in this book.

There is, however, a further point of the parsley example—other than displaying the
causal role of episodic thought—which is the main one in the present context. The

13 ] discuss the relation between thinking and believing in (1981: ch. 3.1). Among other things, I make the point, also
made by Mele (2003: 31), that a belief must at some time have been manifested in episodic thought. As Mele notes (2003:
32-3), this point carries over to dispositional desires in the definition of which belief figures.

14 It should be noticed that this does not imply that one cannot act on ‘unconscious’ thoughts in every sense. For
although a thought is conscious in the sense that it is episodically represented, this representation may be so brief that one
may not notice or be conscious of having it. Such episodes can influence one’s behaviour.

1> Note that what in Brandt’s terminology corresponds to my notion of occurrent desire is “effective desire”; his “ocur-
rent desires” are rather counterparts to my dormant desires, since actual thinking about the state of affairs desired is not
here required (1979: 25-8).
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example allows one to infer something about the strength of my desire to get parsley,
namely that it is rather weak. If it had been strong as, say, a heavy smoker’s desire for
tobacco, the thought of parsley would certainly not have slipped my mind. Should it
momentarily have left my mind because I was distracted by, say, the sight of a beautiful
woman walking by, it would be bound to recur soon. In other words, an effect of
desiring parsley, if one cannot get it straightaway, is to keep one episodically think-
ing of parsley, for example to see to it that one’s belief that one needs it is regularly
manifested in occurrent thought. But then, contrary to cognitivism, a desire for parsley
cannot boil down to the causal power of an (occurrent) thought of parsley, for, once it
has disappeared, this thought cannot cause later instances of the same thought.
Rather, the desire must be a state that can persist in the absence of any thought of its
objective in order to facilitate associations from distracting thoughts back to this
objective.

Dispositional belief states cannot themselves cause their manifestations in episodic
thought, for at any time we are in countless such states, and only very few of them are
represented in episodic thought. Something other than these states themselves must
then determine this selection. What is currently perceived and episodically thought are
presumably among the factors contributing to this selection. But we are now considering
a case in which current perceptions and thoughts are distracting me from the thought of
parsley. What could lead me back to it? I claim that a desire seems precisely to be
something that facilitates associations from such distractions back to the thought of
parsley. The stronger the desire, the easier it is to make the association, that is, the more
tenuous can the link between the episode which ignites the association and the objective
of desire be. But for a desire to do this work, it must obviously be something over and
above such cognitive and sensory episodes.

A desire is thus a non-conceptual and non-sensory state that, among other things,
tends to facilitate the appearance of its objective in occurrent thought, if it is not already
there. This is a further effect on thought-processes, alongside the one of making one
indulge in means-end reasoning mentioned earlier. In this case, too, if the desire is
intense, one may find it hard to think about anything else, whereas if it is weak, thisis a
matter that easily slips one’s mind.

My argument has been to the effect that to understand how a desire can tend to keep
its objective manifested in mental episodes, it must be construed as something over
and above what is manifested in such episodes, for it is at work in the absence of any
suitable mental episodes, precisely in order to promote their reappearance. Now, if a
desire is a state below the surface of consciousness that tends to cause itself to be, so to
speak, regularly afloat, it is reasonable to think that once it is afloat, in the shape of the
occurrence of suitable episodic thoughts, the state will in conjunction with these
thoughts tend to produce behaviour. For it seems that the state is designed to produce
the thoughts because they are necessary to produce the behaviour. As the temporal
consciousness of a creature expands, a state that is designed to have the function of
tending to produce a certain pattern of behaviour immediately is likely to develop also
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the function of keeping itself in existence until the time is ripe for producing this
behaviour.'¢
We may summarize the upshot of this reasoning in a definition as follows:

(D*) Att, A has a dormant decisive desire (to cause) p at a future time, t+ =. Att, Aisin
a state such that, if it persists at t+, it will tend to cause A’s belief that he can bring
about p (and thereby a certain situation) to manifest itself in episodic thoughtatt+,
and by this means to cause what A thinksispatt+.

The conativist conception of a desire is also supported by the consideration that, in
view of the great differences between human individuals, it appears natural to suppose
that not every subject capable of entertaining some thought would behave similarly
(though no two subjects are in fact likely to have exactly the same thoughts and, if it were
to occur, it is likely to pass unnoticed). As we saw when discussing physical pain in
Chapter 1, the phenomenon of asymbolia for pain shows that not even in the case of this
sensation, every individual who feels it tries to get rid of it. On the conativist conception,
desires gesture towards something that can account for this behavioural difference: some
individuals are, and some are not, in a state which in conjunction with this experience
produces a certain type of behaviour.

So, to conclude, it seems the best bet to put one’s money on the conativist conceptual
claim that the concept of desire postulates a state—presumably neural in character—
which does not receive mental expression of a conceptual or sensory character. (I will
shortly try to strengthen the support of this claim by arguing that desiring does not
necessarily involve feeling anything.) This is how I think the state alluded to in (D) and
(D*) should be interpreted.!”

It seems that an allegiance to determinism underlies this postulation of an intrinsically
unknown explanatory state which our ordinary concept of desire encapsulates. So, it is
conceivable that this postulate is untenable, for example that there is in fact nothing caus-
ing the recurrence of thoughts of objects desired. However, there is as yet no reason to
believe this rather than that neurophysiological research will bear out the truth of the
postulate. This confirmation would not only underwrite the legitimacy of talk of desires
as separate explanatory factors, but would also in some respects supersede it, since the
explanations couched in neurophysiological terms would specify what the postulated

16 Compare Scanlon’s claim: “A person has a desire in the directed-attention sense that P if the thought of P keeps
occurring to him or her in a favorable light” (1998: 39). One important difference between this account and mine is that,
whereas Scanlon, consistently with cognitivism about motivation, identifies a desire with the tendency of certain thoughts
to occur, I take it to be a distinct state that tends to cause the occurrence of these thoughts (and appropriate behaviour).
What more plausible cause of this insistent occurrence of thoughts than a desire could there be? Scanlon’s account has also
been rightly criticized by Mele as being “overly intellectualized” (2003: 78) because it involves taking the subject as seeing
the considerations that keep cropping up “as reasons for acting in a certain way” (1998: 40). Surely, subjects can have
desires, even intelligent ones, though they lack the concept of a reason.

17 Thus Mark Platts makes a mistake when he thinks that the state to which a dispositional conception of desire (which
he terms “the classical misconception”) refers to must intrinsically be “mental” or “an ‘introspectible something’ (a feel-
ing)” (1991: 34). The concept of desire has been designed to refer to a non-introspectible factor that, alongside mental
episodes (and abilities), helps to produce behaviour.
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factors are intrinsically like, whereas talk of desires identifies them in a rather vacuous
extrinsic or relational fashion, as ‘something that in conjunction with certain thoughts
tends to cause certain behaviour’.

Desire and Feeling

I shall end this discussion of the concept of desire by commenting on the relation
between desiring and feeling. Noel Fleming writes that a desire is

any affective state that might lead someone who had it or was in it to do something. . .
To have a desire is to be subject to perturbation, to be disposed to feel moved, however
slightly or greatly, for the sake of or in connection with what we know or believe
about the fate of what we desire. Desiring as opposed to merely wishing presumably
requires being disposed to act; but being disposed to act is not enough, and being
disposed to feel is necessary. (1981: 213-14)

Two important claims are here advanced: (1) to be in an affective state, to feel something
is a necessary condition for having a desire; and (2) this affective state is among the factors
that tend to move one to act. These two claims are summed up by Fleming in the follow-
ing statement: “To have desires is to be affected in a way that tends to set in motion”
(1981: 220). I shall argue that both (1) and (2) are false: it is not the case that desiring is nec-
essarily accompanied by feeling, and, even when this is so, the feelings are not among the
factors that spark off the tendency to act.

Something that can confer on (1) a semblance of plausibility is that a lot of desires
involve tendencies to move one’s body, and such tendencies can result in incipient bodily
movements—for example muscular contractions—that are felt. Thus, if I have a desire
to raise my arm to draw somebody’s attention to me, but this desire is almost immedi-
ately defeated by another desire (to pass unnoticed) that seizes me, the first desire may
still have had time to manifest itself in some slight, but noticeable, muscular contractions
in my arm. I think this might be what we refer to when we say things like ‘I felt a desire to
raise my arm’.

Aslongas one has cases like this mind, it is tempting to agree with Kurt Baier that desire
“involves a felt impulse toward doing something” (1958: 111). But consider a desire to
remain lying down relaxing: there is certainly no “felt impulse toward doing something”
here, nor any other feelings, save those springing from the state of lying down. Remember
also that not all desires involve desires to move one’s body. Think of somebody who wants
to call something to mind or to visualize something and straightaway proceeds to do so. If
the feelings that could most plausibly be held to be essential for desiring are feelings of
incipient bodily movements, we should not expect any feelings here.

So (1) is in all probability false. However, what is even more important is the falsity of
(2). Even when they are present, these feelings are not among the conditions that trigger
off those behavioural tendencies in which desires consist; they are part of the effect
rather than of the cause. To be sure, there are desires that are prompted by something
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felt. This is true of the tendency to withdraw from a source of pain. It is also true of
desires that originate in a state of bodily need that makes itself felt in bodily sensation,
like the desire to eat which is sparked off by pangs of hunger. Perhaps the word ‘desire’ is
particularly at home in cases like this, and so the use of it may lead some to take these
cases as models for all cases of desiring and wanting. But this would of course be a gross
error, as should be evident by now:.

There is another way to tie the state of desiring to some state of feeling. Desires are
either fulfilled or not fulfilled (apart from those that simply cease to exist through the
incentive vanishing from one’s mind, for example because of forgetfulness, loss of con-
sciousness, etc.). If (in the opinion of the subject) they are fulfilled, there will be feelings
of fulfilment or satisfaction, while if (in the subject’s view) they are not, there will be
feelings of discontent and frustration. Therefore, it may be concluded, even though the
state of desiringitself does not necessarily encapsulate any feelings (let alone any feelings
that prompt behaviour), it is nevertheless true that desires are normally bound up with
feelings.

My reply to this is that it is not always true that subjects feel (dis)satisfaction upon
realizing that their desires have been (dis)satisfied. Consider a desire or preference which
is very weak: when taking a walk, I form a weak desire or preference to walk along the
other pavement, but a moment later I notice that the traffic is so heavy that I am
prevented from crossing the street. Surely it is unreasonable to insist that I must here feel
frustration to some degree. The feeling of frustration probably reflects a state of bodily
tension that results from a behavioural tendency not being allowed to follow its path. But
if this tendency is weak, is it not sensible to surmise that the tension can be too slight
to make itself felt? What reason is there to insist that it must be strong enough to make
itself felt?

Moreover, it is even less plausible to hold that one must feel fulfilled upon realizing that
a desire has been fulfilled (even disregarding the possibility that the desire can be based on
false beliefs). Consider, for instance, a rather weak desire that is fulfilled without any
impediment, as a matter of course, like a desire to continue walking when one is walk-
ing. The reason why it seems so far-fetched to claim that one will feel satisfaction as this
desire is translated into behaviour is, I suggest, that, since this tendency smoothly runs
along its course without being hemmed in by anything, no tension is building up, and the
(pleasurable) feeling of fulfilment is the feeling of the relaxation of such a tension. In
order for satisfaction to be felt, it is necessary that both the desire not be too weak and its
gratification not be instantaneous.

Consequently, it is not true that whenever there is desiring, there are feelings—typically,
feelings occur when the desire is fairly strong. However, even if this generalization had
been true in the actual world, it would still have been just a contingent truth. For it is con-
ceivable that there be creatures equipped with efferent pathways just like actual beings,
but lacking the afferent connections indispensable for the feeling of their own bodies
from inside. These creatures would have none of the feelings here in question. All
the same, they could have desires. With their efferent pathways intact, it would be possible
for their thoughts to have bodily effects. No doubt it would be difficult for them to move
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their bodies in a controlled and precise manner, as this is dependent upon feedback in the
shape of bodily sensations. But it seems that, by relying on vision, these beings could
learn to perform at least simple bodily movements at will (they might lack limbs
that allow them to perform more precise movements). This suffices for their being in
possession of (intelligent) desires.!#

Therefore, the concept of desire is independent of that of feeling and emotion: we can
conceive of individuals who have desires, but no feelings or emotions.'® It should be
noted, however, that it is not a corollary of this that, if a subject of desire is capable of
having feelings and emotions, it is a purely contingent matter what states of feeling go
with what states of desiring. It is not a contingent matter that somebody who desires to
bring about p will hope to succeed in bringing this about rather than fear it and that this
subject will be pleased or glad rather than displeased or sad upon being notified of success.
(The ground of the non-contingency of these propositions will emerge in the next two
chapters when emotions are subjected to analysis.) Yet it is a contingent matter that
something rather than nothing be felt.

18 There seem to be actual cases that (in relevant respects) match this description: “the disembodied lady” as reported
by Sacks (1985: ch. 3).

12 Hence it follows, as I conclude (1981: 123-8), that theorists are in error when they contend that the concept of desire
is a theoretical construct that receives its sense by being embedded in a set of laws or lawlike propositions which link it to
the concepts of feelings and emotions.
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THE CONCEPT OF EMOTION

THE topic of this essay is the rationality of attitudes where the term ‘attitudes’ covers
desires and emotions. In the present chapter I shall put forward an account of the nature
of emotions according to which they can be assessed in respect of rationality. Like (intel-
ligent) desires, they have this property because they comprise propositional thinking.
But, as in the case of desires, there is more to emotions than propositional thinking; that
is why I have called desires and emotions para-cognitive attitudes. So my second task will
be to spell out what this surplus is, and how it differs from the surplus encompassed in
desiring. This will lead onto a broader exploration of the relationship between desire and
emotion. First, however, I shall try to vindicate the idea that emotions can be appraised as
rational, can be supported by reasons, because they involve propositional thinking or
thinking that something is the case.

Emotions resemble desires in that they have objects or contents: just as when there
is desire, there is something that is desired, so whenever there is an emotion, there
is something at which this emotion is directed. For instance, when one is afraid, there is
something of which one is afraid, for example the person or dog next door; when one
experiences hope, there is something for which one hopes, for example the protection of
the black rhinoceros; when one is angry, there is something with which one is angry, for
example the friend who betrayed one; when one is pleased or glad, there is something
about which one is pleased or glad, for example, that one spotted a rare bird; and so on.

As can be seen from these examples, emotional objects may belong to different
ontological categories: a concrete thing, an event, or a fact. It seems to me, however, that
emotional objects can always be rephrased in a propositional form, that the object of an
emotion can always be rendered as a—putative—fact. Thus, if I fear my neighbour,
I must take something to be true of him—for example, that he is an arsonist and might
set the house on fire—in virtue of which I fear him. That is, my fear of my neighbourisa
fear that he is an arsonist and might burn down the house. Analogously, one’s hoping for
the protection of the rhinoceros is a hope that it will be successfully protected. This being
so, I shall speak of the (propositional) content of an emotion rather than of its object,
since the latter may suggest a concrete thing. Note that there need not be anything real
towards which an emotion is oriented: it is true that I cannot be described as fearing my
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neighbour if I do not in fact have one, but even if this person is a figment of my imagina-
tion, my fear is real. I could be described as being afraid because, as I believe, I have a
neighbour who is dangerous.

It is a familiar claim that emotions differ from sensations in respect of this feature of
essentially having content.! This is a feature upon which we rely when we distinguish
pain as a sensation, physical pain, from emotional or mental pain. When I am pained by a
bereavement or a humiliation, the pain is of the latter kind, for there is some believed fact
that pains me or gives me pain. In contrast, when I am just feeling a sensation of pain, say,
a stab of pain in the chest, there is nothing that pains or gives me pain in the present
sense. Certainly, there is a cause of my sensation, but this is presumably not logically
necessary, and in any event I need in no sense be aware of this cause. But clearly, I cannot
be pained by a bereavement, unless I am aware of this bereavement or think that I have
suffered this sort of bereavement. The content of my emotional pain is the content of a
thought of mine; it is capable of giving me pain because it is something I think is the case.
When I am just feeling physical pain, none of this is true: there is no propositional
content that gives me pain by being the content of some thought of mine. The same is
true of physical pleasure: when I stretch my legs after sitting long in a cramped posture,
there need be nothing that gives me pleasure by being thought of by me. As opposed to
this, when I am pleased that something is the case, for example, that I have spotted a rare
bird, this qualifies as an emotional or mental pleasure because there is of necessity some
state of affairs—that I have spotted a rare bird—which, by being the content of a thought
of mine, gives me pleasure.

So one cannot be glad, sad, etc. that p without thinking, believing, or knowing p, butin
order to have these emotions, it is not necessary to think, believe, or know that one is hav-
ing an emotion the content of which is p. A conflation of these two statements leads to
the view that one cannot have an emotion without knowing or being conscious of having
it. As I regard this view as implausible, I should like to stress that it is not entailed by the
thesis that emotions are essentially content-oriented.

Sometimes it is, however, disputed that emotions necessarily have contents (or
objects). For instance, Gosling maintains that it is just an accident of language that ‘feels
pleased’ cannot occur on its own, that one has to be described as being pleased at, about,
or with something (1969: 153). But if there were a state in which one could be described
as feeling pleased without this state’s being directed at anything, this would merely show
that ‘feels pleased” sometimes designates a mood rather than an emotion. Indeed, there
are states of this kind: one can be in a pleasant or good mood, one can be happy orin a
state of euphoria. Like sensations, moods differ from emotions in not having proposi-
tional contents (cf. for example, Trigg, 1970: 5-6). We should also be aware of the possib-
ility that sometimes when a state of feeling apparently has no content, it really has some
very indefinite content, for example that something or other good will happen sometime
(cf. Davis, 1988: 459-60).

! It has been expressed, e.g. by Kenny: “The most important difference between a sensation and an emotion is that
emotions, unlike sensations, are essentially directed to objects” (1963: 60).
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Moods are more intimately related to emotions than are sensations. For instance, it
does not appear to be a contingent truth that if one is in a happy mood then one is more
disposed to experience the emotion of being happy about this or that than one is when
one is not in a happy mood. We would not describe a creature as being in a happy or
joyous mood if we knew it to be incapable of experiencing the emotion of happiness or
joy. Obviously, nothing of the sort characterizes the relation between physical pain/pleasure
and its emotional counterpart: it is not true in general, let alone of necessity, that feeling
physical pain/pleasure makes a being more prone to feel pained or pleased by some state
of affairs. None of this entails, however, that to be in a mood is nothing but to be disposed
or to tend to have the corresponding emotion. If this was true, to be in a mood would be
similar to having a certain kind of temperament (for example, to be a happy or cheerful
sort of person), only more short-lived. But this is manifestly not true, for moods are felt
just as emotions are. It is more plausible to hold that a mood involves whatever the corre-
sponding emotion involves, apart from the thought the content of which provides the
emotion with its content. I shall revert to the question of what this ‘surplus’ could consist
in after dissecting the emotional reaction.

I believe that my distinction between emotions and moods exists in everyday parlance,
though perhaps in a somewhat fuzzy form. But for my purposes the claim that emotions
necessarily have contents could be read as a stipulation. I want to focus on a certain class of
states of mind that have propositional contents: the states of mind to which we refer when
we speak of being afraid of something, being angry with something, etc. Even if in ordin-
ary discourse the term ‘emotion’ does not designate exactly this class, it approximates to it
nearly enough for the term to be a natural choice as a label for this class. The reason why I
want to highlight this class is that I am interested in some states of mind that can be
appraised in respect of rationality. Now, if a state of mind necessarily has content, and if it
has content in virtue of involving an episode of propositional thinking the content of
which is the content of the state, then, since propositional thoughts can be assessed in
respect of rationality, the whole can be so assessed, at least in a derivative sense.?

Emotions Not Merely Judgements

However, one writer, Robert Solomon, who is out to explode “the myth” that “the emo-
tions are irrational forces beyond our control” (1976: 239; cf. also e.g. pp. xvi-xvii and
ch. 6), goes to the extreme of equating emotion with judgement, more specifically an
evaluative one: an “emotion is an evaluative (or normative’) judgment” (1976: 186).
Solomon seems to reach this position because of his view that only what we do can be
assessed as reasonable or unreasonable. So in order to make good his claim that emotions
can be so assessed he is committed to hold that “our passions are our own doings, and thus
our responsibility” (1976: 25). Since judgements are described as being made, and

2 This is as much as Hume concedes when he declares that “passions can be contrary to reason only so far as they are
accompany’d with some judgment or opinion” (1739-40/1978: 416).
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emotions apparently involve them, the step to the conclusion that emotions or passions
are some sort of judgements is only a short one.

But it is patently false that only what we do and are responsible for can be appraised in
respect of rationality. Our thoughts or beliefs that something is the case can obviously be
rational or irrational, yet they are not actions for which we are held responsible. For
example, my thought that I am feeling pain when I am in fact feeling pain is irresistibly
caused by my sensation of pain; being in these circumstances, I cannot help thinking this
thought. Nonetheless thoughts can be rational and reasonable. Therefore, emotions can
be so too without being things done for which we are responsible.

In spite of this, Solomon could be right in construing emotions as evaluative
judgements. But weighty considerations militate against such a view. Intuitively, it seems
undeniable that, in the words of William Alston, an “evaluation can be either emotional
or unemotional” (1967a: 485).2 Suppose that it is maintained, say, that to be in a state of
fear is to judge that something poses a threat; then to feel strong fear, to be terrified,
would be to judge that something presents a very grave threat. It is, however, at least
logically possible to be calm, detached, and show no signs of bodily or behavioural
disturbance or perturbation when one makes an (evaluative) judgement (whatever its
intrinsic characteristics). In contrast, it is not even logically possible to be very fearful or
terrified while showing no signs of being disturbed; certain patterns of behaviour or
bodily changes are characteristic of fear. Wayne Davis provides a long list of what this
“involuntary arousal” comprises, dividing the items into three kinds:

Visceral: rapid heartbeat, even pounding; perspiration, most commonly sweaty
palms and armpits; abdominal distress, most commonly a knotted stomach, but in
more extreme cases diarrhea, frequent urination, and sometimes even loss of control
over bodily functions; increased respiration rate, or sudden inspiration; and pallor,
which results from constriction of blood vessels in the skin. ‘Cortical’ (i.e. psycho-
logical): restless sleep, even insomnia; and channelled and disorderly cognition, indi-
cated by alessened ability to concentrate, deliberate, and draw rational conclusions,
and by a restricted range of perception, attention, and memory. Motor: muscular
tension, even trembling or shaking; and last but not least, impulsive or reflexive
action, performed without deliberation, and difficult to control, such as facial
expressions, postural adjustments (e.g. cowering), vocalizations (e.g. screaming),
and even fleeing or freezing. (1988: 462-3)

Impressive as this list may be, I do not claim that it is exhaustive (there is, for instance, also
dryness of mouth and throat), but it is more than sufficient for present purposes.

All of these symptoms need not be present whenever fear is experienced—not, for
example, if the fear is weak and ephemeral—but most of them are certainly present
whenever a normal person is in a state of strong fear or terror. It is, however, perfectly
conceivable that a person judges that something poses a grave threat, and yet displays

3 For a criticism of Solomon, see Stephen R. Leighton (1985). However, I think Leighton goes too far in his critique of
the judgemental approach in contending (1985: 139) that (a) what kind of emotion is in question is determined by the feel-
ings involved rather than by the judgement; and that (b) the feeling may outlive the judgement and still be an emotion
(rather than a mood).
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none of these reactions: that is, a person can be fearless in the face of grave danger.
Consequently, to be in a state of (strong) fear is not just to make an evaluative judgement;
it is also to exhibit a certain pattern of behaviour or bodily changes. But if it is conceded
that to experience a strong emotion includes displaying fairly pronounced bodily reac-
tions, it should also be conceded that experiencing a less intensive emotion includes
displaying bodily reactions, albeit of a less pronounced character. It is reasonable to agree
with William Lyons (1980: 125), that the strength of such bodily reactions is our criterion
for the strength or intensity of an emotion.*

It is true that sometimes when we apply emotion terms, it is not asserted that any
bodily reactions are present. For instance, a doctor might tell the patient, ‘I fear that you
will have to undergo surgery’, without having the bodily reactions typical of fear. But this
observation does not weaken the case I am making, for we immediately recognize such
uses as a non-literal, polite turn of phrase. The doctor is not really reporting an emotion,
but is rather just expressing sympathy with the patient by talking as though she were
sharing the patient’s fear. I suggest that we take as a criterion for the reporting use of emo-
tion terms that they are in order only if some of bodily changes listed occur (cf. Shaffer,
1983:167-8).

To sum up the result of the discussion so far: in order for A to (occurrently) have an
emotion it is necessary that (1) she is (episodically) thinking some propositional thought
and that (2) she exhibits some pattern of bodily changes. In the absence of (1) the
emotion could have no content, since the content of the emotion is constituted by the
content of thinking, while the deduction of (2) would result in an unemotional state of
thinking or judging. It is plausible to hypothesize that the thoughts and the patterns of
bodily change do not just appear in conjunction, but that the former cause the latter, for it
is that of which we think that makes us afraid, glad, angry, etc. I shall not here attempt to
defend this proposal to analyse in causal terms the notion of emotions having contents or
objects, since it is today the prevalent view.” It should be noted, however, that it is not the
content or object that is the cause, but episodes of thinking with this content.

Emotion and Desire

I shall now try to say something more specific about the two elements involved in emo-
tions. Let me start with (2), the pattern of behaviour and bodily changes. In some cases, it
seems clear that this pattern includes components that support the ascription of some
desire. For example, if I fear my neighbour’s dog (say, fear that it might bite me), I will

+ Contrast Davis (1988) who, distinguishing the propositional fear that p from the experiential state of fear, maintains
that only the latter incorporates involuntary arousal. I agree of course that one can have a fear that p without being in a
state of fear, but regard it as more natural to hold that there is merely a difference in degree between the two, that is, that
the former, too, involves, an “involuntary arousal”, though to a lesser extent. Similarly, I believe the difference between
being in a state of fear and one of anxiety to be one of degree, whereas Davis takes the former to encompass a new element
of unhappiness (1988: 471 ff.). In the former case, the involuntary arousal may be so intense that it is felt as unpleasant.

s See, e.g. Lyons (1980), ]. R. S. Wilson (1972), and Gordon (1987). When I speak of a thought ‘causing’ a bodily change,
I do not wish to exclude that there can be overdetermination, i.e. another sufficient cause of the bodily change which does
not include the thought.
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tend to flee or at least stay away from this dog. Similarly, if I am angry with somebody,
I will desire or tend to attack this person. Presumably inspired by such reflections,
some writers have concluded that the emotional reaction always includes—or even is
constituted by—some desire. Thus, we find the psychologist Magda Arnold concluding
that “the emotional quale consist/s/precisely in...unreasoning involuntary attraction
or repulsion” (1960: 172) and that “we can now define emotion as the felt tendency toward
anything intuitively appraised as good (beneficial), or away from anything intuitively appraised
as bad (harmful)” (1960: 182).5

This characterization of the conative tendency putatively involved seems, however,
too narrow to fit even all cases of fear which admittedly includes such a tendency. If a
philanderer fears that he has been infected with HIV, there cannot, literally, be any
tendency “away from” the state of affairs feared.

Lyons’s way of specifying the desire involved in fear is broader: “a want to avoid or be
rid of the danger” (1980: 64). Yet it is evident that one can fear that one carries HIV while
being utterly convinced that one can do nothing to get rid of the virus or to avoid its
harmful effects—indeed, this insight is likely to aggravate one’s fear. Hence, the “want to
avoid or be rid of the danger” cannot be intelligent here. But could a non-intelligent
desire to avoid or be rid of the thing feared manifest itself here when the usual strategies
of withdrawing, fleeing, hiding, etc. from the thing feared look so out of place? I think it
could here take the form of a tendency to avoid or be rid of consciousness (on one’s own
part) of the fact feared, for example, that one carries HIV. So the subject afflicted by this
fear will tend to: avoid being tested, avert attention from evidence either raising the prob-
ability that he is infected or proving the lethal outcome of the infection, prevent himself
from thinking of the possibility of being infected, persuade himself that cures will soon
be discovered, etc. All this could be part of an intelligent or calculated strategy to keep
oneself in an untroubled state of mind. But it seems clear that these tendencies also occur
prior to and independently of such calculation, as an instinctive way to avoid or rid
oneself of the thing feared: instinctively one flees in one’s mind when a real flight is
evidently impossible.

I find it most reasonable to hold that a non-intelligent desire to somehow protect one-
self against the state of affairs feared is encapsulated in the emotion of fear. But I would
like to argue that there is an antithetical relationship between fear and intelligent desire: to
the extent that one views it to be within one’s power of intentional action to see to it
whether or not p materializes, one cannot fear the materialization of p. It is absurd to fear
something that one is convinced is fully within one’s control. (As Gordon (1987: 79-84)
puts it, the uncertainty of whether or not p must be non-deliberative.) The mountaineer
is afraid of falling only because he knows that, despite his skill, he might fall. Had he been
convinced that it was within his capacity to prevent every possible fall, he could not
possibly be afraid that he might fall.

That a climber can be described as being afraid of climbing a certain mountain might
seem to contradict this. However, what he is afraid of here is not that he will climb the

S Other theorists that give pride of place to conation include Joel Marks (1982 and 1986b).
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mountain—which is something that is up to him—but that he will fall if he climbs it
(cf. Davis, 1988: 460). And again, he can be afraid of this only to the extent that he thinks
it beyond his power to exclude every possibility of this happening (or every possibility of
a fall leading to that in virtue of which he fears the fall, presumably death or serious
injury). Of course, a mountaineer can normally do something to decrease the risk of
falling, and when this is so, his fear of falling will be channelled into intelligent behaviour
to this effect. But fear does not require the endorsement of any such possibility of prevent-
ive action: a climber, trapped on a ledge that he thinks might give away any moment, will
be in the grip of a fear of falling, though he realizes that there is nothing he can do to make
this event (or its fateful consequences) less likely.

Itis also plausible to regard the emotion of anger as involving some non-intelligent or,
more precisely, instinctive desire, a desire to lash out at the being that has made one
angry. But to the extent that this desire becomes intelligent, is channelled into reasoning
about means to harm this being and about the degree to which it should be harmed in
order to make up for the harm that one has suffered oneself or to deter it from further
mischief, anger has been replaced by something else lacking its instinctive nature.

So, some emotions encompass instinctive (and so non-intelligent) desires, that is, they
encompass behavioural tendencies designed by nature to bear on the content of the
emotions in question (cf. Dent, 1984: 79-80). Nonetheless, it would be erroneous to join
Arnold in her general claim that all emotions involve such desires. (Since Arnold speaks
of “unreasoning involuntary attraction or repulsion”, I assume that she has something
like my non-intelligent desires in mind.) While admitting that some emotions, like fear
and anger, comprise desires (1980: 51-2), Lyons maintains that emotions such as sorrow,
grief, wonder, awe, surprise, and despair do not include any desires (1980: 37, 52, 58,
96-7, 150-1). To this list one could add joy (cf. Alston, 1967a: 481) or gladness, being
pleased, relief and disappointment.

In contrast, Arnold believes that, for example, joy and sorrow “urge us to remain
where we are” (1960: 148). She thinks that joy urges us to this “because we have what we
want and nothing else is needed” (1960: 148). However, the situation of having achieved
what one wanted need not be one of desiring that the situation remains as it is; it could
simply be one of a desire going out of existence through being satisfied. Imagine that
I am overjoyed, delighted, pleased, or glad because I take myself to have discovered the
solution to a problem that has greatly bothered me or to have scored a goal. Then it
makes no sense to ascribe to me a desire ‘to remain where [ am’, that is, I take it, that this
remains the case, for nothing could obliterate it. Surely, it is simply that my desire (to
solve a problem, to score a goal) has ceased to exist through being fulfilled.

It is natural to take the bodily changes involved in such emotions as joy, gladness,
satisfaction, or delight to consist in the pleasurable relaxation that could result when a
tendency to act is thought to overcome obstacles in its path and is being successfully
completed. So, one is glad or pleased because some of one’s desires are thought to be
fulfilled or to be capable of fulfilment (without other equally strong desires being
frustrated). A relief that p (e.g. that one has made a narrow escape) is the cessation of
a fear that not-p (that one will not escape) and of the entailed wish that p. But to say
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that one’s having had a certain desire or wish is necessary for the having of an emotion is
altogether different from saying that the having of an emotion partly consists in the
having of a desire.

Like joy, the negative counterparts of sorrow, sadness, grief, despair, etc. involve the
cessation of desire rather than desire itself, but, although these states are alike in respect
of the absence of the tension characteristic of unfulfilled desire, they are very different.
For in the case of these negative emotions the desire does not cease through being
fulfilled, but by being crushed by insurmountable obstacles. Consequently, while there
are feelings of vigour and expansiveness in the positive emotions, owing to the desire
having victoriously reached its goal, there are feelings of lack of vigour, hollowness, and
quiescence in the negative emotions, because the desire has been definitely defeated. Itis
instructive to examine the change from fear to sorrow or despair, for example, from fear-
ing that a friend has died to feeling sorrow or despair because (it is definitely established
that) (s)he has died. In the former case, there is resistance to the possibility of the friend’s
death, for example some tendencies to shrink back from evidence indicating that (s)he is
dead, whereas in the latter case, all such tendencies have been quashed by the realization
that the friend’s death is an undeniable and irrevocable fact. A feeling of powerlessness
and hollowness results.

We must, however, not overlook the psychological possibility of a desire surviving, in
the shape of a wish, despite the fact that the subject becomes utterly convinced that it
cannot be fulfilled. This is the case when one regrets that p instead of being sad that p. In
contrast, disappointment at p’s being the case entails that the hope that not-p, and so the
wish to discover this to be a fact, has died through the realization that p is the case.
Similarly, hopelessness and despair entail the death of the wish that things be different. It
is a fact about the human psyche that a firm conviction that p not always crushes every
non-intelligent desire for not-p. Naturally, there is on the positive side no counterpart
to the distinction between frustration, or a desire persisting without any prospect of
fulfilment, and sadness, or a desire being crushed by this prospect: there is just the desire
dissolving to become satisfaction.

I conclude, then, that some, but not all, emotional reactions include desires, that is,
tendencies to behave in ways that are designed to have a bearing on the content of the
emotion in question. These desires are non-intelligent and, like the rest of the patterns of
bodily changes making up emotional reactions, they are to all appearances innate. One
thing that could lead one to the mistaken view that all emotional reactions include
desires is that the propositional object of an emotion must be about something about
which one is concerned and so would have desires or wishes towards under appropriate
conditions. One cannot feel anger, fear, gladness, pride, or even surprise about something
to which one is totally indifferent. But this explanatory claim must be kept apart from the
claim that a desire is part of the explanandum, the emotional reaction.” Furthermore, it

7 Cf. Robert C. Roberts’s distinction between “basic” and “consequent” concern (2003: 144). He makes the point I have
just made by affirming that consequent concern is present only in the case of some emotions, whereas the basic concern is
anecessary condition.
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may be doubted that this type of explanation is much more informative than maintaining
that someone has an emotion about something because it is something about which she
is disposed to have such an emotion.

What then characterizes all the varying patterns of somatic change composing different
emotional reactions? My suggestion is that they are of a kind normally felt in proprioception
or bodily sense. Surely, it is typical of emotions that they are felt, so if a pattern of bodily
processes is to make up an emotional reaction, it must be of a sort that is normally felt.

The reason why I claim that these somatic patterns are normally felt rather than they
must necessarily be felt is the following. Suppose that the afferent pathways of A are cut so
that he cannot proprioceptively feel the pounding of his heart and the other ingredients
in the involuntary arousal normally felt. Despite this, could not A properly be described
as fearing that p if he displays the involuntary arousal characteristic of fear as a result of
thinking p? Davis replies affirmatively (1988: 471), and this reply is not implausible. If so,
it cannot be claimed that ‘A fears that p” entails “A is feeling fear that p’.® Nonetheless, it is
plainly not a contingent fact that in the case of all emotions, E, we find it natural to talk
about feeling E’. Surely, this is because normally when one has an emotion things feel a
certain way to one. Thus, I claim that an emotional response is a set of automatic bodily
responses of a kind that is normally felt by the subject (in proprioception).

Lyons, however, maintains that the subject of an emotion “may feel nothing because
she is so absorbed” (1980: 58) by the content of the emotion. But this claim rests on an
assumption that I take myself to have refuted in Chapter 1, namely that “you cannot
have unfelt feelings, that is feelings of which one is unaware” (1980: 117, cf. 6). It is even
unnecessary to grant, as does Goldie (2000: 64), that in one sense feeling an emotion is
being reflectively aware of the feeling. Having a feeling and being aware of having it are
distinct phenomena.

Emotion and Evaluation

Let us now take a closer look at the other component of an emotion, thatis (1) (on p. 65),
the propositional thought that I have denominated the cause of the felt pattern of bodily
changes. It has been argued that such a cause must have some special features in virtue of
which it arouses this pattern. Arnold writes:

we find that at the base of every emotion there is some kind of perception or aware-
ness of an object, a person or a situation, which in some cases becomes emotional,
in other cases remains (in the words of William James) a “cold perception”.
Therefore, it stands to reason that the perception that arouses an emotion must be
somehow different from the mere perception as such, which does not arouse an
emotion (1960: 93).

8 Roberts denies this implication because he believes that to feel afraid, angry, etc. is to be aware that one is afraid, angry,
etc. (2003: ch. 4.2). But, surely, feeling afraid, etc. do not require more of self-consciousness than being afraid, etc. require.
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From her definition of emotion quoted above, it should be apparent in what she takes
this difference to consist. An emotion is called forth because I appraise the object
perceived or known “as desirable or undesirable, valuable or harmful for me”:

To arouse an emotion, the object must be appraised as affecting me in some way,
affecting me personally as an individual with my particular experience and my par-
ticular aims (1960: 171).

In a similar vein, Lyons claims that an evaluation must intercede when an emotion is evoked:

the sort of attitude essential to emotion . .. must be evaluative, for only such an atti-
tude is sufficient explanation for why we are physiologically stirred up (1980: 58).

So long as one is merely in the “cognitive” (1980: 59) state of acquiring knowledge or
(true) beliefs about a situation, there is no “reason to get worked up” (1980: 58) about it.
Like Arnold, Lyons declares that the causally potent evaluation must be “passionate and
partial”, that is, must relate “to ourselves, or to our quasi-selves, our friends or loved
ones” (1980: 35).

Against the Arnold-Lyons view that all emotions involve evaluations as causal factors,
I would first like to object that there are emotions for which this seems palpably false.
Consider the emotion of surprise (astonishment, wonder, amazement): it is surely not
plausible to hold that in order to be surprised that p, I must judge it to be good or bad that
p. All that is necessary in the way of judgement to be surprised that p is that prior to
discovering that p, I held it to be very probable or certain that not-p. (Something that is
necessary, though not in the way of judgement, might be an interest in whether or notp.)

Moreover, infants and non-human animals, who presumably are incapable of making
value-judgements, are apparently subject to emotions like anger and fear. Dent, in
defending the contention that “passions. .. do depend upon their subject holding certain
things to be good or bad” (1984: 54), tries to meet this objection by distinguishing a
“frustration—aggression” reaction (1984: 58), that is independent of evaluation, from
proper anger and by contending that “the notion of fear covers two different patterns of
response” (1984: 60), one of which does not rest on evaluation. But it is hard to see how
this procedure could be deemed to be anything but ad hoc.

My second point cuts deeper. To evaluate something as good or bad must either be
(a) to judge that it is equipped with some objective feature, that is, some feature that is
independent of para-cognitive attitudes like desires and emotions; or (b) to imply that itis
somehow the object of such attitudes. If (a) is true, it is mysterious why an evaluation of
something should be thought to cause bodily responses if other ‘cognitive’ states or
beliefs about how something is objectively like are supposed to be causally impotent in
this respect, for the former is here of the same kind as the latter. Arnold, however, seems
to come down in favour of (b) when she equates evaluatively appraising something as
appraising it as “affecting me personally”, and possibly this holds for Lyons, too, though
he is harder to pin down (cf. Gaus, 1990: 70). So, suppose (b) is opted for.

Take, for example, the variant of (b) that I shall adopt in Part II which defines the
notion of something having intrinsic value for you in terms of it fulfilling an intrinsic
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desire that you have at least dispositionally. The claim, for example, that if you hope that
p will be the case, you must take it to be good for you that p, then boils down to that you
must take p to satisfy some desire or wish of yours. But your making this judgement
seems redundant: the crucial point is surely that you in fact have some desire or
wish that p will satisfy, not whether you judge this to be the case. If this desire is there,
your thinking that p might be the case will naturally induce hope in you that p, since
hoping that p appears to be something like occurrently desiring to find out that p is the
case as the result of thinking that it might be. Thus, when a propositional thought elicits
an emotion, it is, as I remarked in the foregoing section, entirely reasonable—even if not
very informative—to assume that there is an underlying dispositional desire directed at
the thought. But this is different from claiming that a reference to desire, by way of a
desire-based evaluation, needs to occur when an emotion is felt. This seems wholly
superfluous; so, we cannot by reference to such evaluations mark off the propositional
contents that do not remain “cold” but “become emotional”.

The Essence of Emotion

The outcome of the investigation into emotion so far can be summarized by saying that
there is an emotion if and only if there are two sorts of states or events, one of which
is the cause of the other. More precisely,

(E) Aishaving a type of emotion (such as anger, fear, joy) that p iff: A is thinking that p is
(probably, possibly) the case, and this directly (i.e. not via any other mental event)
causes a certain normally felt pattern of changesin A’s body.

The reason why I describe A as thinking, rather than believing, p is the by now familiar
one that if a normally felt pattern of somatic changesis to be caused—and the emotion is
to be had in the occurrent sense—a belief must be manifested in episodic thought. This
comes out in the fact that one could find emotional relief by seeking distraction. If I am
sad or disappointed because, say, I have not got the job for which I applied, I may get out
of my melancholic state of mind by going to the cinema or doing something else that
keeps my mind occupied and prevents me from episodically thinking of the fact that
I failed to get the job. This means would not be an effective, albeit temporary, remedy if
the felt pattern was causally sustained by my belief that I did not get the position, for I do
not lose this belief. It is effective in extinguishing or subduing this pattern because it is
causally sustained by my episodic thinking of my failure.®

Now (E) is compatible with the following three significantly different views of what an
emotion is or consists in: () a complex event consisting in the propositional cause and the
normally felt somatic pattern that is its effect; (b) this pattern itself, when it has a proposi-
tional cause; and (c) the propositional thinking itself, when it causes this sort of pattern.

® Cf. the stress Roberts lays on the vividness of the representations involved when he describes his construals as “cross-
ings of percepts, images, thoughts, and concepts” (1988: 191; cf. 2003: 77).
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The difference between these three views is easily overlooked. For example, when Lyons
expounds his “causal-evaluative theory of emotions”, he slides between them. Aside
from the fact that he insists on the presence of an evaluation and does not demand that
the belief be episodically actualized, the quotations (a*), (b*), and (¢*) match, respectively,
(a), (b), and (c) above: (a*) “emotions are complex items involving beliefs, evaluations,
wants and physiological reactions to these” (1980: 181); (b*) “X is to be deemed an
emotional state if and only if it is a physiologically abnormal state caused by the subject
of that state’s evaluation of his or her situation” or an “emotion is...a bodily state
caused by an attitude, in this case an evaluative attitude” (1980: 57-8); and (c*) “the
concept of emotion as occurrent state amounted to an evaluation which caused unusual
physiological changes in the subject of the evaluation” (1980: 207; cf. 52).1°

When the alternatives (a)—(c) are explicitly distinguished, the question arises which
one is preferable. Since the differences between the options are rather subtle, this
question is not easy to answer. To my mind, a couple of considerations put (b) in the
most favourable light. As already indicated, it appears to be a conceptual truth that an
emotion is something felt. Bodily sensations and the somatic processes of which
they are sensations are something felt, but a propositional thought is not. This is an
indication that an emotion is neither identical to a thought—that is, (c)—mnor to a
complex of which a thought is a component, that is (a). Furthermore, it is natural to
speak of an emotion as occurring as a response to a thought—for example, it is the
thought that the snake at my feet is highly poisonous that makes me afraid. I have
already quoted Arnold to the effect that “the perception which arouses an emotion must
somehow be different from the mere perception of an object as such, which does not
arouse an emotion” (italics added).

This suggests another advantage of (b): if this alternative is correct, the common intu-
ition that to be subject to an emotion is to be in some sense passive is easily vindicated. It is
natural to say that something is passive to the extent that it is being acted upon by some
cause, the cause being that which is active. Now, if an emotion is a normally felt pattern
of somatic changes which has a certain type of cause, itis a state or an event that is passive
in this sense of being an effect or something caused.!! An emotion is essentially passive
because it is essentially an event that is caused in a certain way. In contrast, a desire is an
active state, for it is a state that causes certain patterns of behaviour which are somehow
connected to something in some way represented by the state. When desires are identi-
fied by being assigned a certain content, they are identified by reference to what they
(tend to) cause, while emotions, when their content is specified, get their causes
specified. I think that we identify emotions by reference to their causes—that is, conceive

10 Correspondingly, an intentional action could be viewed either as the complex event of certain mental states causing
some result, as this result itself when it has this cause or as these mental states themselves when they have this effect. For
further discussion and references, see Persson (1981: 16-18).

11 Gordon, too, views the passivity of emotions as amounting to their essentially being states that are caused in a cer-
tain way (1987: 113-15). He also points out that it is fallacious to infer from this either that () the subject is acted upon by
the emotions (in fact it is thoughts that act upon the subject) or that (b) the subject can not do anything to produce or prevent
emotions in himself (1987: 115-21). However, Gordon differs from me in taking an emotion to be an underlying cause of
what I call the felt bodily pattern (1987: e.g. 93—4, 105-6).
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them as passive states—because they consist in a great number of felt bodily reactions
that occur together since they have a common cause (more of this in a moment).

Despite the essential passivity of emotions, it makes sense to divide them into ‘active’
and ‘passive’ depending on whether or not the patterns caused include desires relating to
their contents (cf. Dent, 1984: 64-5), for, as we have seen, not all emotions do. Active
emotions would then number anger and fear, while passive emotions would encompass
joy and sadness. This division is not inconsistent with the essential passivity of emotions,
for, although the state of desiring is by nature active, it is a state one is generally caused to
be in (though this is not logically necessary, as in the case of emotions); and when a desire
is imputed as a part of the ascription of some emotion, the subject is implied to be in a
state of desiring as the result of the operation of a certain propositional cause.

A Comparison with William James’s View

The conception of emotions summed up by (E) may not appear all that different from
the classical one that William James expresses when he affirms that

bodily changes follow directly the perception of the exciting fact, and that our feeling of the
same changes as they occur IS the emotion. (1890/1950: ii. 449)

One difference is that, whereas I have conceded that, on occasion, these “bodily changes”
need not be felt, James apparently identifies the emotion with the feelings themselves. So,
if the feelings were to occur in the absence of the counterpart bodily changes, we could
still have an emotion. Antonio Damasio supports this possibility by speculating about
there being “neural devices that help us feel ‘asif” we were having an emotional state, as if
the body were being activated and modified” (1994: 155). So far as I can find, everyday
experience provides little, if any, evidence for the postulation of such neural devices
enabling us to feel emotions in the absence of somatic changes (as opposed to in the
presence of very slight changes). But if this regularly occurred, we could describe the
emotional reaction disjunctively: bodily changes or sensations of them or (most
commonly) both. For present purposes, nothing hangs upon these details.

A more important difference between James and me is that, whereas James believes
that an emotion can have “a purely bodily cause” (1890/1950: 449), T have insisted that the
cause of an emotion is perforce a propositional thought. This difference is crucial, for it
enables me to fend off criticism to which James’s theory is vulnerable. As has been
pointed out (e.g. by Alston, 1967a: 482-3, and Lyons, 1980: 7-8), on an account such as
James’s, we would be forced to say that an emotion was present if a felt pattern of
bodily changes typical of, say, fear, was caused to occur by an injection of some drug like
adrenalin. This is clearly counter-intuitive: an injection can certainly make one afraid, but
not in this way. Obviously, my view escapes this criticism, since I have claimed it to be
logically necessary that, if an emotion is to be present, the cause of the normally felt
pattern must be a propositional thought.
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In fact, the link between the felt pattern and its propositional cause is even tighter. Not
any old instance of a felt pattern of bodily change which happens to have a cause of this
sort is an emotion: it must be a set of changes which are identified by reference to their
common propositional cause because this is what standardly holds the changes together.
Suppose that I feel hunger because I have been thinking that I shall soon have a delicious
meal; then it does not follow that I am the subject of an emotion because a bodily change
I am feeling happens to have a propositional cause. The reason is that we are familiar with
this sort of change occurring in the absence of such causes. Therefore, it is not a type of
change identified in terms of a propositional cause. In contrast, an emotion is a pattern or
set of normally felt somatic changes that are lumped together under a single concept
because it has a common propositional cause which is standard for that pattern.

We recognize different types of (basic) emotions, like joy, sorrow, fear, anger, pride,
etc. because these patterns make up qualitatively different, recurrent kinds of pattern. If
there had not been this differentiation of the physiological effects of thought, there
would be room for nothing but general locutions such as ‘having an emotion that p’ or
‘reacting emotionally top’.

This does not imply, however, that the distinction between two emotions always rests on
intrinsic differences in the felt bodily patterns. That would be implausible, since the kinds of
emotion named by everyday vocabulary are numerous. And, as Lyons points out,

the wealth of experimental evidence about the physiological aspects of emotions
has yet to confirm the possibility of distinguishing emotions by reference to physio-
logical changes alone. (1980: 15; cf. Roberts, 2003: 153—4)

My approach is, however, not wedded to the success of this enterprise of differentiating
between emotions solely on a physiological basis. I am free to hold that sometimes the
difference between two kinds of emotion is a difference as regards their propositional
causes. Two emotions may be related as species to genus in the sense that the content of
one is a specification of the content of the other. Clearly, the difference between joy and
Schadenfreude is precisely this: the latter is joy because of somebody else’s misfortune. The
same is probably true of sadness and pity or compassion (=sadness because of another’s
misfortune), sadness and grief (=sadness because of bereavement), anger and indignation
(=moral anger), and regret and remorse (=moral regret). Surely, the place to look for the
difference between these is not in how they feel, but in what contents they take. (We should
also be alive to the possibility that one emotion may be a mixture of two other emotions.)

Nevertheless, it is clear that there are a fair number of emotions that are not related as
species to genus. Examples are: joy, sadness, fear, hope, anger, gratitude, pride, shame, and
surprise. Each of these involves its own characteristic pattern of felt bodily processes.
These emotions are in all probability distinguishable on the basis of physiological
aspects.!?

12 Cf. Gaus'’s claim that “at least with regard to the fundamental emotions, types of emotional states are characterized
by unique feelings” (1990: 64). Gaus agrees that the feeling or affective response “is grounded in (that is, justified and
caused by) certain beliefs” (1990: 64), but differs from me in denying that the content of this response (and of the emotion)
can be construed in terms of the content of the grounding or causing belief (1990: §5).



The Concept of Emotion 75

The discussion of what lies behind the classification of emotions into types will be
resumed in the next chapter. In the present context, the point is only to stress that it
should not be expected that this classification rests solely on differences in respect of felt
patterns of physiological changes.

Emotions and Rationality

The fact that emotions are conceptualized in terms of their propositional cause also holds
the key to why there can be reasons for them or why they can be classified as rational and
irrational. It has been argued—for example, by Lyons (1980: 8)—that, while emotions can
be thus classified or assessed, this is not true of felt patterns of bodily changes. The reply
to this is that emotions can be said to be rational and irrational because it is logically
necessary that they are causally sustained by episodes of thinking that can be assessed in
this way. This is what I call the cognitive (ir)rationality of emotions.

In contrast, it would seem that moods cannot be assessed in respect of rationality, if
I have been right in holding that they do not have content—moods being just felt bodily
patterns. But, although it seems to me true that moods in themselves cannot be cognitively
rational or irrational, I think a case can be made out for saying that the circumstances
can be such that given them it can be (ir)rational to be in a particular mood. As already
indicated, there seem to be conceptual links between moods and emotions, for example
between the mood of being anxious or fearful and the emotion of fear. If one is anxious,
one is necessarily disposed to be afraid of this or that. Moreover, one can in practice not
remain in the state of being anxious without actualizing this disposition by being afraid
of something, for the felt pattern of bodily processes in which the mood consists is likely
to subside if it is not nurtured by propositional causes. Normally, a mood of anxiety is
also created in the first place by the subject’s being afraid of this or that. It is not just a
contingent truth, I suggest, that a mood consists in felt physiological changes that, in this
way, can be causally initiated and sustained (and hence undermined) by episodes of
propositional thinking of the subject (who must accordingly be capable of undergoing
these episodes). In the light of this, consider a subject whose circumstances are such that
itis more rational for it to think thoughts that make it feel secure and confident than ones
that make it frightened. Then it might be said to be unreasonable of this subject to be in a
fearful mood, for this mood would necessarily be undermined if it were thinking thoughts
that are rational. Given its happy circumstances, the mood of this subject is unreasonable.

In any event, the main aim of this chapter is to single out emotions as a class of reactions
that can be assessed in respect of rationality in virtue of having propositional content—
just as the main aim of the foregoing chapter was to single out intelligent desires as being
similarly assessable. Furthermore, just as in the foregoing chapter intelligent desires were
distinguished from non-intelligent desires which may be caused by feeling or perceiving
instead of propositional thinking, so we must distinguish emotions from some similar
felt bodily reactions which are caused by perceiving instead of propositional thinking.
For instance, to be startled by something is very similar to fearing something, but it is
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caused by a mere perception, for example of a loud sound, and in my terminology this
disqualifies it from being an emotion (contrast Pugmire, 1998: 37-8). Something, for
example a scary mask, that startles when it suddenly appears may continue to sustain
fear-like symptoms when it continues to be perceived. Indeed, even vividly imagining
this thing may induce these symptoms (though it could hardly startle one). Analogously,
irritation, though it may be an emotion akin to anger, may also be caused by a mere per-
ception, for example of a monotonous sound or an itch. However, one is unlikely to be so
persistent in imagining such a sound that one could thereby cause oneself irritation! In
contrast, sexual excitement or arousal, amusement and laughter, and disgust are as likely
to be caused by vivid imaginings as by perceptions.

In spite of their being obviously emotion-like, none of these reactions qualifies as an
emotion in my terminology for the reason that their causes are not propositional
thoughts, thoughts that something is the case. (The kind of enjoyment, suffering, and
boredom which we considered in Chapter 3 are disqualified for the same reason.) They
are feelings, all right, but not emotions. It may be objected that it is arbitrary to exclude
them from the class of emotions.'?> Now, I do not claim to have cut nature at the joints.
I readily grant that there is a continuum from sensation to what I call emotion and that
distinctions in this continuum can be drawn somewhat differently for different purposes.
My purpose is to single out a class of phenomena that can be appraised as (ir)rational and
that, I think, necessitates the involvement of assent to a proposition.

In a thorough study of the emotions, Robert C. Roberts, however, summarizes his
position on these matters by saying that even if

many or most emotions in fact involve judgments over their propositional content,
the judgment is neither necessary nor sufficient for the emotion. It is better to think
of emotions as a kind of appearance or impression that is, in the normal case, sup-
ported by judgment. (2003: 106)

Roberts thinks his view is supported by irrational phobias, like fear of spiders or heights
(2003: 89-91). Here subjects feel fear, though they do not really believe they are threat-
ened. Roberts compares these phobias to perceptual illusions, like the bent stick illusion:
“The fear is no less an impression of a threat than the illusion is the impression of a bent
stick” (2003: 92). But I do not think that Roberts succeeds in showing the consistency of
this parallel with the fact that phobias are after all thought of as irrational, whereas per-
ceptual illusions are not (2003: 91-3). So far as I can see, the charge of irrationality
requires the presence of judgement or of thinking that something is the case. As Roberts
himself acknowledges (2003: 306-7), when there is evidently no requirement of belief, as
in the case of amusement—you can be as much amused by jokes that you do not believe
to be true—there is no question of irrationality.

My hypothesis is that, for example the perceptual appearance of spiders induces the
phobic subjects to think that spiders are dangerous against their better judgement.
(We shall discuss such irrational thinking at greater length in Part II in connection with

13 This is a charge that is pressed by John Deigh (1994).
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weakness of will.) Desensitization training aims to break this irrational association
between appearance and judgement by exposing the subjects first to small spiders—
which are hardest to think of as dangerous—and successively to bigger ones.

Roberts calls the perceptual entities which are central to his theory of emotions, and
which may or may not be propositional and assented to, “construals”. His main thesis is that
“emotions are concern-based construals” (2003: 64). Concerns are “desires and aversions,
along with the attachments and interests from which many of our desires and aversions
derive” (2003: 142). It is clear that our “construals” can be based on our concerns in the
sense that they may be caused by them. For instance, in the case of a well-known ambigu-
ous drawing, the subject’s libido may make him “construe” it as a drawing of a young
woman rather than of an old woman. As Roberts of course realizes, a construal’s being
based on a concern in this causal sense is not enough to turn the construal into an
emotion, since there need not be any emotion in the construal of the drawing. So, he
requires that the concern somehow be “taken up” by the construal (2003: 145). But it is
unclear to me how a conative entity can be taken up by and become part of a perceptual
entity (for instance, to appeal to a notion that will be discussed in Part II, they have differ-
ent directions of fit, as Roberts himself points out, 2003: 147). Therefore, I do not see
how Roberts’s theory, despite all its sophistication, escapes the fundamental objection to
Solomon’s judgement theory: that it reduces emotions to something which does not
seem emotional. It seems to me that Roberts’s talk of construals being based on concerns
mixes a plausible idea—that when a thought evokes an emotion there is something like
an underlying concern which could do something to explain it—with an obscure one.

This concludes my general exposition of the concept of an emotion. In the last decades
of philosophizing about emotions there has been a tendency to downplay feelings,
declaring them not to be an essential part of emotion.!'# The tendency has been to
identify emotions either with evaluative judgements or cognitive—conative sets. In
opposition to this trend, I have contended that emotions are automatic physiological
processes felt in proprioception—which have a cause in episodic propositional thinking
that is characteristic of their kind (a similar position is adopted by Shaffer, 1983). The
reaction caused often, but not always, includes non-intelligent desires.

As opposed to one of Ronald de Sousa’s “central theses”, namely “that emotions are not
reducible to any of the other things to which they have at some time or other been assimil-
ated” (1987: 23; cf. also Rosenthal, 1983: 186-8), my account is reductive. However, what
de Sousa is particularly out to show is that emotions are not reducible to desires and beliefs
(1987: 165), while, to repeat, it is felt bodily changes that is the centrepiece of my analysis.

14 The most recent manifestation of this trend is Roberts’s rich Emotions (2003). But there are challenges to this trend,
see Deigh (1994) and Pugmire who declares “Feeling is what matters most about emotions, their core force” (1998: 135),
though what he means by “feeling” is probably something different from what I do. Similarly, Goldie takes emotions to
involve “feeling towards” which is claimed to be something other than feeling bodily changes because the latter lacks the
requisite intentionality (2000: e.g. 58). Goldie pays little, if any, attention to the idea that bodily feelings can acquire inten-
tionality by having standard propositional causes. Instead, he claims rather mysteriously that “feeling towards” is an
instance of “thinking of with feeling” where “feeling is essentially related to the content, so that there could not be some
other psychological episode, say belief or thinking of, with the same content but with no feeling” (2000: 72). This content
may also be inexpressible in words (2000: 61).
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Another argument against reductive analyses, put forward by David Rosenthal (1983:
187-8), is that they cannot make sense of our classification of emotions into different
types. [ hope to undermine this charge by providing precisely such a classification in the
next chapter. The main motivation for this classification is, however, to facilitate the
discussion of desert and responsibility in Part V.



6

A TYPOLOGY OF
EMOTION

IN this chapter I shall put forward a classification of emotions. (It could be set beside
Roberts’s more extensive analysis (2003: ch. 3) which unfortunately was published too
late for me to be able to benefit much from it.) As I said at the end of the last chapter,
my classification is designed to serve the discussion of the rationality of desert- and
responsibility-related emotions in Part V. I do not deny that there might be other
purposes for which other ways of dividing emotions are more useful.

As pointed out in Chapter 5, emotions can differ to the extent of being given different
names in everyday language without their consisting in different kinds of felt patterns. This
happens when an emotion is a species of another emotion in the sense that the content of
the former is a specification of the content of the latter, as in the case of indignation and
anger, etc. It also happens when two emotions are distinguished on grounds of differences
in their strength or intensity, that is, differences in respect of the strength or intensity of the
felt pattern. In this way, fear differs from terror, horror, and dread, anger from fury and rage,
indignation from outrage, surprise from astonishment, puzzlement from amazement, gladness
(or joy) from delight, admiration from reverence, and so on. Assuming a contrast between
differences in degree and differences in kind, I shall not count these differences as differences
of kind in the felt patterns of bodily changes. So, along with cases in which one emotionisa
species of another, cases in which emotions differ merely with respect to intensity will not
here be counted as different kinds of emotion in the relevant, basic way.

Although emotions are to be classified as being of distinct kinds if and only if they
consist in different kinds of felt somatic pattern, it would be unwise to try to elucidate
this classification by scrutinizing merely these felt patterns. For it is notoriously tricky to
describe bodily sensations (and, for that matter, sensations and sense-impressions in
general), and without any proper equipment for measuring the physiological processes
of which the sensations are sensations, these processes cannot be precisely recorded,
either. Fortunately, it is logically necessary that if a felt pattern is to constitute an
emotion, it must by caused by a propositional thought which is typical for that kind of
pattern. As a consequence, it is reasonable to expect that a marked difference as regards
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the effect—that is, the felt pattern—reflects a difference in the cause. Conversely,
differences in the structure of the contents that emotions take should provide clues to
differences in the resulting felt patterns. Since differences in the former respect are easier
to describe, I shall approach the latter via the former.

Factive and Epistemic Emotions
Compare
(1) Aisgladthatp (e.g. that he has won on the Pools)
to
(2) Ahopes thatp.

(1) is true only if A is convinced or certain that p. Moreover, (1) entails that it is true that p.
In fact, it can plausibly be argued that this statement entails that A knows that p (see
Gordon, 1987: 40-3). Needless to say, this does not mean that gladness is only possible if
there is knowledge; it merely means that the content of gladness is properly expressed in
the manner of (1) only if there is knowledge. Somebody who is of the opinion that not-p
would have to say something like ‘A is glad because he is convinced that p’. If A’s attitude
to the truth of p is weaker, the correct report could be ‘A is glad because he thinks it is
probable or possible thatp’.

A lot of positive emotions behave in these respects like being glad: being happy,
pleased, overjoyed, delighted, and relieved. But not the emotion of hope. A’s hoping that
p does not entail that p is the case and, more significantly, it is incompatible with his being
certain that p. It requires A to think that there is some probability that p, that given his
body of evidence it is not excluded that p. But this (subjective) probability must not
amount to certainty; that not-p must be assigned some probability. Gordon calls
emotions like hope epistemic and ones like gladness factive (1987: 25 ft.).

Of course, this distinction cuts across negative emotions as well. Consider the following
pair:

(3) Aissorrythatp,
and
(4) Afearsthatp.

Like (1), (3) entails that A knows that p. In this respect to be sorry is like a lot of other
negative emotions: to be sad, unhappy, disappointed, displeased, to regret, and to grieve.
All of these are factive emotions, while fearing (worrying, dreading, or being anxious
about) p is an epistemic emotion like hope.

Since believing that p is probable to some degree less than 1 goes with believing not-p
to be probable to the remaining degree, there is a complementarity between hope and
fear. Suppose that A believes there to be a 0.5 probability that he has won on the Pools and



A Typology of Emotion 81

a 0.5 probability that he has not; then he is exposed to feeling both hope that he has won
and fear that he has not. However, he cannot be in the grip of both hope and fear at the
very same moment. Which emotion he is feeling at a certain moment is due to which
alternative he is episodically thinking about at that time: if he dwells on the possibility of
his having won, hope will be called forth, while if the other possibility occupies his mind,
he will experience fear. Thus, a person in this sort of situation is subject to a characteristic
vacillation between hope and fear. Which alternative one most frequently dwells upon in
such situations is determined by one’s temperament (whether one is an ‘optimist’ or a
‘pessimist’), one’s present mood, or external circumstances.

There is, however, an asymmetry between fear and hope. Consider the distinction
between hoping and longing. When life feels miserable, I may be longing for death, but
I cannot hope for death (i.e. hope that I shall die), for I am certain of my mortality. I can
hope for an early death (that I shall soon die), for this is something that may be merely
epistemically possible, but this makes it inappropriate to long for an early death. In short,
if itis true that I long for death—that is, long for my dying to occur—then it must be true
that I know that this state will occur (I may even know when it will occur). If T had been
uncertain in this matter, I would have to hope for death.

As opposed to this, it is obviously possible to fear death, even though one knows one is
to die. The fact that a prisoner in a death row knows that he will be executed in a few
hours does not prevent him from fearing death. This fear of death feels like the fear that
one may die at any moment, which is a fear of something that one regards as merely pos-
sible. It is, however, not an epistemic fear, but a factive fear properly expressed by: “The
fact that the prisoner will soon die makes him afraid.” (This is probably an understate-
ment; the prisoner is more likely to dread his imminent death.)

This factive fear is the negative counterpart of longing. In other words, fear seems to be
the negative counterpart of both hope and longing. Does this mean that ‘fear’ designates
two kinds of emotion or that ‘hope” and ‘longing’ designate the same emotion? My sug-
gestion is that in the more basic sense, in which different kinds of emotion imply different
kinds of felt bodily reaction, there is just one positive and one negative emotion, but
there is obviously a difference as regards the propositional content or cause.

To hope for something and to long for it both involve wishing it. As we saw in Chapter 4,
a wish is a non-intelligent desire for something that the subject is convinced that it cannot
cause to materialize. The difference between hope and longing lies in the thought caus-
ing the wish and consequently in the precise content of the wish. A hope that p seems to
be a wish to ascertain that p is the case caused by the thought that it might be. It thus pre-
supposes that the subject sees it as uncertain whether or not p will be (has been or is) the
case. In contrast, a subject longing for it to be the case that p must take itself to be certain
that p will occur (and perhaps even certain about when it will occur). Longing is a wish,
caused by this conviction that p will be the case, that p be the case sooner, that time so to
speak be ‘speeded up’, so that the gap between the present and the realization of this state
of affairs is sooner closed.

Note that to say that hoping and longing consist in wishing does not imply that they are
desires rather than emotions, for they possess the essential passivity of emotions: they are
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felt, bodily states—though primarily or exclusively of a conative nature—caused by the
having of certain propositional thoughts.

Fearing that p also involves having a wish (that p not be the case). It may be objected
that the applicability of ‘fear’ extends further down the phylogenetic ladder than the
applicability of “wishing’ (and of ‘hope’ and ‘longing”). But it should be remembered that
a wish is a non-intelligent desire, and when such a desire activates behaviour which does
not succeed in achieving its aim of eliminating the danger, the animal is in a situation
similar to that of an animal which thinks that it cannot eliminate the danger, even though
itis incapable of entertaining this kind of thought.

If factive fear that p were strictly parallel to longing, it would involve a wish that time
be ‘slowed down’ so that p materializes later. But surely, when one fears that p what one
wishes for is in the first instance that p never materializes; one wishes to avoid it altogether.
That is, whether one is subject to factive fear, and believes that p will be realized, or
epistemic fear, and believes that it may not be realized, one will tend to have the same
wish, that p not be the case. This may be the reason why we speak of ‘fear’ in both cases.

As mentioned in the foregoing chapter, fear includes more than a wish, namely,
physiological changes, like a quickened heart-beat, cold sweat, pallor, trembling, etc. I
think these changes are present in both forms of fear, though it may be that the respective
effects inherit some differences from the difference in respect of the epistemic modality
of the causing thought.

The noted vacillation between hoping that p and fearing that not-p then involves
swinging between a wish that p be the case caused by the thought that it might be and a
wish that not-p not be the case caused by the thought that it might well be. In contrast,
there is of course no complementarity between longing and factive fear, since longing
does not presuppose epistemic uncertainty.

To anticipate a point of some importance for Chapter 16, longing of the sort that
involves impatience is essentially directed at the future, to a state of affairs that is held to
materialize in the future. Of course, it makes no sense to wish that time be speeded up so
that some past event happens sooner. Instead, one might grieve over the inexorable
‘passage’ of time which removes the event further and further from the present.
Similarly, it would be curious to fear factively that something happened in the past. As
long as something has not happened, one may have an absurd hope that it will not
happen, even though one firmly believes that it will. But when one knows that it has
happened, there is only room for the wish that it had not, that is, for regret that it did hap-
pen (or for desireless emotions such as sadness and despair).

Positive and Negative Emotions

In expounding the distinction between factive and epistemic emotions, I have called upon
another distinction that cuts right across it, namely the distinction between positive and
negative emotions. As examples of positive emotions I have enumerated to hope, long, to
be glad, pleased, happy, overjoyed, delighted, and relieved. Others will be added to the list
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later on: to be proud or grateful and to admire. Among the negative emotions we find: to
be afraid, worried, sad, displeased, unhappy, horrified, terrified, disappointed, ashamed,
angry, jealous, envious, to regret, despair, and have contempt. In fact, with the exception
of surprise (astonishment), puzzlement (amazement), and wonder (awe), it is arguable
that every emotion named in everyday language is classifiable as either positive or
negative.! Consequently, the ground of this distinction merits attention.

Gordon suggests that whether an emotion is positive or negative turns on whether it
involves a wish that the content be true or that it be false (1987: 29-32). In the case of
positive factive emotions this wish is assumed to coexist with a conviction that it is
fulfilled. Thus he writes:

we may say that the positive factive emotions arise from wish-satisfaction—a state in
which one simultaneously wishes it to be the case that p and believes that it is the case
that p. (1987: 53)

Similarly, negative factive emotions allegedly arise from wish-frustration, wishing some-
thing not to be the case when one believes (often correctly) that it is the case.

In view of the earlier criticism of the idea that all emotions involve desires, we should
regard Gordon’s proposal with suspicion. I do not think it is true, for instance, that
despair involves having a wish or desire that things be otherwise. Despair is felt when
hope is crushed or, more precisely, when not only a firm conviction is established, but it
quashes the wish that things be otherwise. Despair or hopelessness seems to involve feel-
ings of hollowness and powerlessness which occur precisely as the result of a wish being
definitely defeated. Certainly, it is possible to retain a wish that p were not the case, in the
face of a conviction that it is the case. As remarked, this appears to be what regretting that
p is the case consists in. But this regret is clearly different from, say, being subject to
despair of its being the case that p.

The criticism can, however, be made more telling in the case of positive factive emotions,
for while it makes perfectly good sense to be absolutely certain that p and still wish that p
were not the case (this is what happens when regret is experienced), it makes doubtful sense
to wish that p is the case when one is absolutely certain that it is the case. Surely, the wish
here gives way to a feeling of satisfaction. Of course, in some cases a certainty that p gener-
ates a desire to see to it that p remains the case, but this is not always so. Suppose I wish to
spot a certain rare bird, say, a hook-billed kite, and I become utterly convinced that I now
have succeeded in spotting one. Then it is surely not the case either that I go on wishing to
spot this bird or that this wish is transformed into a wish that it remains the case that I have
spotted one, for once this has become the case, it will remain so forever.

It might be objected that I would not be subject to a positive emotion when spotting
the kite if beforehand I had not had a wish to spot this kind of bird. I think this is false, too
(in addition, it is hardly what Gordon—see (1987: e.g. 52)—has in mind). Consider factive
emotions in the production of which, I admit, an antecedent wish or desire does figure.
One cannot be pleased or satisfied that p unless one has had an (occurrent) desire for p and

! For this reason, Ortony et al., 1988: 32, deny that surprise is an emotion, but that seems to me counter-intuitive.
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one realizes that p has come to be. This emotion consists in the feelings of relaxation and
increased vigour or heightened vitality that can result from realizing that a desire has
been fulfilled. The feelings of gladness, joy, and delight appear no different. But in their
case it seems not required that there has been a pre-existing, occurrent desire or wish that
the objects of gladness, joy, etc. be the case. Hence, the most reasonable conclusion
seems to be that these feelings of relaxation, vigour, etc. can have another source than
desire fulfilment. (As indicated in the foregoing chapter, I agree, however, that one must
be disposed to have wishes regarding, or be concerned about, these objects.)

On the negative side, to be displeased or frustrated requires the presence of a pre-existent
desire that to some extent survives the conviction that it has not been fulfilled, for it is the
feeling of tension that results from awareness that a desire has been obstructed in its path.
(In this respect, they resemble regret.) If the obstacle is overwhelming enough to crush
the desire, a state of despair ensues. Thus, this state presupposes a pre-existing occurrent
desire. Although sadness, sorrow, and grief as regards p consist in similar feelings of lack
of vigour and energy like despair, I think it isnot implied that the source of the feeling lies
in the extinction of an unfulfilled occurrent wish for not-p. Rather, it is simply a feeling
of being powerless, so that one is incapable of wishing this in face of one’s current
conviction that p is the case.

If, however, it is false that all emotions that can be classified as either positive or negative
are so classifiable because they involve occurent wishes or desires, what could be the
ground of this distinction? A suggestion that lies close at hand is that an emotion that is
positive is so because it involves feelings that have the sensory quality of being pleasur-
able, while a negative emotion is one that involves feelings having a sensory quality thatis
intrinsically disliked, like that of being painful. This idea is not popular nowadays, but its
merits may be undervalued. It is plausible to hold that moods can be divided into positive
and negative ones, just like emotions. But moods lack content; so the division cannot
depend on desires having a related content. The current proposal is that it instead has to
do with what the felt pattern is intrinsically like.

Unfortunately, this is not unproblematic. Although it certainly feels pleasant to be glad
and unpleasant to be sad, it is sometimes unclear that admittedly positive and negative
emotions encapsulate such feelings. Above I expressed my inclination to hold the view
that hope involves nothing but the wish that something thought to be epistemically pos-
sible, but beyond one’s power, be found out to be the case. If hoping is nothing but having
awish, then itis hard to see how it could involve much of pleasurable sensations. It seems
far more plausible to think that the positive character of hope has to do with there being
a chance of something being as one wishes it to be. Consider also the negative counter-
part of hope, fear. Although feeling fear is for the most part unpleasant, it seems that
feeling slight fear—mere ‘tickles’ of fear—can be pleasant.

This adds up to the following conception of the distinction between positive and
negative emotions. An emotion with the content that p is positive just in case it consists in
a felt pattern of bodily changes that is intrinsically desired and/or it involves a wish that p
be the case, while it is negative just in case it consists in a felt pattern intrinsically disliked
and/or it involves a wish that p not be the case. Sometimes it is a defect of a definiens that
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it includes a conjunction or a disjunction. This is so when it is not possible to detect any
reason why the particular limbs in question are brought together in the definiens. But in
the present case the limbs obviously have a common feature in the reference to desires.

It should be kept in mind, however, that even if an emotion is positive in itself, for the
sake of the felt pattern it encompasses, it may possess ‘extrinsic’ features on account of
which it is negative. This is true of Schadenfreude. It is in itself positive or desirable
because it is a species of joy, but one’s being in this state is likely to have bad consequences
for others, since it implies that one has malicious standing wishes or desires, to the effect
that someone else be harmed. Precisely the opposite is true of pity and compassion
which I take to be the negative counterparts of Schadenfreude. Here one is sad or sorry
because of the way something has gone for another, just as in the other case one is glad or
delighted that this is so. ‘Pity” and ‘compassion’ designate a negative emotion such that
having it is likely to lead to positive action because it is linked with a benevolent concern
for the weal and woe of another.

Agent-Oriented Emotions

I have discussed some factive emotions the possible contents of which are virtually
unrestricted. Individuals can be glad or sad about something they have themselves done
or something they have passively undergone, about something done or undergone by
others, about something that will happen in the future or has happened in the past, and
so on. The contents of epistemic emotions like hope and (one kind of') fear are similarly
unrestricted, though an epistemic constraint is here in operation. Accordingly, I shall call
these factive and epistemic emotions—as well as specifications of them, like compassion
and Schadenfreude—plain emotions.

Within the class of factive emotions, I shall now distinguish two broad groups of
emotions, each of which has characteristic restrictions on their contents. The first of
these groups will be called agent-oriented emotions. Anger is the agent-oriented emotion
most often discussed. The emotion of anger is necessarily elicited by the thought that
that with which one is angry has caused some effect which is negative or which one
wishes had not occurred. Anger consists in a set of bodily responses that include a
tendency to behave aggressively towards this cause or agent. Thus, imagine that Cain
inflicts pain on Abel by hitting him with a stick. This would make Abel angry with Cain
only if he sees Cain as having caused him the pain.

It might be objected that if Cain beats Abel with a stick, the (movement of the) stick is
also a cause of the pain felt by Abel, so why is Abel not angry with the stick as well as—or
instead of—with Abel? A possible reply is that that with which one is angry must be an
agent in the qualified sense of being capable of acting intentionally. It has been suggested
that the target of anger is “(roughly) another’s ill will” (Gordon, 1987: 64) or an agent
who has “culpably offended” (Roberts, 2003: 204). In terms of our example, Abel would
then be angry with Cain because he sees him—and him alone—as having intentionally
caused him the pain.
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This idea is, however, hard to reconcile with the fact that persons often get angry not
only with infants and non-human animals, but also with inanimate objects: for example,
with their cars when they will not start. To effect a reconciliation here one would have to
contend that anger in these cases is made feasible by one’s, at least momentarily, taking
these inanimate things to be agents capable of having the intention to cause harm to
other beings (see Gordon, 1987: 56). But it appears to me as an altogether too fanciful
hypothesis to ascribe, even momentarily, to the person kicking a car in anger an animistic
conception of the car as an entity motivated by evil intentions.

The solution that I favour is instead this. Abel is angry with Cain rather than with the
stick because he sees Cain as causing the movement of the stick. He is not angry with
the stick because he sees it as not being, as I shall put it, a blank cause of the pain, butasa
cause he fits into a causal network as an effect. In contrast, he is angry with Cain because
there is nothing external to Cain which he sees as causing him to act in the manner he
does—that is, he sees Cain as a blank or original cause of the pain he is feeling. In other
words, one is angry with something only if one sees it as an in this epistemic sense blank
cause of something one wishes to be without, like a pain felt. So the man who kicks a
car in anger does so because he is for the moment not (episodically) aware of anything
external to the car causing it to behave as it does. Had it straightaway occurred to him
that the car’s failure to start is the effect of, for example, someone’s sabotage, the anger
would have been directed at this agent rather than at the car. The idea that individuals be
in this way temporarily oblivious to the external causes of inanimate things’ behaviour is
clearly less extravagant than is the idea that they temporarily subscribe to positive con-
ceptions that are palpably false, like animistic ones.

This account can be buttressed by an evolutionary explanation of why anger—or
more precisely, the tendency to behave aggressively, to hit back, etc.—should be geared
to what is seen by the subject as a blank cause in the present sense of not seeing its activity
as being caused by the activity of something external (rather than in the sense of
positively seeing its activity as being uncaused by the activity of all other things). The
reaction of taking vengeance, of for example doing something designed to cause pain to
somebody who is believed to have inflicted pain on oneself, probably has survival value
because it is liable to deter (potential) aggressors from causing harm in the future. Now, it
could have this value only if itis directed at proper targets. Proper targets are entities with
consciousness and, more particularly, a capacity to feel pain, since the behaviour one
automatically tends to engage in when one is in anger is designed to cause pain. But
tracing an effect, such as a pain one is feeling, to its causal conditions in the mind of
another is a rather sophisticated feat. If the performance of this feat had been necessary
for being angry, only a few non-human animals would be capable of it (and would
thereby be the beneficiaries of its advantages).

It is a far less advanced feat to view perceivable events as being causally connected.
Consequently, we should expect there to be a large group of animals with the ability to
trace effects (upon themselves) to causes in the physical activities of other beings, but
without the ability to see these activities as the outcomes of the mental states of the
other beings (mental states which must not be seen as the results of factors external to
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these beings). All of these animals will see the disappearance of a causal chain into a
consciousness as the end of it; they will view the bodily movements immediately result-
ing from mental states as blank causes, that is, they will neither see them as being causally
determined nor as undetermined. Hence, if their anger reactions are triggered by the
idea of something as a blank cause, the targets of their reactions will include entities with
consciousnesses that guide their behaviour. Certainly, in some cases the target will be
improper, as in the case of the man kicking his car. But this is often so for the reason that
human beings have invented machines the causes of whose activities are almost as little
open to view as the causes of the behaviour of conscious beings. In a natural environ-
ment, anger directed at blank causes will in a majority of cases be oriented towards
conscious beings. Admittedly, the precision is not so great as it could have been if the
triggering thought had been to the effect that the agent was a conscious being, but this is
outweighed by the fact that anger with the first kind of causal source could be much
more widely spread among organisms.

Of course, an adult human being is normally capable of tracing the behaviour of other
conscious beings to the causal antecedents in their minds. Indeed, in our reflective
moments we are even aware of the fact that, at least in many cases, these mental states
are the upshot of causal factors outside these conscious beings, that now reactin a certain
way because of their earlier lives. But that this is so is not anything that is perceivable: we
do not perceive the mind of another and hence not its reactions to something external to
it. That is why, in our more unreflective frames of mind, we may be oblivious to the fact
that an activity which is caused by the mental states of another could have a further
cause, and may instead view this agent as a blank cause. The possibility of being angry
with an agent rests on this unawareness. This is the important point for, as will be seen in
Part V, it accounts for the naturalness of viewing the target of anger as deserving punish-
ment, since attributing desert to something involves taking it to be a blank cause.?

The positive counterpart of anger is, “perhaps surprisingly” (Ortony et al., 1988: 151),
gratitude, which is felt to what is seen as a blank cause of something which is positive or
which one is glad about. As anger comprises a tendency to behave in ways that are
designed to cause pain to another, gratitude comprises a tendency to behave in ways that
are designed to cause pleasure to another. Note that gratitude seems a privilege of more
developed animals (it seems that, say, birds can get angry, but it is more doubtful whether
they can be grateful). This parallels our findings in the case of hope and fear. It is also
noteworthy that the more intense emotions of terror/dread and rage/fury have no
(labelled) counterpart on the positive side. The explanation of this fact is presumably that
the reactions of fleeing and fighting back have greater survival value than their positive
counterparts.

In view of these considerations, it should not be surprising that there is something pecu-
liar about anger and gratitude being directed at oneself. There is, for instance, no need to
deter oneself from inflicting further pain on oneself by inflicting pain on oneself: the pain

2 In presupposing the notion of a blank cause, anger differs from the similar emotion of irritation or annoyance.
Abuzzing sound or an itching or tickling sensation may make you irritated or annoyed, but you can only be angry with the
insect producing it, not with the sound or sensation.
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already inflicted on oneself should be a sufficient deterrent. Here regret, or a wish that
things had been different, is a more natural reaction. Remorse is regretting that one has
responsibly brought about something one wishes that one had not brought about
because it contravenes a moral norm.?

Feelings of guilt are appropriate whenever remorse is, but the converse does not seem
to hold. These feelings are induced by the belief that one is blameworthy by owing some-
body something. The reason why one owes somebody something may be that one has
acted wrongly (but, it may seem, not necessarily morally wrongly, or wrongly to
others*). This is not always so, however.® Suppose a friend has done you a favour and you
know that you ought to return the favour now because the friend is in a fix. If you akrati-
cally postpone returning the favour, the thought of your suffering friend is likely to make
you feel guilty, but you are unlikely to feel remorse as long as the opportunity for action
is still as good. It is odd to wish that you had acted rather than decide to act when the
opportunity is still there. Furthermore, you may feel guilty because of a wrongful action
done not by yourself, but by some agent so intimately related to you that you identify
with that agent. Thus, Germans born after 1945 may feel guilty about the Nazi atrocities,
but could scarcely feel any remorse in this regard.¢

Indignation is a species of anger that is directed at someone who is regarded as having
acting wrongly not merely from one’s personal point of view, but from the point of view
of morality (cf. Gordon, 1987: 56-7). Resentment is likewise a species of anger, but it is
more long-term: if one is powerless to prevent someone repeatedly acting in a way that
makes one angry with him, one will grow to resent him on account of his actions
(cf. Ben-Ze’ev, 2000: 396). Therefore, resentment requires greater mental capacities than
anger to be felt, and it will probably be felt only towards responsible agents. In this it is
like indignation, but unlike the latter, it does not imply a condemnation of the target as
having acted immorally (contrast Rawls, 1971: 488). As pointed out by Rawls (1971:
445-6, 483) and Gibbard (1990: 139, 295-300), remorse and feelings of guilt are as a rule
experienced by subjects at whom indignation, resentment, or anger could be properly

3 Cf. Gabriele Taylor (1985: 98). She also stresses that regret, but not remorse, may be felt because of events for which
one regards oneself as in no sense responsible, like the passing of the summer.

4 Cf. Wallace (1994: 238-40). If so, it follows that one may feel guilt without feeling remorse, simply because one does
not take one’s wrongful action to be morally wrong.

*> Apart from the fact that Allan Gibbard mistakenly associates feelings of guilt with the idea of acting morally wrongly
rather than owing somebody something, he puts the cart before the horse when he defines moral wrongness by reference
to feelings of guilt—and resentment (1990: 45). Surely, it should rather be the other way around: the feeling of guilt is the
feeling that is occasioned by the thought that one has perpetrated a wrongful act against somebody. Gibbard comes closest
to facing this objection when he discusses whether the feeling of guilt involves the thought of one’s being at fault (1990:
148-50). He claims that the feeling does not involve this thought because there is such a thing as feeling guilt senselessly. To
this it could be retorted that feeling guilt senselessly does rest on a thought that one is at fault, but a thought that one
recognizes to be irrational, a thought that one cannot help having, although one realizes that it is at odds with one’s
evidence (see the Nazi example in the next footnote).

6 It follows that I cannot agree with Bernard Williams that what he terms “agent-regret” is “psychologically and
structurally a manifestation of guilt” (1993: 93). Also, I differ from him in denying that guilt can rationally and properly
occur even when one is not responsible, though if agent-regret is properly regret, it can rationally be felt in these
circumstances. (Thus, I think it is irrational for young Germans to feel guilty about Nazi crimes, but quite proper for them
to deeply regret them.) Williams thinks that branding the guilt felt in these circumstances as irrational “carries no useful
message” (1993: 93).
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oriented. Bitterness is an emotion that their victims could experience, since it is an
emotion that one will have if one thinks one has been wrongly treated or, more generally,
has received less than one deserves.

Jealousy appears to manifest itself in a mixture of anger, fear, or sorrow.” It arises in a
three-party context (Farrell, 1980: 530): when one is jealous, one typically regards oneself
as running the risk of being deprived by some third party of some personal favour—like
affection, attention, or esteem—that a second party bestows on oneself. Jealousy occurs
because the loss of this favour is seen by one as diminishing one’s personal worth. This is
the core of this emotion. It is the possibility of the loss of the favour, and the consequent
loss of personal worth, that induces fear and the certain fact of their occurrence that
induces sorrow. The strength of this fear or sorrow, and thus of jealousy, is a measure of
how important it is for one’s self-esteem to be favourably received by the other. The
anger is normally directed not only at the third party whom one sees as threatening to
rob one of the favour of the second party, but also at the second party, since it, too, is
regarded as partly responsible for the favour being in the process of shifting its objective.
The presence of anger is evidenced by the fact that jealousy often issues in violent acts,
crimes of passion. It is this element of anger which makes me place jealousy in this
section, despite the fact that it is not a straightforward agent-oriented emotion.

Jealousy is often confused with envy. The latter is, however, frustration because one
sees oneself undeservedly worse off in some respect than another. This respect might
be a personal favour of some other being but, in contrast to the case of jealousy, not the
favour of some particular being to whom one has some sort of valued connection: the
favour of any being as good will do (cf. Ben-Ze’ev, 2000: 282, 290). Thus, envy leads to
competition over the same particular goods only if there is scarcity. There is also a
connection between jealousy and envy for the reason that, if another possesses a desir-
able asset, there will often seem to one to be a risk that, in virtue of that asset, the other
will rob one of the favour and esteem of individuals important to one. Thus, Salieri
might be envious of Mozart in so far as he sees him as possessing qualities of a kind that
Salieri himself wishes to possess, namely, outstanding musical gifts. But he is jealous of
Mozart to the extent that he thinks that, owing to these gifts, Mozart will or might rob
him of the reputation and esteem particular individuals would otherwise reserve for him.

If one is frustrated by the thought of another’s possession of some good even though
it is something one could not have oneself or the possession of which would not make
one better off (because one has already got something better), one begrudges that indi-
vidual. Rawls (1971: 533) characterizes begrudging and being jealous as the “reverse” of
envy. He then rightly sees envy as presupposing the envious subject’s being worse off
(1971: 532). But begrudging does not presuppose the superiority of the subject: I can
begrudge people that their health is just as good as mine. Begrudging appears to me to be
the desire to deprive others even though one does not think that one is worse off than

7 Roberts (2003: 258) mentions these three emotions, while some other writers, like Farrell (1980) and Neu (1980),
mention only anger and fear. As Roberts stresses, bringing out the connection between jealousy and these emotions is not
enough to pinpoint it.
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they and that deprivation would make oneself better off (except relatively, by making
them worse off ).

By taking up emotions like being envious and begrudging I have, however, reached
emotions that with greater justification should be put in the next category to be intro-
duced. This overlap between my categories indicates that my categorization is rough-
and-ready, but it can still serve its purpose of summing up classes of emotions that are
relevant to the discussion of responsibility in Part V.

Comparative Emotions

The second class of factive emotions on the contents of which it is possible to impose
substantial restrictions is comparative emotions.® The most discussed member of this
category is pride. I shall follow this practice of spending most energy on pride.

Hume sometimes expresses himself as though pride and self-satisfaction were the very
same emotion (1739-40/1978: 320). This is wrong already for the reason that, as I shall
soon argue, pride is not necessarily directed at oneself: one can be proud of other things
than oneself. So what is true is, at most, that to be proud of oneself is to be satisfied or
pleased with oneself. This is also false, but it is instructive to see why.

I can be proud of myself because my ancestors are noblemen or because of the ample
gifts—intelligence, beauty, etc.—with which nature has endowed me. But it would take
an odd view of the world for me to be pleased or satisfied with myself for these reasons.
For saying that I am pleased or satisfied with myself because I possess these properties
seems to imply that it is the result of a desire of mine to bring it about that I am equipped
with these features. (As indicated above, the emotion of being pleased or feeling satisfied
necessarily results from the realization that a desire of one’s has been satisfied.) But one
would have to be mad to ascribe such a feat to oneself.

Superficially it might seem that the same thought can cause both self-satisfaction and
pride, for example the thought that one has won a marathon race. But this thought leads
to self-satisfaction only if it is taken as showing something like one’s having exercised
one’s powers well—this being something that can intelligibly be assumed to be due to
one’s will. The victory can be a source of pride even if it is taken as demonstrating one to
possess certain powers or abilities which are such that no sensible being could take itself
as being capable of equipping itself with them.

The properties of oneself on account of which one is proud of oneself need not, then,
be such that one sees them as resulting from one’s own will or efforts, but they must not
be such that one sees them as resulting from the activity of causes external to oneself. In
this respect, pride resembles agent-oriented emotions: the features in question must be
‘blankly” ascribed to oneself. One can be proud of oneself because of one’s beauty and
intelligence only if one’s causal investigation stops short at one’s possession of them. If

8 The present distinction between agent-oriented and comparative emotions has been arrived at independently of, and
does not coincide with, Jon Elster’s distinction between emotions of interaction and emotions of comparison (1999: 141).
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one sees one’s beauty and intelligence as the upshot of hereditary factors that might have
bestowed these properties on another, one’s pride is undercut.

There is another difference between pride of oneself and being pleased with oneself.
I can be pleased with myself in some respect, for example in respect of my ability to type,
without being proud of myself in this respect. This is so, if my ability to type is sufficient
for my purposes, but in no way superior or remarkable. As Hume puts it, the quality of
ourselves that supplies the ground for pride must be “peculiar to ourselves, or at least
common to us with a few persons” (1739-40/1978: 291). I would rather put it like this:
when one is proud of oneself because of some feature F, one must find oneself superior
in respect of F to the members of some reference class of importance to one, and thereby
deserving of praise, which presupposes that being F is blankly ascribed. Since the sup-
eriority makes one deserving of praise, it goes without saying that F must be a feature
thought to have positive value.

Needless to say, it is this element of comparison that provides the rationale for the label
‘comparative emotion’ (contrast Roberts, 2003: 275, who denies that pride is essentially com-
parative). The comparison issues in an (alleged) superiority making one deserving of praise
that gives the felt pattern of pride its distinctive character of comprising a ‘swelling’ of the
self and a desire to draw attention to oneself. Presumably; it is also this entailed conception of
oneself as superior that makes some moralists condemn pride (of oneself) asa vice.

The opposite of pride is shame. Consequently, the state of being ashamed of oneself is
nurtured by the thought that one is deserving of blame because one is inferior in respect
of some valuable property, one’s instantiation of which is seen as a blank occurrence.
Shame consists in feelings of contraction and in a wish to hide away.

Admiration is another comparative emotion which, like pride, is directed at somebody
who is held to be superior to oneself in some respect that makes for praiseworthiness. It
differs from envy in that one holds the admired object to deserve its superiority. As
Roberts points out (2003: 265), we commonly say that we admire such things as sunsets
and natural scenery. But, unless we do not mean simply that we enjoy or take pleasure in
these things, these attitudes require that we put down natural beauty to some agent that
it makes sense to praise.

Initially, it might be tempting to think that pride and admiration differ in that while the
former is essentially directed at oneself, the latter is essentially directed at some responsible
agent other than oneself. Hume, for instance, claims that the object of pride is always
“self, or that succession of related ideas and impressions, of which we have an intimate
memory and consciousness” (1739-40/1978: 277). Recently this thesis has been reaf-
firmed by Gabriele Taylor: “pride is always self-directed” (1985: 35 n.). I cannot here enter
into the details of Hume’s and Taylor’s views, but I think it is fair to say that they cannot
be sustained unless the following is true: whenever a subject is proud, that of which the
subject is proud can always be (re)described as itself. Thus, if a man is said to be proud of
his wife because she is a woman of great intelligence, sensibility, and beauty, this can be
rephrased as his being proud of himself because he has a wife who is a woman of great
intelligence etc. This is so because to be proud of his wife, he must see her (alleged)
superiority as reflecting on himself, showing him to have superior qualities as well.
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No doubt there are men who fit this description, but hopefully there are also men who
are proud of their wives, but who do not wish the attention and admiration their
wives receive to be redirected onto themselves—and even such men who are ashamed of
themselves and think themselves not worthy of their wives. In some cases, it may be
even more bizarre to construe instances of pride as at bottom self-directed. It is a
commonplace that, when talking to foreigners, people often express pride of some of
their compatriots because of their feats and achievements. It seems wrong to hold that, at
bottom, people are here expressing pride of themselves because they belong to the same
nation as some eminent person.

A more plausible interpretation is that people can be proud on behalf of others
because they have the ability to ‘identify” with them, the ability to imagine, from the
inside, what it is like to be them and, consequently, to be concerned that their desires be
fulfilled (e.g. to imagine being in the shoes of a player of the national team and receiving
cheers). This is the same sort of attitude as we adopt to future stages of ourselves when
we anticipate how things will be like for them (hence, the appropriateness of speaking of
an “extended self”, as does, e.g. Ben-Ze’ev, 2000: 516). As we will see in Chapter 23, itisa
mark of the imagination involved in (experiential) anticipation that it is not voluntary,
but automatically elicited. It seems reasonable to think that the same must be true of the
imaginative identification in pride. Given my hypothesis that, like anger, pride rests on
a belief—or rather an absence of beliefs—about causal origin, it appears natural to con-
jecture that when one is proud of another, one must believe there to be some connection
with respect to origin of the other to oneself.

Thus, the fact that national bonds sometimes—especially in the presence of foreigners—
allow people to be proud of their compatriots (as Gabriele Taylor recognizes, 1985: 30)
would then have to do with their belief in a common origin which is more likely than
other origins—for example, the present foreigners'—to culminate in greatness. (One
need not believe that it has culminated in greatness in oneself, so one need not be proud
of oneself.) Analogously, when a man is proud of his beloved wife, his love of her could
enable him to identify with her imaginatively, to see things from her perspective and
endorse her aims as she herself is presumed to endorse them; but for him to feel proud of
her he must believe that the origin of her having the properties that he is proud that she
has somehow has to do with himself, though not necessarily to the extent that he has
reason to be proud of himself, too.

So, although I agree that there has to be belief in some link to oneself as regards the
origin of the individual of which one is proud, I claim that there are instances of pride
that are irreducibly pride of something other than oneself and that this is so because
persons have the capacity to identify imaginatively with other beings (but not, of
course, with inanimate things; so therefore pride of, for example, one’s material posses-
sions is always pride of oneself’). This conclusion is amplified in Part IV when I argue
that some of the psychological relations to which I have appealed in my account of
pride—for instance, imagination from the inside and the concern consequent upon it—
is not, contrary to what some have assumed, essentially directed to the self. If this is
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so, any alleged essential self-directedness of pride could not be anything more than a
linguistic accident to be remedied, for example, by the coining of a new term like ‘other-
pride’ (by analogy with ‘self-pity’).

In contrast, it is incontestable that admiration must be directed at another. A person
admired is thought of as superior to oneself: it is of the essence of admiration that the
person admired is somebody to whom one looks up and can aspire to emulate. However,
this does not seem to explain the difference between admiration and pride, for the latter
could also be oriented towards somebody judged superior to oneself. But in fact the
characterization of admiration given suggests wherein the differentiae is to be found: one
can look up to, and aspire to emulate, somebody only if one “sets oneself apart’ from this
person, that is, only if one does not imaginatively identify with this person in the sense
that being proud of somebody requires identification with him or her. Thus, whether
one is proud of or admires another depends upon whether or not one’s connection with
him or her is such as to permit imaginative identification. (When superiority is vast,
reverence takes the place of admiration.)

Contempt is the negative counterpart of admiration: it results from regarding
somebody, with whom one does not identify, as inferior to oneself in some respect of
some blankly ascribed feature, and so deserving to be blamed or badly treated. But
there is a noteworthy difference between admiration and contempt: the latter is not
necessarily other-directed, for there is such a thing as self-contempt. How could that
be? The reason is that one could dislike oneself as one was at some time other than the
present to such a degree that one is no longer able to identify with this person. It is
then no longer possible to be ashamed on behalf of this person, for shame, being the
opposite of pride, demands identification. So one will feel contempt for this being,
contempt being an emotion that presupposes the absence of identification. But to
admire oneself for what one was in the past, one would have to regard one’s past self as
superior, and under these circumstances one has no reason to give up identification
with one’s past self. Consequently, one will end up being proud of one’s past self rather
than admiring it.

Akin to shame is the emotion of embarrassment; it is so like that it is tempting to view
embarrassment as a mild “particular form” of shame (Williams, 1993: 89). Underlying
embarrassment is the thought that somebody with whom one identifies is deserving of
laughter and ridicule, and this response might seem to be a milder form of what one
deserves in shame. But the inferiority in embarrassment stems from something external
to one, such as one’s being observed in special circumstances rather than from one’s then
possessing any inherent features as in shame. Thus, one can be embarrassed by being
caught in the act of undressing, though the fact that one undresses is nothing to be
ashamed of: everybody undresses, so it is nothing that makes one inferior. It is just
the fact that one happens to be observed while doing so that makes one inferior.
Therefore, although embarrassment and shame have in common the relation of inferior-
ity, they are best regarded as differing not only in intensity. Embarrassment has to do with
being inferior due to circumstances one happens to be in.
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Some Leftovers

I have distinguished agent-oriented and comparative emotions from plain ones with an
ulterior purpose in mind: the discussion of responsibility and causal origin in Part V has a
special bearing on the rationality of the former two. Nonetheless, this tripartition could
have a point even were one to classify emotions for no other purpose than to understand
their nature. But I am willing to concede that, from this perspective, my tripartition
would leave something to be desired. For instance, although remorse is probably a
species of regret, the former comes out as agent-oriented and the latter as plain.
Moreover, because of its link to anger, jealousy must be counted as an agent-oriented
emotion rather than as comparative. But envy is more of a comparative emotion, yet
these emotions are so similar that they are often confused. However, this need not worry
me as long as my typology does not miss any fundamental emotion to which reference is
relevant in the discussion of responsibility in Part V.

Of course, I do not claim to have surveyed every kind of emotion, for there is an indef-
inite number of them. Feeling lonely, locked up, confident, on top of the world, and so on
may all be different kinds of emotion, caused by beliefs to the effect that one is lonely, in a
situation like that of being locked up, etc. Presumably, though, they are merely specifica-
tions of such emotions as sadness, fear, hope, joy, etc.

In my review, some para-cognitive attitudes are missing, although they are often cited
as prime examples of emotion, namely, love and hate.® The reason for this omission is
that they straddle the distinction between desire and emotion. To love, or like, doing
something is to desire to do it, just as to hate, or dislike, doing something is to want to
avoid doing it.!° Loving, or liking, somebody, because of certain features of hers, is an
emotional state by the passivity criterion of being a state which is identified by its cause,
but it is a conative state of loving or liking to engage with her in various activities related
to the desire-arousing features.

Loving somebody differs from merely liking her in that it typically includes what in
Part IV I shall call concern for (the well-being of ) her, that is, desires to the effect that the
desires of her be satisfied for their own sakes. Liking can be purely instrumental: if one
likes someone because she is good at something, one will desire to engage in this activity
with her, and one may desire that her desires be fulfilled only to the extent that this is
necessary to make the engagement in this activity profitable. Similarly, dislike of somebody

° For instance, in the tripartition of emotions that Ortony et al. (1988) present, they constitute the third category, emo-
tions that focus on objects, alongside emotions that focus on events—which roughly correspond to my plain emotions—
and emotions that focus on agents—which roughly correspond to my agent-oriented and comparative emotions.

10 Contrast Gaus who asserts that liking and disliking are emotions (1990: 65) and who even goes as far as to claim that
“the overwhelming majority of emotions, if not all, can be described—not fully, but partly—as a type of liking or disliking
of something” (1990: 69). The latter claim—with which Ben-Ze’ev chimes in (2000: 94)—must be false if, as argued in the
foregoing chapter, it is false that all emotions involve desiring or wishing. Contrast this claim to Dent’s view that
“love ... underpins all our other emotional responses” (1984: 82)—even hate (p. 84)! As his discussion of hate shows, this
claim does not mean that love is an ingredient of all other emotional responses, but rather that they arise from it. This is in line
with my concession in the foregoing chapter that something like concern dispositionally understood can feature in the
explanation of an emotion.
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need be nothing more than a desire to stay away from her and, if one dislikes her on the
ground of some aspect of her behaviour, a desire that she be hindered from indulging in
this form of conduct. In contrast, hate also involves malevolence, that is, a desire that life
in general for this individual be made difficult.

Loving and hating somebody differ from the agent-oriented emotions of anger and
gratitude in that, while one may be angry with or grateful to somebody, because of a sin-
gle fact noticed about her, love or hate are normally sustained by multiple grounds that
are proverbially hard to sort out. It seems typical of hatred of somebody that it grows out
of being angry with this person for several things, over time, in circumstances in which
one is unable to avenge oneself. There may be a transition from anger, via resentment of
various aspects of a person, to hate of the whole person. In opposition to this, love does
not primarily grow out of gratitude, though it may partly do so. To love somebody is to
be attracted to her, while to hate is not exactly to be repelled by someone or finding her
unattractive. The opposite of love is rather both hate and something like repulsion or dis-
gust than simply hate. Love and hate will be further discussed, largely by implication, in
Part IV when I examine their constituents (that is, in the case of love, liking, and concern).
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Reason and Value
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INTRODUCTION:
SUBJECTIVISM AND
OBJECTIVISM

THE notions of the evaluative and the practically normative are so intimately related that
they are sometimes used interchangeably. If it is of value that p, there is, normatively, a
reason to (want to) bring about that of which p is a consequence, and conversely. In
Chapter 10 I shall defend a theory of values according to which they are necessarily
related to desires, as that which fulfil certain desires. Accordingly, I view reasons for
desiring as also being desire-dependent. Even so, the notions of values and reasons, as
that which, respectively, fulfil and direct desires, are distinct.?

On the theory here advocated, all values will be (normally implicitly) values for
subjects (with desires) in a sense, since (like reasons) they will be relative to desires. ButI
want to show also how, with the help of a notion of a self-regarding desire, a distinction
between values that are personal or for subjects, in a narrower sense, and values that are
impersonal can be drawn within the framework of this theory. This is the sense in which
the prudentialist maximizing aim is self-regarding.

This theory of value is subjective in the sense that value will be construed as something
that stands in a certain relation (of fulfilment) to a subjective state, namely, a desire.
Subjectivists about value claim that a necessary and sufficient condition of something
being of value (and generating reasons) is that it is the object of some attitude formed

! I reject Scanlon’s “buck-passing” account according to which “to call something valuable is to say that it has other
properties that provide reasons for behaving in certain ways with regard to it” (1998: 96). First, it is awkward at least for
some intrinsic values. When we call pleasure intrinsically valuable, we do not seem to be saying that it has some properties
that provide reasons for pursuing it. The tautology ‘Pleasure is pleasure’ does not seem to provide a reason for pursuing
pleasure, and pleasure seems to have no other properties that provide us with reasons. Secondly, something can have value
for beings too simple-minded to be in possession of reasons. It could be replied that this assertion means that the valuable
thing has properties that provide us with reasons to see to it that the beings get the thing. But, apart from the fact that this is
strained, it seems to me sometimes to be precisely the fact that the thing is valuable for them (e.g., feels, smells or tastes
good to them) that is our reason. It could also be replied that this assertion means that the simple-minded creatures would
have certain reasons had they been in possession of the capacity to have reasons. But, aside from the fact that this sugges-
tion is vulnerable to the first objection, it needs to be qualified, since, conceivably, the change consisting in their acquiring
this capacity could be accompanied with other relevant changes, like the loss of their liking of pleasure.
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under some empirical or evaluatively neutral conditions. Objectivists will insist, at least,
that this is not a sufficient condition for something’s being of value (and generating
reasons). They may add that we must impose on the relevant desire some objective
constraint, with respect to which the desire can be judged proper, fitting, etc. Or they
may deny even that a relation to a desire or some other attitude is a necessary condition
for something being of value.

There are then two forms of objectivism: objectivists can either deny both the neces-
sity and the sufficiency of the subjective condition or deny just its sufficiency.? These
alternatives express externalist and internalist objectivism, respectively. (Subjectivism, by
insisting on the necessity of the subjective condition, is necessarily internalist.) “The
objective list theory” discussed by Parfit (1984: 4, 499-502) is objectivism of the external-
ist sort. It lists certain things—for example knowledge, beauty, love, the development of
one’s talents—as good and other things—for example being deceived, ugliness—as bad,
irrespective of whether they attract or repel. But Parfit also considers another theory that
adds a constraint to the effect that the items on the list be desired. This theory claims that
“what is good or bad for someone is to have knowledge, to be engaged in rational activity,
to experience mutual love, and to be aware of beauty, while strongly wanting just these
things” (1984: 502). With this addition, we obtain a version of internalist objectivism.?

In the next chapter I shall try to undermine externalism by arguing that practical rea-
sons are desire-dependent. I shall then, in Chapter 9, proceed to explain why internalism
should take a subjectivist form. This is not because I regard myself as being able to refute
(internalist) objectivism—in fact it is extremely difficult to establish a negative existential
claim to the effect that there are no objective constraints—but I shall present a reason for
thinking it wrong to look for any objective reasons and values. It springs from the fact
that desires have a “direction of fit” opposite to that of beliefs,* and the direction of fit of
an attitude determines the normative requirements governing its formation.
Furthermore, to show that objectivists have not had anything very illuminating to say on
the nature of objective reasons and values, I shall criticize some important suggestions
made. This dearth makes it unrealistic to think that we could devise an objectivist
account convincing enough to challenge widespread attitudes of the sort making up the
main topic of this book. So, when I have distinguished, as I will do below, intersubjectivist
values, which I have no scruples to endorse, from objectivist values, the absence of the
latter from this work will make little difference.

Asindicated, although they are interrelated, we should in the practical sphere distinguish
the normative, dealing with reasons for the formation of attitudes of desire and the

2 Wayne Sumner (1996: 38-9) rejects the last possibility and, thus, internalist objectivism. The position that the subject-
ive condition could be sufficient, but not necessary, for the presence of value is neither objectivist nor subjectivist. If intelli-
gible at all, it is a doctrine of mongrel values, some being subjective, others objective.

3 Parfit, like Sumner, takes himself to be discussing theories of self-interest or well-being, i.e. goodness for somebody in
the narrower sense. Parfit’s idea is developed along Aristotelian lines by Stephen Darwall (2002: ch. 4).

4 The term ‘direction of fit’ appears to have been coined by Mark Platts (1979: 256-7), but the idea of contrasting beliefs
and desires in this fashion is older, going back at least to Anscombe (1957). See also e.g. Searle (1983) and Humberstone
(1992). For Platts (1991: 48-9), characterizing a desire as having a fit opposite that of a belief is the best one can do to specify
its nature, although he is forced to admit that this characterization is metaphorical (because he denies that it can be cashed
out by construing a desire as a disposition to act).
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performing of consequent actions, from the evaluative, having to do with the objects of
these attitudes. In the theoretical sphere the normative rules of belief are shaped to
preserve the truth of the content believed; that is, they are based on that to which there is
to be a fit. Since beliefs are designed to fit truth, the formation of beliefs will comply with
truth-preserving rules, that is, truth is the master notion and belief the servant one. If
desires are not designed to fit anything, the normative rules governing their formation
cannot have the function of preserving what they are designed to fit. They must rather
flow, I suggest in Chapter 9, from the nature of desire itself which in this case is the
master notion to which there is to be a fit: desires are to make the world fit their content.
This yields a requirement not to have desires that one cannot fulfil, but no requirement to
have any one of the desires one can fulfil. In the case of both belief and desire, however,
the normative requirements are extracted from the respective directions of fit of these
attitudes. Norms positively to have certain desires cannot be extracted in this fashion and
are therefore not relied on in this work.

Objectivity and Subjectivity

My use of the pair ‘objective—subjective’ is related to certain other well-known uses of it.
For instance, when the state of affairs of a physical thing’s being equipped with some
secondary quality, like colour, is claimed to be subjective, what is often meant is that it is
equivalent to, or at least entailed by, some state of affairs about how some subjects would
perceptually respond to the thing, for example how it would look to them under certain
conditions. Generally, a fact consisting in a quality being attributed to a physical thing is
subjective just if it is entailed by a fact about what subjective or mental states some
subjects would be in with respect to the thing. Objectivists about the quality attributed
dispute this and maintain that the attribution of it to the thing is not thus reducible to
subjective states of affairs. However, the term ‘subjective’ as employed by me in this
investigation is a specification of this more general concept, since the mental states in
question are specified as para-cognitive attitudes, in particular desires. An alternative label
would be ‘desire-relativism’, for the present approach construes reasons and values as
relative to desires.

Para-cognitive attitudes, like desires and emotions, are higher-order mental responses
that rest on lower-order mental states, namely, cognitive reactions. They will thus be sub-
jective even in relation to the world as represented by the latter. In contrast, when an observer
perceives a physical object as having a secondary quality, this will typically be due to the
physical properties of the object and to the observer’s sensory receptors, and not at all to
how things are conceived or represented by the observer. So, perceptual responses are so
to speak ground-level mental states that present the basic subjective world. Some—
including myself (1985a: ch. 3)—would claim that this perceptual world is the basis for a
second level of subjective reactions, namely of conceptual or cognitive responses which
classify and interpret the perceptual or sensory content. But, however that may be, para-
cognitive attitudes constitute a still higher layer of subjective responses, for, as is apparent
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from the analysis in Chapters 4-6, they are responses which involve thoughts or
cognitions.

In other words, there are distinguishable layers of subjective or mental responses, and
para-cognitive attitudes can be described as being subjective relatively to cognitive
responses, since they are responses to how things are presented or represented in the
latter responses. When I speak of ‘subjectivity’, I use the term in this narrower sense. It
follows that the objectivity of values can be put in question without imperilling the
objectivity of facts in general.® For in my usage it will be uncontroversial that secondary
qualities are objective features of physical things, since our perceptions of the world as
being endowed with them are independent of our cognitive states.

Objectivity and Intersubjectivity

Objectivity should not be confused with intersubjectivity, as I have already indicated.
Suppose that more or less every human subject responds to some event, for example
somebody’s slipping on a banana peel, by laughing at it; then it may be an intersubjective
fact that this event is funny or amusing. However, it is not an objective fact if to say that
something is amusing is to say that it generally tends to evoke the attitude of amusement,
for this fact involves a reference to some para-cognitive attitude. An intersubjective fact,
on the other hand, involves a reference to some attitude that is shared (by some collec-
tive). Some writers claim that values are objective when, in my terminology, all they
mean is that they are intersubjective.¢

Whereas I attempt to make do without any appeal to objective values, it is part of the
argument of this book that there are values that are intersubjectively shared among human
beings, and other beings whose conative constitution is like ours, that s, that there are states
of affairs towards which all these beings will adopt the same desires under specified condi-
tions (for example of being equally well informed about them and representing this informa-
tion equally vividly). Matters of numerical identity belong to such states of affairs, as I will
claim in later parts. These claims about there being intersubjective values for human beings
are just empirical claims about what they would desire under certain conditions.

If, in addition, these values turned out to be objectively valid, this would make no
difference for the purposes of this book. It would be another matter were objective
values securely established in a domain in which there is nothing approaching intersub-
jective values, in which people disagree about what is most valuable or desirable, as I hold
that they do with respect to living the rational life and living the most fulfilling life. Here
it would make a difference if one evaluation could be shown to be objectively invalid.
But, against the background of what was said above about direction of fit, it seems very

5 Cf. the criticism of J. L. Mackie by McDowell (1983).

¢ When Michael Smith speaks of “the objectivity of moral judgements” he appears to have intersubjectivity in mind for
he writes that “ “objective” here simply signifies the possibility of a convergence in moral views” (1994: 6). Nor does the
view Nagel (1986) designates as objectivist seem to me to rule out intersubjectivism; see my review of the book (1988a).
Cf. also E. J. Bond, who claims reasons and values to be objective merely in the sense that they are there to be found out or
discovered (1983: e.g. 61, 97); they are there prior to awareness of them. This is true of real reasons in my terminology.
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unlikely that objective values can be set out so forcefully that they can settle such
disagreements by disposing of one contender. Consequently, for the main theme of this
book, the objectivity of values is no crucial issue: they are either redundant, if they
coincide with human intersubjective values, or too shakily grounded to undermine
widely spread evaluations from which they diverge.

Imagine that there are no objective values. Then it is reasonable to hold that para-
cognitive attitudes which are based on vividly represented, adequate beliefs (about
empirical or non-evaluative matters) are unassailable. For they cannot be criticized on the
ground that they rest on any irrational or false theoretical beliefs. Nor can they go against
values, since the notion of value will have to be definable in relation to attitudes that rest
on just this kind of theoretical scaffolding. But it is at least logically possible that two
persons who are fully and accurately informed about all relevant facts have conflicting
para-cognitive attitudes about something, for example how to live. Hence, if there are no
objective values, nothing can show one of them to be wrong, for there is no form of crit-
icism of these attitudes that is autonomous of, and extends beyond, an epistemological
criticism of the factual beliefs at their basis.

Given the great individual variation in human personalities, even objectivists must
acknowledge that it would be implausible to claim that the same sort of life would be
best for all. But they may claim that there is a limit to the variation: some ways of life are
too deviant to be accepted as valuable. As David Brink puts it:

We can imagine lives in which people satisfy their dominant desires and meet their
self-imposed goals, which we are nonetheless not prepared to regard as especially
valuable. (1988: 226)

Examples of ‘deviant’ desires would be desires to kill or torture, to count grains of sand
on some beach, to eat one’s own excrement, etc. Surely, it might be protested, even
though some subjects may succeed in deriving great quantities of fulfilment from acting
on desires of this sort, we would not consider their lives valuable.

To begin with, it should be admitted, on any plausible view, that if these lives are felt to
be, by the subjects who lead them, very fulfilling, there is something valuable about them,
namely, that they are felt to be fulfilling. The claim must be that there is also something
objectionable about them because the fulfilment flows from desires having so base
objects. But on subjectivism nothing is valuable full stop or absolutely; everything that is
valuable is valuable relative to some desire or attitude of somebody, and in this sense valu-
able for some subject. Now subjectivists are committed to the view that, to these eccentrics
themselves, their lives are in every respect valuable (on the—unrealistic—assumption that
the desires mentioned are what I shall call in Chapter 10 ultimately intrinsic). However,
subjectivists are plainly not committed to the judgement that, relative to their own desires,
these eccentric lives are in every respect valuable (though, as we saw, it is reasonable to
concede that in some respect these lives are valuable). But, since it is presumably this
relativity to oneself that is implicit if one asserts these lives to be valuable full stop, sub-
jectivists are not wedded to this judgement.

This may not ease the qualms of everyone: critics of subjectivism may want to claim
that there is an absolute sense in which lives dominated by immoral, trivial, or disgusting
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desires, however replete with felt satisfaction they may be, are so bad in some respect that
they are bad overall, for anyone. But if there are such absolute or objective values, the
beings who lead the lives indicated must be blind or insensitive to them. This opens up
the theoretical possibility of ourselves being similarly maladjusted to values. But are we
really prepared to admit that there is even a theoretical possibility that we are mistaken
about such things as pleasure, knowledge, and beauty being of value? This strikes me as
repugnant. If we are objectivists, however, we must admit this as a possibility, even if it be
a faint one. But I cannot see that this is any easier to swallow than the claim that the—
surely highly hypothetical—lives considered cannot be condemned as worthless, all told,
for each and everyone.

It is, however, to be expected that there are substantial uniformities in what humans
fundamentally want under similar cognitive conditions. Otherwise the coexistence and
co-operation essential for their survival would be impossible. There are also reasons of
survival explaining why the convergence will not be around desires to do harmful or
trivial things like hurting oneself and fellow beings or counting grains of sand. (Where
the interests of humans diverge—something that is also of survival value—a certain
interest is usually shared by a group, like an interest in poetry or pottery.)

To take an example that will loom large in Part IV, for evolutionary reasons it is to be
expected that virtually all persons will be concerned about their future well-being. It has,
however, been observed that if someone were now to lack such a prudential desire then,
on subjectivism, this person would not now have any reason to do anything that would
secure his future well-being. For instance, Robert Audi remarks that such a person “would
not even have a reason to step out of the way of an advancing brush fire” (2001: 124; cf.
Parfit, 1997, 2001). If this is thought to be odd, it should be noticed that the situation may
be analogous with respect to theoretical reason and fundamental, general beliefs upon
which the common-sense picture of the world (and its development in science) rest.

Consider the spontaneous tendency to make inductive extrapolations, what in
Chapter 13 I shall call the mechanism of spontaneous induction. According to it, it is the case
that if we have observed a number of Xs having feature F, we spontaneously imagine that
the next X we shall observe will also have F. Given that one exhibits this tendency, the cir-
cumstance that one perceives that a fire is advancing will provide one with a reason to
believe that one will soon be painfully burnt. Yet, it seems we have no reason to believe in
the general principle behind this piece of inductive reasoning. We can support, or ques-
tion, particular applications of this principle, such as the one exemplified, by other
particular applications of the principle. But it seems we can give no (non-question-
begging) reason to believe that the principle of induction itself will hold in the future as it
has done in the past.

The same may hold of our spontaneous inclinations to believe that our putative memory-
images in general faithfully represent the past and to believe that the environment really is as
we perceive it to be (and to believe that some of the other bodies we perceive have minds).
Particularinstances of these beliefs can be supported or questioned by other specific memory-
claims or reality-claims, but there appears to be no (non-question-begging) reason to believe
that our memory or perceptual representations are in general veridical. On the other hand,
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there is no reason to doubt the reliability of these spontaneous belief-tendencies. So, we can
permissibly let them carry us along. Our lack of positive reasons both for and against
would have been more troublesome if we had not found ourselves subject to these belief-
tendencies, but had had to reason ourselves into endorsing them. This situation is, how-
ever, nothing we need to fear, for there are strong evolutionary reasons why these
tendencies will be universally shared.

My suggestion is, then, that there is a parallel between the practical and the theoretical
case to the effect that reasons do not take us all the way, but leave some fundamental
desires and beliefs without their support. Thus, as we have no reason to believe in
induction, memory, or perception, we have no reason to be concerned about our future
welfare. There is only an evolutionary reason explaining why this concern will be univer-
sal. Since we have no general reason to resist this concern, though we may have reason to
resist it in specific cases, we can as a rule permissibly give in to it. Then we shall have
reasons to putinto effect particular means that will ensure our future well-being. The fact
that we have no justificatory reason to be concerned about our future need not worry
us—in fact, this seems less worrisome than that we have no justificatory reason for some
of our basic empirical beliefs (because beliefs are designed to fit the facts). Moreover, it
would be peculiar, though probably not incoherent, if we had reasons to be concerned
about ourselves in the future (or about others), but not to make the inductive extrapola-
tions necessary for these reasons to come into operation.

Against this background, it seems no coincidence that David Hume, who is famous
for doubting inductive reasoning, also made the following, equally famous, provocative
pronouncement about practical reason:

"Tis not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the whole world to the scratch-
ing of my finger. “Tis not contrary to reason for me to chuse my total ruin, to prevent
the least uneasiness of an Indian or person wholly unknown to me. Tis as little con-
trary to reason to prefer even my own acknowledg’d lesser good to my greater.
(1739-40/1978: 416)

Hume’s point here may well be that these preferences are not logically absurd, that there
is no body of truths relative to which the formation of these preferences can be logically
ruled out.” If so, I do not wish to quarrel with him. I would like to insist, however, that
though it is conceivable that beings who perfectly understand the issues form such prefer-
ences, we shall in fact not do so, just as we shall not fail to imagine spontaneously that the
next X will be F when all the observed Xs have been F. We shall in fact not prefer a
calamity happening to ourselves to “the least uneasiness” occurring to another (simply
for the reason that this being is distinct from ourselves), nor shall we prefer our getting a
lesser good to a greater one. As in the case of spontaneous induction, such aberrations
are logically possible, though there is an evolutionary reason why they are not the norm
(in contrast to reasons justifying them). In my opinion, this general, contingent fact is the
basis for maintaining, for example, that for all beings with our conative constitution,

7 Thave, however, argued (1997a) that the standard interpretation of Hume’s view on reasons is mistaken.
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numerical distinctions are of no rational significance, so that it is not rational to make a
huge sacrifice in order to provide someone else with a trivial good, and that it is rational
to prefer to have a greater rather than a smaller quantity of the same kind of good.

Objectivism and Realism

What I have termed objectivism about value is sometimes—see, for example, Quinn
(1978)—labelled realism about value (especially moral value and properties), but other
writers reserve the term ‘realism’ for a different purpose. For instance, Geoffrey Sayre-
McCord stipulates that

realism involves embracing just two theses: (1) the claims in question, when literally
construed, are literally true or false (cognitivism), and (2) some are literally true. (1988b: 5)

A great deal hangs on the phrases “literally construed” and “literally true”, but Sayre-
McCord himself stresses that, according to this definition, there are only two ways of
being an anti-realist: one may either construe the relevant sentences in a non-descriptivist
or non-cognitivist fashion or hold that, though they make truth-claims, they are all false.
He cheerfully accepts that—descriptivist—subjectivism and intersubjectivism are both
forms of realism because on these views the sentences under scrutiny make truth-claims
about the subjective states of single individuals or groups of individuals, some claims of
which are presumably true (1988a: 14 ff.).

In a similar spirit, though a bit more hesistantly, Brink (1988: 21) takes realism to be
neutral between subjectivism and objectivism about value. Brink construes realism with
respect to value as asserting that (1) there are evaluative facts or truths, and that (2) these
facts or truths are independent of the evidence for them (1988: 17; cf. A. Miller, 2003: 4).
(Brink speaks of moral rather than evaluative realism, but since he regards moral realism
as a special case of a general, metaphysical realism, I do not think he would object to my
application of his conception of realism.) It is obvious that, if this is upheld as a sufficient
condition for realism, certain forms of subjectivism would qualify as realism. For if p’s
being of value for one consists in one’s desiring it under certain value-free conditions,
then there are evaluative facts, and these facts are of a kind that is not reducible to or
construable in terms of one’s thinking, believing, or having evidence that they obtain.

However, Brink himself emphasizes that his explanation of realism should not be seen
as stating a sufficient condition. Moreover, his reason for saying that it fails to formulate a
sufficient condition seems to be precisely that, if it had been sufficient, certain subjectivist
views that make (moral) value dependent on desire would have to be classified as realist
(1988: 18). But if Brink feels the urge to strengthen his account of realism so as to exclude
these views (in fact, he omits doing so only because he can think of no satisfactory sup-
plement), one wonders if he is really consistent in declaring that realism should be so
conceived that it is neutral between subjectivism and objectivism.

A drawback of Sayre-McCord’s and Brink’s conception of realism is that, while it makes
descriptive forms of subjectivism come out as forms of realism, it turns non-descriptive
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forms of subjectivism—such as R. M. Hare’s prescriptivism—into versions of anti-realism.
But in the most salient respect these views agree on what there is: the evaluative
character of something consists in nothing but its relation to desires formed in certain cir-
cumstances. In other words, they take the same stance on the issue of the reality/irreality
of value; therefore, it seems reasonable to lump them together as forms of anti-realism
or irrealism. What they disagree about is a matter of linguistic analysis: whether value-
judgements are to be construed as statements about or expressions of attitudes or desires.
But that is not a disagreement about what there is in the world.

This speaks in favour of requiring of value realism that it take values to be irreducible
to attitudes, that is, not to be entailed by the presence of attitudes. Realism would then
imply objectivism. But I am attracted to the idea of adding a further constraint on realism
that will turn into a certain kind of objectivism. This constraint is that objectivism about
the normative and evaluative is realist only if it sees them as irreducible to what is neither
normative nor evaluative, but natural or empirical. G. E. Moore famously espoused an
objectivism which was realist in this non-naturalist sense.

Characterized vaguely enough to be neutral between descriptivism and non-
descriptivism, subjectivism about value is the idea that what is valuable is fully deter-
mined by what is desired, or received with some positive emotion, under certain purely
empirical or value-free circumstances. Objectivism denies at least that this is sufficient
to determine what is of value. The question whether subjectivism should assume a
descriptive or non-descriptive form is subordinate to this question.

Is McDowell’s Theory of Value Objectivist?

As an example of a professedly realist theory of value concerning which doubts can be
entertained whether it is a version of objectivism, rather than of intersubjectivism,
consider the influential theory outlined by John McDowell in a number of papers.
McDowell suggests (e.g. 1985) a parallel between secondary qualities and values: just as
to judge that a thing has some secondary quality SQ is to judge that it possesses some
feature F in virtue of which it is perceived by certain percipients as having SQ, so to say
that it is of value is to say that it is equipped with some feature G in virtue of which it
elicits certain attitudes in certain subjects. Evidently, this theory is internalist, since
nothing can be of value unless it calls forth the appropriate attitudes in the circumstances
specified: “Values are not brutely there—not there independently of our sensibility—any
more than colours are” (1985: 120).

It might, however, be argued that McDowell’s theory does not qualify as an objectivist
one in my terminology, for if an object evokes some attitude, then it would seem that
there logically must be something about it—like the property G—in virtue of which
it evokes the attitude in question. Otherwise, how could it be claimed that it was this
particular object that evoked the attitude? If this is correct, it follows that, given that cer-
tain subjects respond with a suitable attitude to some object, it can be inferred that this
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object is of value, on McDowell’s account. In other words, a subjective condition is suffi-
cient for the presence of value.

To be sure, there should be a way of designating the causally operative feature, G,
such that the statement that the thing has this property, thus designated, is objective.
(A designation that expresses what this property is like in itself, irrespective of its effect on
our sensibilities and attitudes, will fit the bill.) But, with respect to the justifiability of
attitudes, this is immaterial if the judgement that the thing possesses that feature (thus
designated) cannot serve as a basis for a criticism of the resulting attitudes as proper or
improper, but the causing of the attitudes is instead sufficient for inferring that the object
has whatever feature is necessary to make it valuable.

Perhaps McDowell wants to imply that there is such a justificatorily relevant way of des-
ignating the causally operative property in the case of values when he professes to discern
“a crucial disanalogy between values and secondary qualities” (1985: 118) to the effect that

a virtue (say) is conceived to be not merely such as to elicit the appropriate “attitude’
(as a colour is merely such as to cause the appropriate experiences), but rather such
as to merit it. (1985: 118)

He also declares that some things have properties which “validate” our attitudinal
responses (1985: 119).

Now whether or not this position qualifies as truly objectivist depends on how
McDowell construes the property-identifications that allegedly could validate the attitudes
induced. Suppose that his view is that the ascriptions incorporating these identifications
can be seen to validate our attitudes, though the identifications do not allude to our
attitudes; then—but only then—could McDowell be an objectivist in my sense. (More
precisely, he would then be likely to be a realist objectivist in the sense suggested in
the last section because his notion of meriting is presumably irreducible.) For under
these circumstances no subjective condition can be sufficient for the presence of value,
since these property-identifications would not be subjective, and the truth of ascriptions
of them would be necessary for something’s being of value.

But McDowell may seem to repudiate this view of the matter when he asserts that the
explanatory ascriptions must be “constructed” from the same “point of view” as the one
from which our attitudes are adopted and that we deprive ourselves of access to them if
we take up any perspective “external” to this point of view (1985: 119-20). Perhaps then
McDowell means that the explanations in question validate or make sense of particular
responses by way of appealing to a wider range of attitudes. It is well known that a par-
ticular response will appear more comprehensible if it can be classified as an instance of a
widespread pattern of attitudes (a pattern that one’s own attitudes also exemplify). But,
of course, these explanations cannot then validate this larger setting of attitudes. So on
this interpretation McDowell would espouse an intersubjectivist rather than a genuinely
objectivist position; that is, he would see values as being created by agreements in attitude.

I will not probe McDowell’s account any further at this point, but I will return to it in
Chapter 9. Here I have just used it to illustrate the distinction between objectivism
and intersubjectivism. It is sometimes held that common sense assumes the truth of
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objectivism, and tends to ‘objectify’ (or rather ‘reify’) values. I find this doubtful, but I
believe that spontaneously we are inclined towards intersubjectivism in the sense that, in
the absence of evidence to the contrary, we tend to assume that our fellow beings share
our attitudes: that they find funny, tasty, etc. what we ourselves find funny, tasty, and so
on. This is why one often says that something is thus and so when all one’s evidence
supports is that it is—or appears—thus and so for oneself. But the alleged tendency to
objectification (reification) has been held to amount to more than this propensity
to extrapolate from one’s own case; it has been taken to encapsulate also a tendency to
‘project’ our attitudes—or some property generated by our attitudes—on to the objects
that evoke them (see Mackie, 1980: 71). For my own part, however, I find no introspective
corroboration for the postulation of such a mechanism of projection.

The purpose of this chapter has been to distinguish between subjective, objective,
realist, and intersubjective conceptions of values and reasons. The theory I will develop is
subjectivist, and stays clear of any objectivist or realist constraints, but it is compatible
with there being intersubjective values. However, as I have also stressed, it is unlikely
that it would matter much for the purposes of this book if any objective values were
established, since they will probably be in agreement with intersubjective convergences
of attitude.

In more detail, the argument of this part will proceed as follows. In Chapter 8 I argue
that reasons for action and desire are conveniently put in a conditional form where the
consequent state of affairs must be capable of calling forth an (in the end) intrinsic desire.
This is my formulation of internalism with respect to reasons for action and desire. In
Chapter 9 I try to rebut the charge that it does not suffice that the consequent have this
capacity to evoke desire, but that it is necessary that this state of affairs be objectively
valuable in a sense implying that the desire is fitting, justified, required, etc. After reject-
ing this (presumably realist) objectivism, I move on in Chapter 10 to give a subjectivist
explication of the notion of value, which distinguishes impersonal value from that sort of
personal value that crops up in the prudentialist aim. In Chapter 11 I spell out some
relations between having reasons and being rational. I conclude by considering, in
Chapters 12 and 13, how the view of practical rationality delineated copes with the
irrationality of weakness of will. A subjectivist view which construes norms of practical
rationality as ‘constitutive’ of desire—so that one cannot consciously or deliberately
infringe these norms—seemingly leaves very little room for this kind of irrationality. It
will be seen that this kind of irrationality is due to dispositional beliefs receiving distorted
or biased representation in episodic consciousness. It is worth dwelling on this matter, since
this is the notion of attitudinal irrationality that will be put to work in Parts III, IV, and V.
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THE STRUCTURE OF
REASONS: INTERNALISM

I sHALL distinguish between three kinds of reason or, better, three different contexts in
which we speak about ‘a reason’ or ‘reasons’.! First, consider the reasons there really are
for, or against, desiring or believing something. These are truths that count in favour of,
or against, desiring or believing something. Secondly, we can ‘appropriate’ these reasons
and make them our reasons for desiring or believing. We do this by acquiring belief
in them. So, our reasons are the contents of our states of believing, not these states
themselves. Since our beliefs may be false, our reasons need not be among the reasons
there really are (contrast Broome, 1999: 410). I call these reasons which are—true or
false—contents of our beliefs apparent reasons, as opposed to teal reasons which are
truths counting in favour of, or against, something.?

Finally, if we desire or believe something because of our reasons for desiring or believing
it, the fact that we have those reasons is the reason—or explanation—why we have this
desire or belief. Reasons in this third, explanatory sense are facts, for example to the effect
that we have certain beliefs, and not contents of beliefs, as our reasons are. For, I believe
(pace Dancy, 2000: ch. 6.3), it takes facts to explain other facts, for example the fact that
one has a certain desire. The contents of our beliefs can be truths, and so imply facts, but
in reporting them as our (apparent) reasons, we leave it open whether they are real
reasons. On the other hand, a mere appeal to the reasons there really are in favour of
some attitude cannot explain its occurrence. The truth that there is gold in the mountains
cannot explain why one greedy prospector set out for the mountains, while another one
did not. But the fact that the first, but not the second, prospector has acquired belief in
this truth can. So it is facts to the effect that we have certain beliefs rather than the facts
that may make those beliefs true that explain our attitudes and actions.

1 Baier proposes another tripartite classification of reasons depending on whether they occur in deliberation, justifica-
tion, or explanation (1958: ch. 6.2.). His main contrast, though, is between justification and explanation, and this appears to
have set a standard of distinguishing between just justificatory or normative reasons and motivating ones.

2 Cf. Persson (1981: ch. 1) where apparent reasons are called ‘phenomenal’. Later, these reasons, as contents
represented in episodic thought, will be distinguished from dispositional reasons that are contents of dormant beliefs.
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Of these three appeals to reasons, it is only the first two that are of primary interest
here. The third, explanatory sense has a broad range of application including entities
which cannot have any reasons: for instance, there is a reason or explanation why a rock is
falling to the ground, though it cannot, of course, have any reason for doing so. Although
apparent and explanatory reasons are very different, they are often confused under the
label of ‘motivating reasons’. Because the term ‘motivate’ is unfortunately ambiguous,
both our (apparent) reasons for acting and the (explanatory) reasons why we act may be
said to motivate us. Those contents believed that in our eyes count in favour of our doing
an action motivate us to do it. But the fact that we believe those contents may also be said
to motivate us to do the action; that is why an explanation of our action will refer to
them. The confusion is further helped under way by the fact that “a belief” can designate
either the content believed, which can be an apparent reason, or the state of believing
something, which can be an explanatory reason.

Yet these two types of reason are very different. Our (apparent) reasons for doing
something may be opposed by reasons against doing it. They may grow stronger as we
deliberate, and finally they may make us act. None of this is true of explanatory reasons.
It is important to underline that it is things believed rather than our believing in them
that are our apparent reasons. For when we make a real reason our reason, the very same
thing that is the real reason becomes our reason. That which really tells in favour of
something now tells in favour of this thing in our minds, by our having acquired belief
in it. So, our reasons are propositions, that is, the kind of entity that completes ‘that’-
clauses and that has truth-value, propositions that we believe in or think true.? But it is
the fact that we believe in those propositions that explains facts to the effect that we
have certain para-cognitive attitudes or execute certain acts. In other words, the
(explanatory) reason why you did the action may be the fact that you had a certain
(apparent) reason for doing it.

It follows from this that those who have maintained that reasons are not causes of our
attitudes and actions are doubtless correct to the extent that they are talking about real
and apparent reasons. For real reasons cannot causally affect us, unless we believe in
them, and then it is not they, as abstract objects of belief, that causally affect us, but the
fact that we believe in them that does so. Hence, it is compatible with this admission that
real and apparent reasons are not causes of that for which they are reasons to claim that
the having of certain reasons, the thinking of certain thoughts, the contents of which are
reasons, could be such causes. If so, we could be giving causal explanations when we claim
that the reason why subjects acted in certain ways was that they had certain (apparent)
reasons. (Call this variety of reason-why explanations (apparent) reason-explanations.) So, it

3 Cf.e.g. Persson (1981:90), Bond (1983: 16, 21 ff.), and Darwall (1983: 31-2). In contrast, Dancy argues that it is states of
affairs that are real reasons, propositions, even true ones, being “too thin or insubstantial” (2000: 116) for the purpose. But
if, as Dancy grants, real reasons can be identical with apparent reasons, which are thought-contents with which we reason,
they must be abstract. At the same time, if propositions are true, there is a “contact with the realities” that Dancy wants
(2000: 115), in the form usually called ‘correspondence’. Moreover, it seems, contrary to Dancy (2000: 117), that apparent
reasons must be “representational”, for how could we otherwise account for the intensionality or non-substitutivity of
their contexts?
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would be a fallacy to infer from the admission that real and apparent reasons cannot be
causes that reason-explanations cannot be causal.*

It should be noted, however, that detailing someone’s reasons is not necessarily trying
to explain anything in terms of them. For the fact that you had apparent reasons for doing
something does not imply that you acted for those reasons. Specifying those reasons is
just reporting or describing what in your eyes counted in favour of, and perhaps even
justified, a possible course of action. In deliberating, you are in search of real reasons,
that is, truths that support something, just as we are when we try to advise you or try to
justify your behaviour afterwards. All these undertakings can be called normative as their
aim is to determine whether some action should be done or should have been done. In
contrast, citing someone’s apparent reasons is a purely descriptive task in which we try to
establish what someone thinks or believes about some matter rather than what is true
about it, whether or not this is done with a view to explaining something.

The Conditional Form of Reasons

Real and apparent reasons for action, then, are propositions, but not any proposition
could be a reason for doing something. Evidently, the reason-proposition must somehow
be about that, for example an action, for which it is a reason. Equally obviously, it must
also be about something else—something that is connected with this action and that is
adduced as a reason for or in support of it. I believe that the conditional form is especially
suitable to express this connection and thus the form of reasons for actions. I claim thata
reason for one to bring about p (or cause it to become a fact) is always formulable as a
conditional statement: if (and/or only if ) one brings about p, q is brought about (by
one).” (I shall soon take up the question what further constraints ¢ must satisfy for this
conditional to be a reason for one to bring about p and argue that it must be such that, if
one is aware of g, one must desire that g be the case.)

I cannot here pursue the matter of how ‘if-then’ constructions are to be understood
(but see Persson, 1981: ch. 4.1). Suffice it to say that I do not take them to be equivalent to
material implications, but regard them as asserting the consequent to be deducible from
the antecedent in conjunction with certain background assumptions. Thus, I think that
someone who sincerely asserts that if p then g presupposes a body of truths such that
with the addition of p to it (which addition must not produce a contradiction), g follows
logically.

On this construal, the conditional form turns out to be very flexible. It can express a
lot of different relations, causal and circumstantial as well as conceptual. When ‘If
p then q” expresses a causal statement, background material in the shape of causal laws

4 Similarly, it is a mistake to argue, as does Jean Hampton, that “a reason-based explanation is not a normal efficient
cause explanation, because it posits the reason as that “for the sake of which’ a person acted” (1998: 160). By “the reason” is
meant the agent’s apparent reason which is not supposed to be a cause.

5 Ihere assume what I have argued for elsewhere (1981), that acting can be understood as causing something to become
afact.
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are indispensable to make q inferable; when it expresses a circumstantial connection,
other facts about the situation, for example conventions regulating it, supply the
background; and when it formulates an entailment-relation, q follows from p itself.

A Parallel between Practical and Theoretical Reasons

Reasons are considerations for or against the adoption of propositional attitudes. If these
attitudes are purely cognitive, like believing or thinking some proposition true, the
reasons are often called ‘theoretical’. If the attitudes are para-cognitive, consisting in a
cognitive attitude plus some non-cognitive element, as in the case of desiring or having
an emotion, the reasons are usually called practical. (True, actions are not para-cognitive
attitudes, but then a reason for acting is, I think, strictly speaking, a reason for trying to
act, and trying is, at least in this sort of case, an intention, that is, a decisive desire, in the
process of being executed, perhaps not successfully. Thus, reasons for action are at
bottom reasons for a para-cognitive attitude.) A merit of employing conditionals as the
standard formula of practical reasons is that this formula can also be used to bring out the
structure of theoretical reasons—thus making possible a close comparison between
practical and theoretical reasons.

Now; it is plain that if I have an (apparent) reason for thinking g (true), I cannot just be
thinking (it true that) if p then q. Clearly, I must also think p (true). The conditional
provides a mere link between p and gq. If there is not endorsement of the truth of p, there
is nothing that so to speak can be channelled along this link. But thinking g for a reason
consists precisely in having one’s endorsement of the truth of g transferred or derived
from one’s endorsement of the truth of other propositions, since the truth of if p then
q and p is seen by one as guaranteeing the truth of q. So if I, who think if p then g, am
to have an (apparent) reason for thinking g, I must also be thinking p.

It follows from this account that the truth of the thoughts if p then q and p could be a
reason for one to think g only if one is in a position to become convinced of the truth of p
prior to, and thus independently of, becoming convinced of the truth of g. For otherwise
one’s endorsement of the truth of q cannot result from the endorsement of the truth of p,
and this is essential for it to be the case that one thinks q because of a reason one possesses
which has to do with p. Thus, p or p & g cannot be reasons for thinking p.

Of course, this does not imply that the direction of reasoning is always the same as the
chronological or causal order of that about which one reasons. To illustrate, the fact that
I see something is usually preceded and caused by my retinae being stimulated. But even
if I am in possession of this causal truth, I will scarcely think that I see something for the
reason that my retinae are stimulated. On the contrary, I will rather conclude that my
retinae must be stimulated because I see something. The reason for this is that, normally,
I have no avenue to what is going on in my visual receptors, except via inference from
facts about my seeing something (and background physiological knowledge).

To return to reasons for desire and action, I have advocated the view that for it to be
true that one has an apparent reason for causing p to become a fact one must have a
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thought that could be expressed in the standard formula ‘(Only) if I cause p, q will be
caused’. The glance at theoretical reasons should make it apparent that something is
missing here: a counterpart to the thinking that p is the case, that is, something that is to
be transferred or derived along the conditional link in the process of reasoning. I shall
argue that this missing element is a desire on the subject’s part that q be the case. In the
case of reasons for desire and action, it is a desire that is transferred or derived in the
process of reasoning, a desire that, if strong enough, will issue in action. That is to say, a
necessary condition for one’s thinking that (only) if one brings about p then q will be
brought about, to be (one of) one’s apparent reason(s) for bringing about p is that
one desires q to be the case. If one is averse to its being the case that g, this thought is an
apparent reason for one not to bring it about that p, while if one is indifferent to whether
or not q becomes the case, this thought is for one neither a reason for nor against the
action of causing it to become a fact that p.

How Desires Enter into Reasons

A couple of differences between reasons for action and theoretical reasons are now
noticeable. With respect to reasons for action I have put forward the following two
theses: (a) One’s reasons are propositions of a conditional form that are either truths or
contents of one’s thought, and (b) propositions about some action become reasons for
one to perform it by having a bearing on one’s desires, by one’s desiring something that is
a consequence of doing the action (and which is thus expressible by the consequent of
the conditional). Now add to these theses a claim about desires made in Chapter 4:
(c) desires are tendencies to act and not, like thoughts, states that represent a distinctive
sort of content.® This leads up to a further thesis about action-reasons: (d) although a
reference to one’s desires is part and parcel of the characterization of some—conditional—
proposition as a reason for one, nothing of it is part of one’s reason itself.” A desire has no
specific content which could be a part of an apparent reason (such contents being, as we
have seen, what form these reasons).

In contrast, the theoretical counterpart to the desire—for example the thinking true
of the antecedent of a conditional—essentially possesses a propositional content of its
own. If, as T argued in Chapter 4, a thought cannot be causally operative unless it receives
mental representation, such a representation must pop up for a piece of mental reason-
ing or inference to occur. But, as regards a desire, there is no distinctive content that needs

¢ Two examples of writers who take desires to be states having a special content (though they do not deny that desires
are behavioural tendencies) are Davidson and Hare. Davidson regards constructions of the form ‘Itis desirable that . . ." as
expressing the content (1980: 86), while Hare favours the imperatival form ‘Let me bringitabout that . . " (1971: 84 ff.). But
in my view both of these locutions have other functions.

7 Cf. Garrett Cullity and Berys Gaut: “The claim is not that a reference to desires enters the content of one’s reasons, but
that desires are conditions for the presence of those reasons” (1997b: 8). Contrast Schueler (1995: 72-5). Furthermore, my
internalism offers a formal constraint that things which are reasons logically must meet; contrary to what Schueler believes
(1995: 54 ff.), it does not attempt to offer deliberators substantive information about what things are reasons for them.
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to receive representation for the desire to play a part in a practical reason(ing), the pres-
ence of which explains an action.

Thus, we must carefully keep apart providing a full reason-explanation of why one
acted as one did and fully spelling out the content of one’s apparent reasons. For one
thing, what is stated in an explanation in terms of one’s apparent reasons is that one is
thinking certain things, but one’s apparent reasons, and what one represents to oneself,
are the content of these thoughts. It is logically impossible that one represents to oneself,
in episodic thinking, one’s being in all the cognitive states that one in fact is in, that of
every thought that one is thinking at a time, one is currently thinking that one is thinking
it (see Chapter 30). Consequently, some of one’s current desires, being initiated by
thoughts not monitored, are also outside the scope of one’s present episodic representa-
tions. But these desires must be cited in a complete (reason-) explanation of one’s reasoned
actions, for they are a part of what it is to have a reason. Furthermore, the citation of a
desire also encapsulates a reference to a non-representational explanatory factor, as
I argued in Chapter 4; but even apart from this, it adds an element which need not be
mentally represented by the subject. Hence, we must draw a sharp distinction between
what is part of a subject’s apparent reasons and what is part of an explanation in terms of
the having of those reasons: the latter includes the former, but not vice versa.

Practical Reasoning Not Inferential

From this difference between a thought and a desire—that the thought, but not the
desire, has a content of its own which must be represented to take effect—a further
difference between theoretical and practical reasoning springs: the former, but not the
latter, is an inferential process. Thatis, when one thinks q for the reason that if p then g and
p, one can be described as having inferred q from if p then g and p. But when one desires to
bring about p for the reason that only if one brings about p then g, where the latter is
something desired, there is no content that can be inferred. As we saw in Chapter 4,
a desire is not a mental episode with a distinctive content which can be inferred in an
instance of practical reasoning.

Moreover, one will not desire (to bring about) p for this reason if one has a stronger
intrinsic aversion to p or links it to some other state of affairs than q to which one is more
averse than one is attracted to q. So, to desire p for this reason, one may have to weigh or
balance the desire for q against contrary desires and find it the strongest. (If it is not the
strongest, one will only have an insufficient reason for desiring p.) But clearly, to arrive at
a desire for p through such a weighing is not to infer it (cf. Searle, 2001: 253—4).

Nor can this obstacle be overcome by simply stipulating that the desire for g be the
strongest one in the competition, as for instance, Robert Audi tries to do when he writes
that “practical reasoning, like any reasoning, requires an inferential passage from one or
more premises to a conclusion” (1989: 110). Provided it is granted that a piece of reason-
ing is genuinely practical only if it results in the making of a decision, I deny that practical
reasoning can be inferential.
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This claim can be buttressed by an examination of a somewhat modified version of
what Audi refers to as a “basic schema for practical reasoning” (1989: 99). More precisely,
itis the instantiation that he calls the “optimality pattern” (1989: 147):

(1) I'want to bring about g more than anything else.

(2) If I bring about p, I have a better chance of bringing about g than if I do
anything else.

(3) Conclusion: I should bring about p.

Here the conclusion has the semblance of following from the premises and of being
genuinely practical in the sense of being expressive of a decision. However, I believe this
appearance to be deceptive, due to an ambiguity in (3).

On one reading, (3) is equivalent to the judgement ‘T ought to bring about p” which I
take to be tantamount to a statement like:

(3") Thave more reason to bring about p than anything incompatible with it.

But this makes the reasoning theoretical. For drawing the conclusion (3") is not to decide,
but to form a belief about the thrust of one’s reasons. This might be called a judgement of
rational normativity. It might also be objected that this inference is not valid: it might be
that I ought not to want q or believe (2), though I do; and then (3") is false (cf. Broome,
1999: 410). However, although this may be so, this is hardly anything that I can
consistently believe when inferring (3'): I must then take it that I have this desire and
belief on the strength of the reasons there are. Consequently, it would seem possible to
secure the validity of the inference by plugging in premises to this effect (though this is
nothing I need to insist upon).
It is however possible to interpret (3) instead as the making of a decision:

(3") 1shallbring about p.

This sense of ‘should’ might be called expressive. (Or, if you prefer, expressively normative
if you consider this “shall’/‘should” to be the same as that in second-person cases like
“Thou shalt/should not kill’, where it expresses what is often called norms.) But on this
reading (3) is evidently not deducible from (1) and (2): surely, an endorsement of (1) and
(2) cannot logically constrain one to make the decision expressed by (3") or any other
decision.®

It may be asked why, since if (1) and (2) are true, I will normally decide to bring about p.
As we saw in Chapter 4, to decide to bring about something that is desired “more than
anything else”, one must believe that one has at one’s disposal in the circumstances
sufficient means—stretching all the way back to some basic action that one can execute
without any means—to accomplish it. Furthermore, one must continue to desire this

8 If (3) is disambiguated in the way here sketched, a problem that bothers Audi disappears, namely the problem that the
reasoning embodied in (1)~(3) need not be practical, but may be theoretical as well (1989: 101-5). This is due to the fact that
(3) vacillates between (3"), which makes the reasoning theoretical, and (3") which is required for a practical reading.



The Structure of Reasons: Internalism 117

thing in the light of these means and their other consequences, and desire it sufficiently
strongly to prevent one from engaging in further deliberative activities like looking for
alternative means. Now, let us assume that bringing about p is a means of the sort
described and that the further conditions for deciding are guaranteed by (1). Why, then,
can one not infer (3"), which expresses a decision, from (1) and (2)?

The reason for this is that, as soon as one registers one’s motivational state by making
the statement (1), one’s cognitive state alters, by the addition of a new propositional
thought, and this may, logically, affect one’s state of desire, so that one no longer wants q
(as much). Whether or not this is likely is neither here nor there; it is a logical possibility
and that is all that matters.

So, the upshot is: either the reasoning is theoretical, and then it may be inferential, or it
is practical, by issuing in a decision, but then it is not inferential. Suppose, however, that
(1)is replaced by

(1) Ishall bringaboutgq.

This is an improvement to the extent that the first premise now refrains from
reporting my desire that ¢, as a statement of a piece of theoretical reasoning of mine
avoids reporting my beliefs and instead states their content (as indeed premise (2)
does).® Now, given the additions suggested in connection with the inference to (3"), it
seems that (3") becomes inferable from (1) in conjunction with (2). For (1), not being
a propositional thought, cannot affect one’s desires; so the objection just raised is
evaded.

If so, it seems that we after all have an inference that is genuinely practical. But no, for
in this context (3") does not express the making of a decision (contrast Broome, 1999:
407). True, it constitutes an inferential transformation of the intention formed by the
decision that (1") might express. But effecting such a transformation is not making a
decision: for example, having decided to make a phone call at noon, I do not make a deci-
sion to make it now when I realize that it is noon now, though I acquire the intention to
phone now. If I continually update my intention, as I register the passage of time (‘I shall
do itin ten minutes, in nine minutes . . .), I do not execute a series of decisions. Deciding
requires bringing to an end deliberation that I have not reopened in this sort of case.
Similarly, when the specification of means in (2) makes me move from (1')—which, as
remarked in Chapter 4, as an intention presupposes that there are acceptable means—to
the intention expressed by (3”). The content of my intention is inferentially transformed
in light of new factual information, but this is not practical in the sense of issuing in the
making of a decision. A decision is made only when one desire so strongly comes out of
the process of weighing desires against each other that it puts an end to this process. This
a desire can never achieve by being inferred.

° Cf. Schueler’s distinction between practical reasoning that reveals one’s desires and reports of them that form
premises or parts of its content (1995: 96-108). Still, it has been one of my claims that desires do not have any specific
content—expressible by sentences of the form Tshall . .." or any other form—as a belief that p has a specific content
expressible by ‘p’.
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The Direction of Derivation

There are other noteworthy differences between practical and theoretical reasoning; for
instance, a striking asymmetry between the ‘direction’ of the derivation of desire (or
intention) in practical reasoning and the direction of the derivation of belief in theoretical
reasoning. In the latter case, it flows unproblematically from a sufficient antecedent to its
consequent: if I think that if p then q and that p, I have a reason for thinking that ¢, and
may proceed to infer that q. But it would be peculiar to make the general claim that, if
I think that if I bring about p then q is brought about and desire to bring about p, I have a
reason to desire to bring about g and may proceed to derive this desire. For if, say, I think
that eating sweets will make me put on weight, and I desire to eat sweets, it is certainly
not the case that I am given a reason to want to put on weight and am required to derive a
desire to do so. Surely, if, per impossibile, it turns out that I can eat sweets without putting
on weight, I have no reason to be frustrated (I will instead be relieved).

Yet, if p is sufficient for g, q is necessary for p, and reasoning to necessary means is often
held to be a paradigm of practical reasoning: if I want to eat sweets and believe that a
necessary means to this is taking sweets out of my pocket, I have a reason to want to
take them out and may form a desire to do so (in the absence of countervailing reasons).
It follows that a necessary means is not just any old necessary condition.

It might be said that a means is a cause of the end. Since my increase in weight is an
effect instead of a cause of my intake of sweets, it cannot be a means to it. But although
causal means are causes, not all means are causal: for instance, I may break a record by
means of taking a very long leap. However, the central point for present purposes is not
that this causal requirement is not a necessary condition, but that it is not sufficient
for something to be a means I employ. When I move my finger, a cause of the finger-
movement may be certain neuro-muscular happenings. Nonetheless, I do not, and
cannot, (intentionally) move my finger by means of (intentionally) causing those happenings.

The reason is, I suggest, that I ascertain that I am moving my finger prior to, and thus
independently of, establishing that I am causing those neuro-muscular happenings. I per-
ceive that I am moving the finger, but if [ know at all that the neuro-muscular events occur,
I have to infer it from the fact that [ have moved my finger and scientific knowledge which
correlates this movement with the occurrence of these events. Things would stand differ-
ently if I could directly monitor the micro-process as they occur in the interior of my body.
Then they would be, for me, epistemically prior in relation to the finger-movement, and this
would enable me to use the causing of them as a means to the movement. If, under these
circumstances, I wanted to move my finger, I would have reason to want to cause those
events, and to feel frustrated, if I notice thatI fail to do so, since this would be a sign that I
shall fail to attain my end of moving the finger. In actual circumstances, however, I have
no reason for frustration if, after moving my finger, I am informed that, by a miracle, I did
this without the occurrence of the neuro-muscular events. Thus, an agent must be able
to manipulate a means to an end, or to tell whether it has been applied, prior to knowing
whether the end is attained.
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As regards theoretical reason, in order for the thought if p then g and p to be a reason for
me to think g, establishing p must have, for me, epistemic priority to establishing . I must
be in a position to ascertain p prior to and independently of g, if my reason is to be that
because of which I think q. The inference is from the epistemically prior to the posterior. In
the practical case, we have now seen, the derivation runs in the reverse direction, from the
epistemically posterior to the prior: one transfers one’s desire from g to a necessary
condition for it, p, only if p has epistemic priority for one. This is required for one to see p
as a (necessary) means, as something one brings about ‘on one’s way’ to accomplishing q.
A means is so to speak a ‘landmark’ or ‘rail’ by which one steers on one’s way towards the
end, something that for one can be a sign that the end is in the making. Obviously, if one
could come to think that one has brought about p only by inferring it from the fact that q
has been brought about, or only after one has observed q to have been brought about,
one could not see p thus.

Hence, I claim that the derivation or transference of desire in practical reasoning runs
from the epistemically posterior to the prior and not, as the transference of thought and
belief in the theoretical case, from the epistemically prior to the posterior. It is not hard to
understand why conative derivation should take this direction, given the direction of fit
of desires. One’s desire to cause q cannot make the world fit its content, that is, issue in
one’s causing what (one thinks) is ¢, unless it causes what one sees as necessary prelimin-
aries to making the world fit this content.

This leads onto the further point that in order for there to be a reason to desire a
means, it is not enough that it be a necessary means for the end. It must be sufficient in
the circumstances for it. For it is useless to bring about a necessary means which is part of
no sufficient condition for the end: this will not contribute to making the world fit the
content of one’s desire.

It should be noticed that this point supports the claim that practical reasoning is not a mat-
ter of inference, for inference hinges simply on the necessity of that which is inferred. In con-
trast, means to which desire is transferable need not be necessary at all: there is reasoning to
means that are the best ones of several alternatives—as the discussion of Audi’s optimality
pattern in the preceding section implies. But for the sake of simplicity, I shall henceforth have
in mind means that as well as being sufficient in the circumstances are necessary.

When one discovers such a first step or means, p, which is necessary and in the circum-
stances sufficient, all that follows is that one has some reason to desire (to bring about) p.
This reason need not be sufficient to make one desire p. The weighing of desires that we
have already touched upon comes into play here. One may have an intrinsic aversion to
the means, and it may have other consequences which repel one. If so, one’s reason for
desiring p may not be strong enough to call forth a desire to this effect. On the other hand,
this reason can be supported by other reasons,that is, p may have other consequences that
attract one. Or one may have an intrinsic desire for p with the help of which one comes to
desire p all things considered. One will then desire to cause p partly in order to cause ¢,
that s, one will be disposed to bring about what one thinks is p partly to be ‘on one’s way’
to bringing about what one thinks s q.
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In contrast, if causing p is for one epistemically posterior to causing g, there is no
reason why a disposition to cause what one thinks is g should spawn a disposition to cause
what one thinks is p, for the latter disposition is not due to come into operation until one
has accomplished what one desired, namely q. This derivation makes no sense in the case
of an attitude—desire—whose direction of fit is to make the world match its content,
whereas it makes prefect sense in the theoretical case where the reasoning concerns an
attitude—belief—whose content is believed to fit the world. For in the latter instance,
one reasons from something—epistemically prior—whose fit has been established to
something—epistemically posterior—whose fit is still to be established.

This also creates a possibility which arguably has no practical counterpart, namely the
possibility of being in possession of conclusive reasons, for example when one is convinced
of the truth of if p then q and p. If this reason is real, there cannot be any stronger real
reason for believing not-q. In contrast, if the reasoning is from the posterior to the prior,
new discoveries can always be made that—without undermining the truth of earlier
reasons—upset the balance of reasons.

In formulating reason-constituting conditionals, I adopt the convention of letting the
epistemically prior condition figure in the antecedent and the posterior condition in the
consequent. Thus, this could express that bringing about p is a necessary means to g:
‘Only if I bring about p will q be brought about’. However, I shall assume that when
agents subscribe to this conditional, they also believe that they can bring about p and that
doing so will be sufficient in the circumstances for accomplishing q. Given the second
assumption, this conditional will imply ‘If I bring about p in the present circumstances,
q will be brought about’. The latter provides a reason to bring about p only to the extent
that p is regarded as a necessary, or the best, means to q. Hence, without further assump-
tions, neither conditional is perfectly suited to express the reason-giving relationship.

A Defence of Internalism

When discussing the desire-dependence of reasons for action, I have so far concentrated
on apparent reasons. The dependence must take a weaker, hypothetical form in the case
of one’s real reasons, since one may be unaware of these. As these reasons are proposi-
tions that need not form objects of thought for the subjects to whom they are reasons, it
would be too strong to demand that the subjects actually have desires directed towards
them. The most that can be claimed is that the fact that, only if one brings about p then q
is brought about, could constitute a reason for one to bring about p just in case one would
desire g were one to think of g.

To my mind this desire-dependence or internalism of reasons for action seems just as
natural as the corresponding belief or thinking-true dependence of theoretical reasons,
that is, the thesis that one’s believing if p then g cannot compose an apparent reason for
one to believe q unless one (independently) believes p and that it cannot compose real
reason for one unless one can be (independently) brought to believe p (say, by p being pre-
sented by sense-perception). If p were a proposition that we could not psychologically be
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brought to believe (at least not independently of g), then it seems obvious that it could
not be a reason for us to believe q. In this sense it seems hard to deny that there is a
psychological dimension to ‘reasons’, as there is to ‘explanation’.

Therefore, it is not surprising to find that some writers, who have objected to the thesis
that reasons for action are desire-dependent, appear to want to quarrel only with the
stronger version of this doctrine, the doctrine that ties reasons for action to actual desires
of the subject.® Perhaps they only mean to object to theorists who have in this way over-
stated the desire-dependence of action-reasons—possibly because of a predominant
interest in ‘motivating’ (apparent or explanatory) reasons. However, I shall take the
desire-dependence of reasons for action and desire that defines internalism to amount to
this: if there are (decisive) real reasons for one to bring it about that p (to the effect that
(only) if one brings about p, then ¢, 1, etc. result), and one is aware of them (i.e. they are
apparent reasons, too) and, as a result, is able to rightly hold that one ought to bring
about p, then, necessarily, one (decisively) desires to bring about p (because one desires to
bring about ¢, r, etc.).!* Externalism denies the necessity of this claim.!?

I shall now argue for this claim.!? On internalism, if the real reasons for me to bring
about p (a basic action in my repertoire) are sufficiently stronger than the reasons not to
do so, then, if I am aware of these reasons, that is, if they are contents of thoughts of
mine, I must necessarily decide to bring about p. In other words, when presented with
these reasons, it is not logically possible for me to ask sincerely “Why shall I bring about p?’

But here we must be careful not to confuse ‘shall’ with ‘should’ in what was above
called the rationally normative use, according to which ‘T should (or ought to) bring
about p” means roughly the same as Thave sufficiently strong reasons to bring about p’. In
this sense, my question would be asking for sufficiently strong reasons to bring about p,
when I have just been given sufficiently strong reasons to bring about p. Of coutse, this
question is sensible neither on internalism nor on externalism.

Rather, we should take ‘shall’ as having the expressive(ly normative) sense. According
to this sense, the question expresses a state of indecision in which one is not sufficiently
motivated to make the decision expressed by I shall bring about p’. On internalism, this
question is absurd, for if it is true that I have apparent reasons to bring about p that are
sufficiently strong, I am necessarily ready to decide that I shall bring about p. Here, if one

10 See Bond (1983: e.g. the passage from p. 36 quoted in ch. 7), and Nagel (1986: 139, 151).

11 This formulation allows internalism to take both the cognitive form in which the ‘ought’ judgement states a truth
about one’s reasons and the non-cognitive form in which it expresses a non-truth functional attitude as a decision. For
instance, John Ibberson (1986: 70, 85-6) takes the latter view when he declares that, in normative contexts, to call some-
thing a reason is to prescribe that, other things being equal, it be acted upon. The connection is here to the desires of the
speaker who may not be identical to the subject said to have the reasons. More recently, another non-cognitivist account
has been developed by Gibbard (1990). However, I incline towards cognitivist internalism on linguistic or grammatical
grounds to the effect that constructions lacking truth-value, e.g. imperatives, do not possess a syntactic richness matching
that of normative or evaluative sentences. For example, non-cognitivist analyses of such sentences of conditional form, in
the third person and past tense would seem to be contrived. But this is a controversy I shall not pursue any further.

12 The terms ‘internalism’ and ‘externalism’ became popular in the wake of Bernard Williams'’s ‘Internal and External
Reasons’ (reprinted in Williams, 1981), in which he defends internalism.

13 In my argument I have in mind in particular the strong case Parfit makes for externalism in an unpublished manu-
script. As this is a work in progress, I shall not quote from it.
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is in a position to claim truly that one has sufficiently strong reasons to bring about p,
then, necessarily, one is ready to decide to bring it about.

In contrast, on externalism, there is no absurdity in asking in this sense “Why shall
I bring about p?” when I have just been given reasons to bring it about that are sufficiently
strong, for being in a position to claim these reasons is compatible with remaining in a
state of indecision. Thus, it is compatible with asking for something other than reasons
that could put an end to this state of indecision, and one wonders what this could be. It
seems rather that there could not possibly be this slack, that asking for reasons for and
against bringing it about that p is asking for something that could not merely put one in a
position of concluding that one should, or ought (not) to, bring it about, but also, neces-
sarily, in the position of deciding one way or the other. It seems hardly a contingent fact
that reasons for and against bringing it about that p are what, if strong enough, would
make me decide one way or the other, that what answers the question “Why should I (or
ought I to) bring about p?’ must also be capable of answering the decision-question “Why
shall I bring about p?’ If so, externalism commits the fault of driving a wedge between
two questions between which there is no space.

To put the point more precisely, it is helpful to distinguish between two situations of
becoming aware of real reasons for bringing it about that p.

(1) In the first situation, I am aware of the content of the reasons I have to bring about p,
and not (just) the fact that I have such (real) reasons. If so, then, on internalism, I am
necessarily motivated to bring about p, since, definitionally, my reasons are tied to my
desires. If these apparent reasons are stronger than any competing ones, I am more
strongly motivated to bring about p than any alternative state of affairs. Hence, internal-
ism rules out, in this situation, my sincerely asking “Why (shall I) bring about p?" in a
sense implying that I am undecided about whether to bring about p. This is in line
with the situation in the theoretical realm where I certainly cannot ask “Why (shall I)
believe that p?” in this sense when my apparent reasons for believing this are sufficiently
stronger than the reasons for any alternative.

(Note, however, that this does not imply that the sentence T have sufficient reason (or
ought) to bring it about that p, so I shall do it’ is a logical truth, as it is likely to be on
non-cognitive internalism. For once I am self-consciously aware of my current apparent
reasons as my reasons, as having the requisite relation to my desires, [ have a new proposi-
tional thought that could conceivably affect the balance of my reasons. However, even
though this reaction is conceivable, it is unlikely to occur in a well-adjusted being, as
explained below.)

On externalism, there could, however, be room to ask “‘Why (shall I) bring about p?” in
the expressive(ly normative) sense implying that I am undecided, for it does not make it
logically necessary that my having apparent reasons makes me motivated. This would
then have to be a request for something other than externalist reasons, something that
could motivate one to make a decision. But what could plausibly fill this gap?

As we shall see in the next chapter, it is not possible to escape this consequence by
maintaining that, though reasons are not definitionally tied to desires, we are requitred to
have certain desires in accordance with them in the sense that we can be required to
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believe what is evidently true. It is arguably absurd to ask “Why shall I believe that this
appears red to me?’ when something clearly appears red to me (although the latter does
not entail that one has any belief: see Persson, 1985a: ch. 3). For this seems to be some-
thing I am required to believe if I am to qualify as having any beliefs involving the concept
of red. But there cannot be anything that I am similarly required to desire, for the reason
that beliefs and desires have opposite directions of fit. Beliefs fulfil their function if and
only if their contents fit the world, and are given up if their contents are disclosed not to
do so. But desires fulfil their function if and only if they make the world fit their objec-
tives, and must be given up when this fitis or cannot be achieved. Hence, there is nothing
that it is absurd not to desire in the same non-contingent sense in which it is absurd not to
believe what is evidently true according to one’s senses. All one is required to desire to
attain the relevant fit is some state of affairs which one can bring about and can refrain
from bringing about, but this does not require one to desire anything specifically.

Certainly, externalists could affirm that, as a matter of fact, we always intrinsically
desire the things we realize we have a sufficient reason to desire intrinsically. For instance,
we intrinsically desire not to feel physical pain, and we also have a reason to have this
intrinsic desire, owing to the nature of pain. But, according to the analysis of pain given
in Chapter 1, it is conceivable that, as the result of some mutation, we lose this intrinsic
aversion to pain. Then, on externalism, it seems we would still have a reason to be
intrinsically averse to pain. But that is distinctly odd.

Externalists might reply that ‘pain’ must here have a richer meaning which includes an
intrinsic aversion to the sensation designated by the term. If so, externalists do not face
the absurdity of having to admit that we have a reason to be intrinsically averse to the
sensorily pain-like sensations to which we are no longer intrinsically averse. This move
requires, however, that we are prepared to regard the aversion allegedly entailed by
the concept of pain as beyond the pale of reasons—as, indeed, Parfit seems to be
(1984: 123). Internalists will say that we have reason to apply means to fulfil this non-
rational desire. But externalists will add that we have reason to have an intrinsic desire
with the same object as the non-rational desire, namely, that a sensation with a certain
sensory quality stop. This reason-based desire must, of course, be distinct from the non-
rational desire with the same object. But this duplication of desires appears superfluous,
since the first non-rational desire seems enough to fill the function of moving us to put an
end to our pain. The acquisition of such a desire fills a function when we consider pains
that we shall feel in the future (or the pains of others), but not in the case of pains we are
currently feeling. Thus, it is a feature that may make externalism attractive as regards
future pains, which makes it awkward in the case of one’s current pains.'4

Furthermore, externalists owe us an explanation of why beings have a reason to avoid
pain for its own sake when and only when they have a non-rational, intrinsic aversion to
pain, though their reasons—as opposed to internalist ones—are logically independent of

14 Ruth Chang also argues that desires to continue to have, or to avoid, hedonic sensations provide reasons (2004: 75-9).
However, she adopts the “hybrid” view that reasons can also be provided by facts external to the attitudes of subjects. But
this hybrid view seems to me unstable, since if you concede that external facts can provide reasons, they could also be what
makes the fact that someone wants something provide a reason for her.
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desires. Therefore, I conclude that in the quite possibly simplest and clearest case of an
intrinsic desire, the desire not to feel a pain that one is feeling, externalism faces difficulties.
This case rather supports the internalist view that we cannot have any reasons for intrinsic
desires, qua their being intrinsic.

(2) Imagine next that I know only that I have sufficient real reasons for bringing about p;
[ am not aware of the contents of those reasons, which it will take further enquiries to get
to know. In terms of my internalism, this roughly means: I know that there are facts such
that, were I to be conscious of them, I would be motivated to bring about p. This certainly
does not entail that I am motivated to bring about p. It is logically possible that I am
unmotivated and give vent to this by saying something like “‘Why bring about p, why
bother to do so?” However, there is an evolutionary explanation of why we should be
motivated to seek and spell out real reasons we take there to be, if we understand them as
internalists understand them: they will guide us to satisfy our (intrinsic) desires as fully as
possible. And, as we have seen, when we have spelt out our reasons then, on internalism,
we shall necessarily be accordingly motivated. Certainly, it is logically possible that,
owing to acedia or spiritual weariness, we never get around to seek or spell out the rea-
sons we know there to be. But we can rest assured that, being creatures which have sur-
vived for a long time, this must be the exception.

Externalists, by contrast, cannot avail themselves of this explanation of why in general
we shall seek and spell out reasons we know there to be, since they hold that the existence
of our reasons is not conceptually related to our desires. Of course, they could postulate
a desire to seek and spell out the externalist reasons we take there to be. But it seems hard
to explain, for example in evolutionary terms, why we should have this desire. To be sure,
if these reasons in fact turn out to be for things it promotes our survival to desire, like the
absence of pain, it would be intelligible why we desire to find out what we have externalist
reason to desire. But this suggests that it is a mere coincidence that we take an interest in
finding out what these reasons are. This makes externalism appear less palatable than
internalism.

It should be noted that these arguments hit not merely externalism proper, but also
what one might call forms of ideal internalism. This brand of internalism states that not
any old fact that induces an (intrinsic) desire, if attention is drawn to it, is a real reason
(for the subject in question); the fact is qualified as a reason only if the subject from
which the desire is called forth satisfies further conditions C, for example to the effect of
being impartial.!* This sort of internalism is exposed to the reasoning above for one
could ask “‘Why (shall I) act on the considerations that I would act on in C, for example
when I am deprived of certain pieces of information and certain desires that I in fact
possess?” Like externalists, ideal internalists could claim that, as a matter of fact, we have
a desire to act on the considerations we would act on in C, but, again, it is not obvious
why we should have such a desire.

1> For an example of what I have termed ideal internalism, see Darwall (1983). On his view (see esp. ch. 15), “principles
that ground reasons” are ones that one would choose for all to act on were one not merely behind a Rawlsian veil of ignor-
ance, but also equipped only with desires that are common to all rational subjects.
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Misconstruals of the Purport of Internalism

It seems that resistance to the desire-dependence of action-reasons can often be traced to
misunderstandings of this view. First, some philosophers appear to believe that this view
is logically tied to a conception of desires to which it may be historically tied: a Humean
conception of desires as “passions”, that is, a kind of non-representational mental
episodes that urge or impel agents to act. In the words of McDowell the internalist doc-
trine relies on an

inexplicit adherence to a quasi-hydraulic conception of how reason explanations
account for action. The will is pictured as the source of the forces that issue in the
behaviour such explanations explain. (1981: 155)

He goes on to argue that if “it strikes an agent that his reason for acting as he does con-
sists entirely in his conception of the circumstances in which he acts” (1978: 18), then it
smacks of falsification to insist on the citation of a desire in the explanation of the action.
Certainly, it would be to falsify the facts to insist that a desire was a part of the agent’s
(apparent) reasons or in any other way a part of what “strikes” or episodically occurs to
him. But, in my version, the desire-dependence of reasons does not imply that desires are
necessarily part of the agent’s reason or of what episodically occurs to him. It claims that
to describe certain thoughts—that make up the whole content of the agent’s reasons—as
reasons (for the agent) is to say that they are related to the agent’s desires, that they have at
least the potential of arousing his desires when his attention is drawn to them. And a
desire, as I conceive it, is not a mental episode, but a non-experiential, postulated entity
that alongside thoughts gives rise to behaviour.!¢

Of course, this entity must be mentioned in an explanation which refers to the agent’s
reasons. But we have seen that we must carefully keep apart the explanatory concept of a
reason— the reason why’—and the concept of an apparent reason—'somebody’s reason’:
the latter is constituted by propositions entertained by the agent, while the former cites
facts to the effect that the agent endorses these propositions as true and has certain
desires linked to them. McDowell, however, appears oblivious to this distinction for he
moves freely between the claim that a desire does not function as an independent
component in the agent’s reason (1978: 15) and the claim that it does not so function in
the explanation of his action (1978: 16). This may have helped to mislead him into assum-
ing that internalism is committed to a Humean outlook on desires.!”

But aside from this misconception of desires along Humean lines, the error of thinking
that, if reasons for action are desire-dependent, desires must form a part of the agent’s
reason or be included in that of which the agent is conscious when acting, may be perni-
cious in another way. It may take the form of believing that if one part of one’s reason is

16 This is also my response to Scanlon’s claim that “we should not take “desires’ to be a special source of motivation,
independent of our seeing things as reasons” (1998: 40). He regards it as “trivially true that whenever a person is moved to
act he or she has an ‘urge’ to act that way”. Possibly, this “urge” qualifies as a desire as conceived by me.

17 That the denial of internalism may be the result of linking it to a Humean conception of desire is also suggested by
Michael Smith (1987; 1994: ch. 4).
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the thought ‘Only if I bring it about that p, q will result’, then, if reasons are desire-dependent,
another part of it must be the thought ‘T desire ¢q". Hence, if one causes p for this
reason, one does so thinking that it is a way of fulfilling a desire one has. So, apparently,
internalism as regards reasons for action is wedded to the claim that all agents, who act
for reasons, act with a view to satisfying their own desires.

This is a gross misunderstanding of the purport of internalism. What this account
claims is that g be desired by one and not that one be conscious of this fact. One can bring
about p for the reason that, as one sees it, only if one brings about p then g, without being
aware that one desires that g and so without thinking that the realization of p will fulfil a
desire one has (see e.g. Darwall, 1983: 37). Suppose, however, that one does transcend to the
meta-level of monitoring one’s present desires and thus is aware of this desire and con-
sequently sees the bringing about of p as a way of satisfyingit. Then internalists claim that if
these are one’s reasons for being moved one to action, a second-order desire to fulfil one’s pre-
sent desires must be ascribable to one, and this may be a reason why one acted of which one
is not conscious. In fact, there is, as was remarked above, an obstacle in principle to one’s
being aware of all the desires that one has when acting, since one cannot be aware of all
one’s present thoughts. For one cannot in thinking a thought think that one has this very
thought, and some of the thoughts of which one is unconscious may be causally operative.

Itis of greatimportance to realize that internalism with respect to reasons for action is
not linked up with the thesis that we always act in order to fulfil our own desires; that sort
of claim will be a main objective of criticism in Part IV.18

Thirdly, there is the misapprehension that insisting on the presence of a desire leads to
shallow explanations. Writing of a masochist, David McNaughton claims that

According to that thesis we have fully explained someone’s choosing to be flogged
when we have explained that he believes it will cause him great pain and that is what
he desires. This is surely mistaken; more is required to have fully explained his
action. We need to appreciate the masochist’s view of the whipping, to discover the
light in which it can be seen as attractive. (1988: 112)

However, internalism does not exclude the information on which McNaughton insists.
Internalism is not confined to the rather fatuous explanation “The masochist underwent
a whipping because he thought it would cause him pain and he wants to feel pain.” It is
perfectly consistent with this theory to go on explaining why the masochist desires to feel
pain, by bringing out what he sees as attractive about it. Explicitly or implicitly, this form
of explanation will appeal to desires for that which forms the attractive aspect, desires
from which the desire to feel pain is derived.

It seems that McNaughton here takes for granted something that Scanlon refers to as
“the standard desire model”, according to which “desires are not conclusions of practical
reasoning but starting points for it. They are states which simply occur or not” (1998: 43).
But, as I have repeatedly stressed, (intelligent) desires are para-cognitive attitudes—in

18 For further discussion of this matter, see Persson (1990). Cf. also Pettit’s and Smith’s (1990) distinction between back-
ground and foreground desire (though I take exception to their claim that a desire is “a sort of state which closely parallels
belief” (p. 591)).
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Scanlon’s terminology, “judgment-sensitive attitudes” (1998: 20)—for which reasons and
reason-explanations can be provided.

Reasons for Emotions

The practical reasons on which I have so far concentrated are, basically, reasons for
desiring since, as indicated, reasons for acting and intending are reducible to such
reasons. But practical reasons also comprise reasons for having emotions. For it is of
course possible, as was pointed out in Chapter 5, to have emotions for reasons, for
example, I can be sad or fear that I am getting certain spots on the skin for the reason that
these spots are an infallible sign that I am suffering from a terminal illness. These reasons
are, however, not necessarily reasons for desire, since, as argued in Chapter 6, sadness
does not comprise having any desire or wish. Nonetheless, desires or wishes—for exam-
ple, not to suffer from the illness—may be part of the reasons for emotions.

Reasons for emotions can also be put in conditional form: for example, my reason for
being sad about, or fearing, the spots can be expressed as ‘Tam suffering from this terminal
illness only if my skin gets such-and-such spots’, where the consequent about the illness
evokes the emotion in question. Of course, the antecedent does not necessarily concern
the possibility of my performing some action, since this possibility is not essential for
having the emotions of, for example, sadness and fear, as it is essential for having an intel-
ligent desire.

In the case of emotions, the current of derivation is also from the epistemically poste-
rior to the prior. This is because their direction of fit is the same as that of desires: in first
fearing that p and then, upon becoming convinced that p, becoming sad that p, I first fear
that the world will fit the proposition p and then am sad because it does. If the spots are
among the first noticeable symptoms of the disease, I will derive a separate fear of the
spots from my fear of getting the disease, but this is not so if the spots make their appear-
ance late in the course of the illness, at a point when I am already certain that I am
afflicted by it.

This implies that the derivation of one emotion from another of the same kind is
restricted to epistemic emotions, like fear and hope, as opposed to factive ones, like sad-
ness and gladness (to hark back to a distinction espoused in Chapter 6). For me to be sad
that I have contracted the disease, I must be convinced of my having the disease. But this
conviction, in conjunction with my belief that the spots are a sure sign of the disease,
provides me with no reason to be derivatively sad that I have the spots, upon discovering
them, for this makes my conviction that I am infected no firmer. In contrast, my fear of
the disease may give me reason derivatively to fear finding the spots on my skin, since this
may make it more probable that I have the disease. However, both epistemic and factive
emotions can be derived from desires or wishes, when the appropriate epistemic condi-
tions obtain (probability and certainty, respectively). In principle, this derivation is
parallel to the derivation of desires.
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To bring out the crucial dimension of epistemic priority, I have proposed to adopt the
convention of formulating conditionals so that the epistemically prior state of affairs
always appears in the antecedent and the posterior in the consequent. Thus, in terms of
the last example, if there is a biconditional relationship between the spots and the illness,
and the spots are in the position of epistemic priority, the conditional should be formu-
lated as Thave the disease if and only if I have the spots’ rather than as T have the spots if
and only if I have the disease’.



9

AN OBJECTIVE
REQUIREMENT?

ONE of the chief suggestions emerging from the foregoing chapter is that a real reason
for one to (want to) bring about p is a truth of the form that only if one brings about p
then q results, in which one desires q or would desire q were it brought to one’s attention.
This is a formulation of internalism or the desire-dependence of real reasons (from
which follows internalism with respect to apparent reasons). However, this leaves room
for an objective constraint on the desires on which real reasons are conceptually depen-
dent. It might be claimed that not any conditional truth about an action the consequent
of which elicits a desire is a real reason for executing the action. This is so only if the con-
sequent is such that it can be judged fitting, required, etc. to desire it. Now, it is reasonable
to say that it is fitting or required to desire a state of affairs if and only if it is objectively
valuable—objectively valuable because the feature of the state of affairs that makes it fitting
to desire it is independent of desire.

Real reasons, it is reasonable to continue, must ultimately be grounded in states of
affairs that are objectively valuable in themselves, and the norms of practical reasoning
are designed to preserve this objective value (as the norms of theoretical reasoning are
designed to preserve truth). This is a picture of the normative and the evaluative that may
be presented by internalist objectivism.

An Analogy with Foundationalism

To try to get a grip on this notion of objective value, let us compare it to the correspondence-
theoretic notion of truth and internalist objectivism to foundationalism in epistemology
(this can be done without endorsing the truth of the correspondence theory or founda-
tionalism). For one to have in one’s mind a real reason supporting one’s thought that g,
it is not enough that in awareness of the fact if p then ¢, one thinks it true that p if
presented with this proposition; this thought must also be true. So the fact p should be
presented in such a way to one that p is thought true only if it is in fact true. This can
be done by providing (conclusive) reasons for p in its turn, by presenting one with
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propositions to the effect that if r then p and r. But, evidently, this type of justification
cannot go on ad infinitum; nor can some reason be left unjustified, for this lack of
justification would spread and infect the whole chain of reasons forged by one.

Itis at this juncture foundationalism enters the scene. It suggests that the way out of this
regress lies in the fact that some thoughts can be justified by reference to something of a
different kind than thoughts, something that in its turn does not cry out for justification.
This is sense-experience: some thoughts are the result of having sense-experiences to
which they correspond, and thus are true of in the correspondence-theoretic sense.
When the thought that I see something blue, for example, occurs to me because of my
experience of seeing something of this colour, I can be certain of its truth because it
consists in a correspondence with the experience that directly causes it. We may say thatI
here perceive that something is blue (this locution implies truth). Thoughts that are thus
justified by reference to sensory experience could be termed basic thoughts. According to
foundationalism, they generate the justificatory power of the whole system of reasons
that might be erected.

In analogy with this, internalist objectivism may claim that to justify or give real
reasons for a desire for p, it is not enough to point to a fact that only if p is brought about
then q results to somebody who has a desire for g. One must also show that it is fitting or
required to desire q. This may be achieved by producing a real reason, the consequent of
which is the object of desire, from which the desire for q can be derived. But, evidently,
this type of justification cannot go on without an end; some state of affairs must be
desired for its own sake or as an end (in itself ), and not because of any reasons. That s, it
must be an objective of intrinsic desire. (In the present context, I assume that intrinsic
desires are ultimately intrinsic, that is, that they have not started their life as being based on
apparent reasons. For this distinction, see the next chapter.)

Intrinsic desires cannot, however, be left unjustified, objectivists may continue, for
then the whole system of reasons one has rooted in them will be drained of its justificat-
ory power. But since, ex hypothesi, they are not justified by reference to other desires,
their basis—like that of basic thoughts—must be sought in something of a different kind.
As basic thoughts can be justified (we have imagined) by appeal to sense-experience, so,
internalist objectivists may suggest, (ultimately) intrinsic desires can be justified in terms
of something showing them to be fitting or required. Such intrinsic desires are the
conative counterparts to perceivings-that.

Before attempting to assess the merits of this internalist objectivism, let me under-
score that I construe the intrinsicality of desires more narrowly than it traditionally may
have been. I propose to employ the phrase ‘desiring something for its own sake (or as an
end)’ or, alternatively, ‘intrinsically desiring something’ in contradistinction to ‘desiring
something for an (apparent) reason’ rather than in contradistinction to the traditional
contrast ‘desiring something as a means’.! Consider a case in which you desire an

! This implies that Joseph Raz is wrong when he claims: “There is always a reason for any desire” (1999: 56). Raz makes
the denial of this claim seem more implausible than it is by not distinguishing having no reason for a desire from having
reasons against it, e.g. when he writes: “We cannot want what we see no reason to want any more than we can believe what
we think is untrue or contrary to the evidence” (1999: 53).
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experience because it is pleasurable. As we saw in Chapter 2, this is desiring to have the
experience because of one of its intrinsic properties that is supervenient on some of its
other intrinsic properties. In this situation, it seems wrong to say that you desire to have
the experience as a means to experience pleasure because that would suggest that there is
an external relation between the experience and pleasure, whereas the experience in fact
includes the pleasure. Nonetheless, it is true that you desire to have the experience for the
reason that it constitutes something pleasurable; it is pleasure and no other intrinsic
feature of the experience that is strictly the object of your intrinsic desire.? This narrow
use tailors intrinsic desires for the role of stopping points of reasoning.

I want now to present a reason for thinking that there are no states of affairs such that
it is fitting or required to form intrinsic desires with them as objectives. I shall do this by
pursuing a parallel—already broached in the foregoing chapter—to basic thoughts in
which we are required to invest belief in the light of matching sense-experience.

AsIpointed out, there is a reason for asserting that it is not logically possible for me to
wonder, for example, “Why shall (or should) I think it true that I see something blue?’
when I see something blue. Instead I must tend to respond to awareness of this sort of
experience by thinking it true that I see something blue. This is because of the direction
of fit of thoughts or beliefs: they are states formed to be true, to fit the facts. Therefore, to
qualify as an instance of thinking-true or believing, the thought that I see something blue
must be formed to fit the facts, but then it will be formed to fit what I see when I see
something blue. Forming a belief that fits the facts in this simple situation is necessary for
being granted the capacity to form it.?

The crux is, however, as we have seen, that it is something of a commonplace that
beliefs and desires have opposite directions of fit. While beliefs are formed in order that
they (i.e. their contents) fit the facts, and are abandoned if they fail in this respect, desires
are rather states to make the world fit them (their objectives), and the fact that there is no
fitis no reason to give them up; instead they often cease to exist when there is a fit. So the
direction of fit of desires is opposite to that of belief.

This means that there is not an argument parallel to the one I just ran for basic
thoughts which supports the conclusion that there are propositions fit or required to be
intrinsically desired.* We cannot claim, for example, that there are (true) propositions
such that, if they are the content of our thought, we are required to respond by intrinsically
desiring that they fit the facts if our desire is to have the fit required of desires, for no
such fit with the facts is required of desires. We cannot logically rule out that something
is a desire because its content lacks the requisite fit as in the above situation we could
logically rule out that something is a belief on this ground, for, in contrast to beliefs, the
content of desires is not required to fit anything. While the direction of fit of beliefs
requires something like truth—the rationale of having beliefs would be undercut if there

2 Like Scott MacDonald (1991) I recognize at least two other ways alongside a proper means-end relationship in which
something can be “subordinated” to an end: it can in some sense constitute the end and contribute as a part to it.

3 So, in contrast to what Hampton seems to suggest, one does not here comply with “a norm (‘one ought to believe
whatis true’)” (1998: 48), that one could consciously disobey.

4 By making this appeal to opposite directions of fit, I part ways with Audi, who also pursues a parallel between pract-
ical reason and foundationalism (2001: pt. II).
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was nothing like truth—the direction of fit of desires does not do so: the rationale of
having desires would not be undercut if it were established that there were nothing by
reference to which their content could be judged as fitting and which we are therefore
required to desire.

However, while we are not positively required to have any intrinsic desires, there are
desires that we are required not to have. If we cannot bring about p, we are required not to
desire intelligently to bring about p. This is because desires are had to make the world fit
their content. But if we cannot bring it about p, we cannot make the world fit the content
of our desire for p. The crucial point is, however, that, if we can bring it about that p, and
can abstain from it, there is nothing constraining us to desire intrinsically one thing rather
than the other. It cannot be that we are required to desire intrinsically one alternative if
our desire is to fill its function, is to have its assigned fit, as it can be in the case of basic
beliefs.

Of course, I have not disproved the existence of objective values conceived as
something that we are required to desire intrinsically. I have merely supplied a reason for
why we should not expect to find such a conception readily at hand as we do in the case of
belief (in the form of truth). Thereby, the onus of proof is placed on objectivists (pace
Nagel, 1986: 143): they must put forward such conceptions, and their adversaries have
to refute them only when they are put forward. In the absence of readily available
proposals, the adversaries have nothing to argue against, for it is not a manageable task to
show that there is no conceivable way to construe such values.

Direction of Fit and Rules of Reasoning

Because beliefs are designed to fit the facts, or be true, it is possible to define rules of the-
oretical reasoning or belief formation objectively in terms of truth-preservation—a valid
inference as one whose conclusion is true if its premises are—and yet obtain rules that
determine what to believe or think true. Take, for instance, the modus ponens inference. It
must be true that q if it is true that if p then q and p. Since believing or thinking true is
designed to fit the facts, one logically cannot believe or think if p then q and p but not-q.
We might say that rules of theoretical reasoning defined in terms of truth-preservation
are internal to or constitutive of what it is to believe.

It might be objected that the thoughts ‘if p then g and ‘p’ are distinct events from the
thought ‘not-q’, so their co-occurrence with the latter must be logically possible. Butin
order for the thought that if p then g to be ascribable to one, it is not enough that a
token of the sentence type ‘if p then q” occurs in one’s mind. It must also occur with the
meaning it ordinarily has. And it cannot have this meaning if this thought occurs in
conjunction with the thoughts p and not-q. It can have this meaning only if, when it
occurs in conjunction with the former thought, it is accompanied by ¢ rather than
not-q, if either.”

* Arelated line of argument is found in Edgley (1969: 78 ff.).
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Thus, since beliefs are to fit truth, logical rules that are defined in terms of the preser-
vation of truth-value will constrain the formation of belief. This constraint can be called
‘normative’ in the sense that it is not just a description of how subjects in fact think, for it
will stand even if they do not follow it. It is, however, not normative in the sense that it
can be consciously violated: one can break the laws of logic only as long as one is unaware
of this fact, for instance because one does not bring together ‘if p then q" and p’ in a
conjunctive fashion. (In contrast, one can knowingly defy a piece of expressive normativity,
e.g. a command or regulation.)

If desires are not designed to fit anything external, there is no hope that rules of practical
reasoning defined objectively—in terms of some states of affairs fit to be desired or
objectively valuable—will also be rules internal to or constitutive of desiring. It will be
possible to ask “Why desire p?” when ‘p is objectively valuable” has been derived from, say,
‘qis objectively valuable” and ‘Only if p is caused will q result’, simply for the reason that it
is possible to ask “‘Why (intrinsically) desire g2’

Of course, we could define ‘objectively valuable’ so that it applies to a specific group of
states of affairs only on the contingent condition that they are (or will be) desired. Butitis
hard to take seriously the idea that rules of practical reasoning are to be defined as
preserving objective value in this sense. For these rules will be an artificial construct,
since they attempt to span two sets of rules that we have seen must be distinct, namely
rules for the preservation of some objective feature and rules constitutive of desiring.

It is reasonable to believe that in the practical sphere, as in the theoretical one, it is by
reference to that against which the fit is to be made, the master-notion—desire and truth,
respectively—that the normative rules of reasoning are to be defined. Reasons of
symmetry make us expect that the practical rules will also govern that which is to fit
desires, as the rules of theoretical reason (in the way indicated) govern the servant or
subordinate notion of belief. It seems apt to say that those facts which are found to fit
the objects of desires (conforming to the rules of practical rationality) are valuable. If the
notion of value is in this way defined in terms of the fulfilment of desire, as the subjective
theory of value to be developed in the next chapter proposes, that which the rules of
practical reasoning guide us to desire will be values.

It can now be explained how such rules are internal to or constitutive of desiring, as
rules of theoretical reasoning are internal to or constitutive of believing or thinking true.
In Chapter 4, I characterized a desire for g as an internal state that, in conjunction with
certain thoughts, tends to bring about what the agent thinks is q.° Now, granted the
absence of defeating circumstances (such as, say, an independent aversion towards p), if
one is in such a state and thinks that only if p is brought about will g result, one cannot be
in a state of tending to bring about what one thinks is not-p. For then one’s desire that q
cannot have the requisite fit: to make the world fit its content. One must rather be in the
state of tending to bring about what one thinks is that p, if one is in either state. This is

¢ Inpassing, let me remark that this analysis of desire squares with the direction of fit assigned to desires: clearly, a tend-
ency to bring about what one thinks is g is not designed to fit what is the case, but rather to affect the facts so that they fit
its objective.
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necessary for the ascription of the conditional thought (as here laid out) in the context of
one’s being in the state of bringing about what one thinks is q.

This account allows one to answer one objection that an account that defines practical
rules of reasoning internally without reference to objective value or suchlike is likely to
incur. The objection is to the effect that such an account disposes of genuine rational
normativity by reducing it to psychological laws (e.g. of desiring). It should be apparent
that this objection is mistaken: for just as little as such a law’ of believing as modus ponens
is the law’ of derivative desiring merely an empirical generalization about how we
all reason in fact. It is a logical truth which makes up a standard of right reasoning or
derivation of desire. Thus, it is genuinely normative.

It is normative in the same sense as are the rules governing the formation of belief
which are defined in terms of the truth-preservation of belief-contents. In both cases, it is
a sense that does not admit of conscious violation. Hence, the reference to something
objectively external to the propositional attitudes in question is not necessary for normat-
ivity. Instead, the normativity regulating the derivations of a particular attitude flows
from the direction of fit of this attitude.

This connects with a difference between theoretical and practical reasoning noted in
the foregoing chapter: the former is an inferential process, a matter of inferring one
propositional content from another (that guarantees its truth), while the latter is not, for
what is arrived at, a desire, does not have a distinctive content which can be inferred. Still
it does have content, albeit one ‘borrowed’ from the beliefs that it involves. If desires
did not have any thought-content, they could not be the subject of reasoning, that is, the
formation of desires could not be a norm-governed activity.

It may be objected that conceding this normativity makes a chink appear in the
armour of subjectivism, a chink through which objectivism can invade. For it may seem
to undercut any principled objection subjectivists can have to norms to the effect that it is
fitting or right to desire some things (cf. Parfit, 1997: 129; 2001: 37). I think this objection
can be met. Like the inferential norms of theoretical reasoning, the practical norms here
conceded have a hypothetical form laying down that if one state of affairs is desired
(believed), then some other state of affairs must be desired (believed). They do not
categorically require one to desire any state of affairs, whatever one’s other desires are. In
the theoretical domain, it is at this point of making contact with something external to
the attitude that the appeal to truth enters, but we have seen that this has no counterpart
in the practical domain. The direction of fit of desires is singularly unfit to permit the
extraction of any categorical requirement.”

I conclude, then, that internalism without any objectivist element is the correct
account of practical reasons. This internalism has been extracted out of a commonly
recognized feature, namely the direction of fit of desires which is opposite to that of

7 Contrast Hampton, who believes there to be an “Instrumental Norm: ‘Act so as to perform the most effective means
to a desired end’ " (1998: 144) and that hypothetical imperatives therefore have a normative authority identical to that of
categorical imperatives (1998: e.g. 161-6). On my view, there cannot be this parity, since the hypothetical imperative
expresses something that is constitutive of desiring, which a categorical imperative cannot do because of the direction of
fit of desires.
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beliefs. But of course by such a procedure one cannot rule out rival accounts being
developed on the basis of different assumptions.® Still, it should be enough to make
intelligible the difficulty I, for one, have in forming a plausible conception of something
that transcends the bounds of this internalism, and so why I prefer to make do without
reliance on any such conception. If my argument has been anywhere near the truth, such
a procedure should not be doomed, since the direction of fit of desires ensures that
the absence of an objective standard of correctness will at least not have the same devast-
ating effect as the removal of truth in the theoretical domain. Moreover, if there were to
be such an objective standard after all, my argument throws doubt on the possibility of
establishing it so securely that it can be used to disqualify the sort of widespread conative
patterns whose rationality I shall discuss.

The Possibility of Justifying Intrinsic Desires

On the subjectivism at which I have arrived, our reasons for desiring are anchored in our
intrinsic desires, but these cannot be justified in terms of any reasons which specify some
objectively valuable states of affairs. Hence, if our intrinsic desires had had another
orientation, our intrinsic values and the whole edifice of reasons we have built on
them would be different. Imagine someone intrinsically desiring that p envisaging the
possibility of instead having an intrinsic desire that not-p; he would then have to counten-
ance the fact that not-p would instead have been intrinsically desirable (for him), with
wide-ranging repercussions for what his reasons would be. Thus, it seems that the whole
system of reasons rests on an insecure or shaky foundation. Now, Mark Platts has argued
that it seems

a brute fact about human motivation and human desires that if this agent, at the
point of action, considers this other possibility in his own terms, then he will cease
to be motivated by his desire that p. (1980: 79)

Platts’s suggestion is that, if we were not to believe in the existence of states of affairs
that are objectively valuable, we would cease to have desires. Certainly, it is reasonable to
think that, if we reached the belief that there is nothing to which our basic beliefs corres-
pond, we would fail to see the point of forming such beliefs. But I do not think the same
holds for desires because their direction of fit is the opposite one: if desires are not
designed to fit anything, why should realizing that there is indeed nothing external to
which they fitlead us to give them up?

A qualification should also be inserted into the statement that, on subjectivism, we
cannot have any reasons for intrinsic desires: strictly speaking, it is only true that we

8 Not to mention somebody, like J. David Velleman (1996b) who, also from observations on the direction of fit of an
attitude and what is constitutive of it, develops such a different account of practical reason that it would lead too far afield
(into the nature of action) to comment on it here. Besides, it is revised in (2000: ch. 1).
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cannot have any reasons for desires, qua or in so far as they are (ultimately) intrinsic.® It
should not be overlooked that if, on a certain occasion, I desire ¢, say, not to feel pain,
solely for its own sake—that is, without having any apparent reasons for being averse to
it—there could still be real reasons for and against desiring q. A reason for wanting not to
feel pain might be that, if pain is felt, it will be difficult to concentrate on the pursuit of
some interest, such as doing philosophy, and a reason for wanting the pain might be that,
it will inure oneself against the hardships life inevitably brings along or that it might pre-
vent one from being overcome by boredom.

Taking such reasons into account, it may turn out that, overall or all things considered,
I should desire to have the pain. Of course, it has not been shown that I was wrong in
having an intrinsic desire not to feel the pain, but as long as I did not consider any reasons
for and against desiring not to feel it, my intrinsic aversion to the pain constituted my
entire conative response to it. It is this response—that I desire not to feel the pain simply
for its own sake—that my attention to relevant reasons forces me to revise. Henceforth,
I desire to feel the pain all things considered, though I retain my intrinsic aversion to it
(this is on the proviso that the derived desire for it is stronger than the intrinsic aversion).

This shows that, even given objectivism, practical reasoning cannot aspire to be
footed on that rock-bottom ground that foundationalism attempts to lay for theoretical
reasoning. If a basic thought has been justified by appeal to sense-experience, it will in
conjunction with a suitable true conditional constitute a reason that no upshot of any
further investigation can undermine or outweigh. This inspires the hope of building an
epistemic edifice pervaded by this certainty.

In contrast, even if an intrinsic desire for q could have been shown to be required by
reference to some objective standard, it could still be that one is wrong in desiring q all
things considered, in the light of what real reasons there are for and against desiring it.
One must then concede that, contrary to what one has earlier thought, its consequence g
does not supply one with a reason for derivatively desiring p. The postulation of objective
requirements would not remove this ‘defeasibility” of practical reasons.

In other words, every end (in itself ) is provisional. What is desired, on a particular occa-
sion, simply for its own sake would perhaps not be desired overall, if its consequences
were considered. (If so, this provides one with a reason to see to it that one loses this
intrinsic desire.) Thus, subjectivism leaves room, contrary to what some believe, for
something that can properly be called a rational criticism of ends.

Suppose, however, that one’s intrinsic desire for q stands up as a desire all things
considered, so that the fact that only if p then g provides one with a reason to desire p.
Then one may still discover that p is also a means to some state of affairs ‘side-ordered’
with g which one has a stronger desire to avoid all things considered. This discovery
would not divest one of one’s reason to bring about p. It would instead draw one’s
attention to the existence of a stronger, competing reason against bringing it about.

° This should be distinguished from the question whether we can have reasons for seeing to it that we have (ultimately)
intrinsic desires, just as reasons for believing something must be distinguished from reasons for seeing to it that we have a
belief to this effect. | am not denying that we can have reasons for seeing to it that we (not) have certain intrinsic desires.
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Thus, one’s reason for desiring p would not be conclusive. A reason for desire and action
can never acquire this status. This follows from the direction of fit of desire and the
consequent direction of practical reasoning from the epistemically posterior to the prior.
There is always the risk that further prying into the consequences will throw up reasons
that upset the current balance. We simply stop looking for reasons when we find them
strong enough and it seems to us that further search will not change this, for example
because of increasing epistemic uncertainty.

So, the existence of an objective standard by reference to which our intrinsic desires can
be justified, as intrinsic, would not mean that derived desires rest on a rock-bottom ground
of conclusive reasons, as derived beliefs are conceived as ideally doing on traditional founda-
tionalism. Nonetheless, such standards would permit us to justify our intrinsic desires, as
such, which is impossible on subjectivism (since on it reasons are desire-dependent, giving
reasons for a desire amounts to displaying it as derivative). Does this make objectivism
superior in one respect? I do not think so because it achieves this at the expense of intro-
ducing postulates that cannot be justified. Suppose we justify our intrinsic desire not to
feel pain by claiming that there is a desire-independent reason to have an intrinsic desire
not to feel it; then a justification for the latter claim could be demanded.

The reply might be that this claim is a necessary truth, like logical or mathematical
truths. But I think that the view that it is a necessary truth, for example that those who
feel pain have a reason to be intrinsically averse to what they are feeling, could be
sustained only if there were some necessary connection between feeling such sensation
and being intrinsically averse to it. For it is plausible to claim that it is a necessary truth
that those who think p and that it entails g have a reason to think q only because there is an
underlying necessary truth to the effect that if p then g and p, then q. Similarly, if someone
were to claim that it is a necessary truth that those who possess the concept of red have a
reason to think that what they see is red when they see something red, they would have
to offer a rationale like the following: someone who does not apply the concept of red to
what is seen under these circumstances cannot be said to possess it.

But, barring the trivial possibility that was rejected in Chapter 1, namely, that describ-
ing a sensation as one of pain entails that the subject is intrinsically averse to it, it seems
that no necessary connection can be made out between feeling a pain and being intrinsic-
ally averse to what one is then feeling. For instance, it cannot reasonably be maintained
that somebody who does not react to pains with intrinsic aversion must necessarily be
incapable of aversion. As we have seen, the direction of fit of desires is not such that we
can deduce any requirement to have desires out of it. But if it is just a contingent fact that
subjects are intrinsically averse to pains, the alleged necessary truth must be that thereis a
reason for subjects to be intrinsically averse to pain when and only when they are in fact
intrinsically averse to it. For, as we observed in the foregoing chapter, it is not plausible to
hold there to be such a reason in possible worlds in which subjects are not intrinsically
averse to pains. But, as we also observed in that chapter, it is not plausible to think that
there is a reason to duplicate this aversion.

So, if objectivists promise us a practical justification for our intrinsic desires, it is a false
promise. As the simple case of physical pain illustrates, it is hard to see how the idea of
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there being such reasons can be made good. Subjectivists supply no such promises of
justification; they have to content themselves with presenting explanatory reasons of
why we have the (ultimately) intrinsic desires they ascribe to us (e.g. an evolutionary
explanation of why we have an intrinsic aversion to pain).

Desiring as Perceiving: A First Attempt

To substantiate these general considerations, let us look at some difficulties into which
some attempts to construe desires as counterparts to perception can get enmeshed. For
instance, Dennis W. Stampe has proposed:

Desire is a kind of perception. One who wants it to be the case that p perceives some-
thing that makes it seem to that person as if it would be good were it to be the case
that p, and seem so in a way that is characteristic of perception. To desire something
is to be in a kind of perceptual state, in which that thing seems good. (1987: 359)*°

Stampe puts forward this suggestion to account for what he calls “the authority of
desire”, namely the alleged fact that the “fact that I want something, in and of itself, is
ordinarily a reason for me to act accordingly” (1987: 342). The way the perceptual
analogy is supposed to explain this authority is as follows (1987: 362 ff.). Perceptual states
are the source of the rationality of beliefs in the sense that its looking, sounding, feeling,
etc. to me as if p is the case provides me with a reason for believing that p is the case (this
reason may of course be outweighed by other reasons). Similarly for desire, if having a
desire is being in a state of something’s appearing to one as if it would be a good thing: it
would provide one with a reason for believing that it would in fact be good—at least for
oneself (1987: 375)—if this were the case.

It is, however, unclear how such a perceptual state could supply one with a reason to
act (as opposed to a reason to believe) that motivates to action. Stampe’s perceptual ana-
logy leaves out the motivational aspect of a desire, that desiring p is to tend to bring about
what is ideally, if one’s thought is true, that p (cf. 1987: 354). Stampe can, of course, add
this aspect to his conception of a desire as a perceptual state, thereby obtaining a
construal of a desire for p as a state of its seeming to one a good thing that p which
disposes one to bring about p in a world in which one’s beliefs are true.!! But this raises
the question: how does its seeming to one to be an—objectively—good thing that
p explain and justify one’s being disposed to act thus?

Stampe not only fails to unwrap his objective conception of goodness to the point
where it yields an answer to this question; he also declines to clarify how instances of the
property of goodness can be causally potent in producing perceptual experiences of it. His
account clearly requires this, for he speaks of the sensitivity involved in desire as being
activated, ideally, “by and only by the apparent goodness of a state of affairs” (1987: 360).

10 Related to this is de Sousa’s claim that “emotions are best regarded as a kind of perception, the objects of which are
what I call axiological properties” (1987: 45). Roberts also takes the view that emotions are perceptions (1988, 2003).
11 Elsewhere (1986: 168), Stampe seems inclined to take precisely this step.
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In another paper Stampe argues that he can do without this notion of goodness and
that it can be replaced by the notion of need (1986: 167-9). If this proposal is to have any
plausibility, however, the notion of need must be broadened far beyond the sphere of
bodily needs, and this creates difficulties. For the concept of need is a relative one: one needs
something for something else, for example, those things for which one has bodily needs
are things needed in order to survive or maintain normal bodily functioning. But if the
concept is to be broadened, a reasonable suggestion would seem to be that the objectives
for which one needs some things are set by one’s values or desires, and this either
re-introduces values or closes a circle. Furthermore, the concept will still be unsuitable to
capture intrinsic desires. For instance, when I want to feel pleasure, it is surely not the
case that it seems to me that I need pleasure (for something).

So, the perceptual analogy does not advance understanding of what it is introduced to
illuminate, the so-called authority of desire. But not only that, it also sits ill with certain
widely recognized features of desires. It is more or less common ground that desires
are like beliefs in that one can reason one’s way to them; desires can be formed as the
upshot of practical reasoning. Linked with this is the fact that desires can be classified
as reasonable/rational or unreasonable/irrational. None of this is true of perceptual
states. Stampe is forced to resort to strained moves to explain away this glaring difference
between desires and perceptual states, such as the move of denying that “intermediate
desires” arise in deliberation (1987: 369-71).

But, if we reject the perceptual analogy, what are we to say about the so-called authority
of desire, the alleged fact that my (now) wanting p provides me with a reason for (now)
bringing it about that p? (It is another question whether my future desires supply me with
reasons for now acting so as to fulfil them.) I do not think that this desire of mine norm-
ally provides me with any reason for acting accordingly, although it may, of course, be
the explanatory reason of why I act thus. (Similarly, my having certain perceptions may
be the explanatory reason of why I think that things are as represented by them, but they
are not my reasons for thinking thus.) One’s reasons are, as Stampe remarks (1987: 337),
things from which one can reason, propositions that one takes or assumes to be facts. But
when I desire to bring it about that p, I need not represent my desire to myself, although I
could, of course, ascend to this meta-level (see Persson, 1990, and Pettit and Smith, 1990).

Itis instead among the reasons, if any, that I have for desiring p that we shall standardly
find my reasons for causing it to be a fact that p. If the desire is intrinsic, I do not typically
perform the corresponding action for any reason, but for its own sake.

Desiring as Perceiving: Further Attempts

McDowell has also advocated the idea that we should think of the “exercises of our
affective or conative natures either as themselves in some way percipient, or at least as
expanding our sensitivity to how things are” (1981: 143). If so, desires would seem to have
a fit similar to that of (other) cognitive states. McDowell condemns as a piece of “the
eighteenth-century philosophy of mind” the idea that desires are factors that are needed
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over and above the (allegedly) inert cognitive states to explain the occurrence of
actions.!? According to his view of the matter, “a conception of a set of circumstances
can suffice on its own to explain an action” (1978: 19). Discussing the difference between
an ordinarily prudent person and one who is indifferent to his own future, he writes:

Itis not that the two people share a certain neutral conception of the facts, but differin
that one, but not the other, has an independent desire as well, which combines with
that neutral conception of the facts to cast a favourable light on his acting in a certain
way. The desire is ascribable to the prudent person simply in recognition of the fact
that his conception of the likely effects of his action on his own future by itself casts a
favourable light on his acting as he does. So the admitted difference in respect of desire
should be explicable, like the difference in respect of action, in terms of a more funda-
mental difference in respect of how they conceive the facts. (1978: 17)

Speaking of virtue, he proposes that we take the

special view of the virtuous person’s conception of the circumstances, according
to which it cannot be shared by someone who sees no reason to act as the virtuous
person does. (1978: 16)

McDowell here presents himself as a spokesman of what was called, in Chapter 4, the
cognitivist theory of motivation. His version of that theory has it that there are some
thoughts or conceptions—among them the ones of prudential and virtuous persons—
such that the fact that they are present is by itself sufficient to explain acting in accord-
ance with them (given suitable abilities to act). For they are sufficient to animate anyone
who has them in mind to (try to) perform certain actions. The cognitivist theory is
opposed to the conativist theory of motivation, the thesis of which is not only that the
citation of a desire is necessary to complete a reason-explanation (or, alternatively, that a
desire is involved in the execution of an intentional action), but, crucially, that this
citation encapsulates a reference to a non-cognitive explanatory factor (a claim which
does not imply that this factor is a mental episode or an introspectible item). The concept
of desire that I defined in Chapter 4 belongs to this category, for ‘the state’ to which it
refers is intended to be a non-cognitive factor which in conjunction with certain thoughts
of the subject tends to have certain effects. This conception thus implies that thoughts by
themselves are not sufficient conditions for motivational effects (but nevertheless it is
not, contrary to McDowell’s insinuation, a Humean or eighteenth-century one).

Motivational cognitivists such as Thomas Nagel (1970: e.g. ch. 5), Don Locke (1974:
176), Jonathan Dancy (1993: chs. 1-3; and 2000: ch. 4), T. M. Scanlon (1998: ch. 1) and
McDowell do not repudiate the claim that acting intentionally or for a reason encom-
passes the presence of a desire. Rather, they concede that ascribing a desire to somebody
is consequential upon, or follows from, it being the case that this individual has been
moved to act by some thought or conception. They reject only the conativist claim that a
desire is an explanatory factor alongside cognitive ones.

12 On the strength of other reasons, Stanley Benn also rejects the “Humean” separation of the conative from the cognit-
ive (1988: e.g. 28). For a recent criticism of McDowell on these matters, see Blackburn (1998: 92-104).
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On this conativist claim, a desire is something which tends to give rise to certain
effects. I have suggested that it is this that accounts for the direction of fit characteristic of
desires. Now, although it may seem incontrovertible that one and the same mental state
cannot possess both directions of fit, an attempt has nevertheless been made to show that
this is possible. McNaughton argues:

To be aware of a moral requirement is. .. to have a conception of the situation as
demanding a response. Yet to conceive of a situation as demanding a response, as
requiring one to do something, is to be in a state whose direction of fit is: the world
must fit this state . . . But the agent’s conception of the situation is purely cognitive.
That is, the agent has a belief that he is morally required to act and so his state must
have the direction of fit: this state must fit the world. (1988: 109)

However, “to conceive of a situation as demanding a response”, as demanding the
world to fit something conceived, is not to have a conception “whose direction of fit is: the
world must fit this state”, that is, must fit the conception had. Although what is conceived
has one direction of fit, the conceiving of it may have another. For instance, when one
conceives of something as an order, what one conceives of, the order, has one direction of
fit, but one’s conceiving of it has another. Thus, McNaughton has not shown that there is
a single thing that has both directions of fit.!?

Desires are, I have contended, something over and above cognitive states; they are states
having the opposite direction of fit of being designed to change the world to fit their con-
tent. This fit can be explained by their being states which are identified in terms of their
causal power, of what they tend to effect. Such an explanation first leads one to question
McDowell’s view of desires as something “expanding our sensitivity to how things are”. It
appears to be a central doctrine of his that our attitudes are not reactions to isolable cognit-
ive representations that could be possessed by a creature which failed to react to them as
we do (1981: 144-5). In the same vein, McNaughton claims that “only someone who shares
our human tastes and sensibilities can be aware of things in the way that we are” (1988: 114).
Butitis not clear why we should grant that desires reveal aspects of reality that would oth-
erwise remain hidden when this expansion, being something cognitive, cannot by itself
account for the crucial aspect of the reverse, non-cognitive fit of desires.

On the other hand, if this aspect can be accounted for by a reference to causal effects
on behaviour, why assume that, if there is a difference in this regard between subjects,
there must be some cognitive difference between them? In other words, why assume the
cognitivist view that “a conception of a set of circumstances can suffice on its own to
explain an action”? This seems particularly dubious if I was right in Chapter 4 to
claim that we need to refer to desires to explain why cognitive dispositions acquire the
representation in episodic consciousness which is necessary for motivational effects.

Secondly, there is a resurrection of the old problem about how this non-cognitive
surplus could be justified. As just mentioned, McDowell seems to hold that there are
some thoughts or propositions such that everyone who is conscious of them will respond

13 For a more recent attempt to cross “the cognitive-conative divide”, see Helm (2001).
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similarly to them. Still, this would just be a contingent truth: it is logically possible that
there be creatures in which the very same thoughts tend to produce different patterns of
behaviour. So, there is room to ask which, if any, of these possible responses are the
proper or fitting ones, and we are just as far as ever from getting an answer to this
question (cf. the fruitless attempt to understand the notion of “merit” in Chapter 7).
Subjectivists are happy to concede that, if a state of affairsis intrinsically desired by every
one of us, then it is of intersubjective value (relative to our desires). The crucial question
arises when we envisage other imaginable beings with intrinsic desires of a different
orientation. If it is maintained that what they desire is not of value (even relative to their
desires), subjectivists will protest and demand a rationale for disqualifying these imagin-
able desires as a ground for value (for their holders). It is this rationale that objectivists
still owe us.

Nonetheless, there seem to be some things to which more or less all of us display the
same desires (physical pain is a case in point). This provides a basis for a measure of
human intersubjectivism. (In the following parts of the book I shall attempt to spell out
some elements of this intersubjectivism.) To the extent that such an intersubjectivism is
forthcoming, it is of little practical importance that objectivists have not fulfilled the
promise of supplying a standard by reference to which converging (intrinsic) desires can
be assessed as fitting or unfitting.

Of course, I have not proved that objectivists cannot fulfil this promise—in fact, I do not
see how this could possibly be proved. All T have done is to employ the widely recognized
difference in direction of fit between beliefs and desires to suggest why the objectivist
approach is misconceived. It is, however, not essential to the main objective of this book—
which is to set forth certain dilemmas as regards satisfactionalism and rationalism—that
all kinds of objectivism are false: not the kinds that would preserve these dilemmas. To be
sure, if the truth were to lie in a version of objectivism that repudiates either the value of
rationality or satisfaction, my enterprise would be jeopardized. But since objective values
are so controversial, they surely could not present themselves so authoritatively to us that
fundamental value disputes can be resolved by appeal to them.

When an investigation can be conducted in the setting of either one of two competing
theories, it is advisable to conduct it in the setting of the more parsimonious one—which
in this case is subjectivism. To enact my dilemma in the more contentious framework of
objectivism might create the misunderstanding that, if this view has to go by the board,
the dilemma will be undercut. As will transpire in Part IV, there is a tendency to assume
that subjectivism inexorably leads to the acceptance of the satisfactionalist goal of
fulfilment-maximization, especially in the prudentialist form. By letting my drama of
satisfactionalism versus rationalism unfold on the stage of subjectivism, I demonstrate
the falsity of that assumption and, thereby, strengthen the foothold of the dilemma.
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THE DESIRE RELATIVITY
OF VALUE

IT might be useful to sum up how the argument of this part has gone so far. In Chapter 8
I advanced the thesis that the practical reasons we have are propositions of a conditional
form, propositions that either must be thought true by us (apparent reasons) or in fact be
true (real reasons). Moreover, the consequents of these propositions—which, at least in
my formulation, are from an epistemic point of view posterior—must either in fact be
desired (apparent reasons) or be desired if we were to be aware of them (real reasons).
Since the process of deliberation, of exploring reasons for and against, cannot go on
indefinitely, some states of affairs must be the object of intrinsic desires, must be desired
simply for their own sakes and independently of apparent reasons. Such states of affairs,
which are intrinsically desired by deliberators at particular times, provide the starting
(or stopping) point of their practical reasoning at that time.

Here objectivists might protest that any old states of affairs forming the objects of
intrinsic desires will not supply the moorings of practical reasoning. If the known fact
that only if one causes p then g will be caused is to be a real reason for one to cause p, it is
not enough if one intrinsically desires q: g must also be of value, though this may not be
necessary in the case of apparent reasons. (Compare this to the theoretical case: in order
for one to have a real reason to believe g, one’s beliefs if p then g and p must be true, but
this is not necessary for one’s having an apparent reason.) The fact that one intrinsically
desires q cannot establish that q is of value, objectivists maintain. This can be established
only if one desires what one is objectively required to desire.

However, as I argued in Chapter 9, desires have a direction of fit which is opposite to
that of beliefs, namely, that of making the world fit their objectives. So, while we might
be required to believe what is evidently true (to meet the standard of having the belief in
question), we are only required not to (intelligently) desire that which we cannot bring
about (obviously, we cannot be required to bring about all that we can bring about, since
this is often both p and not-p). This leads on to the suggestion that, whereas the truth of
the belief p is due to its fit with the fact p, its being valuable (that it is a fact) that p must
rather be due to its fitting, or fulfilling, a desire for p. Both the truth of a belief and the
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value of a fact would then consist in a fit to the master-notion (of a fact and a desire
respectively), but the direction of fit is reversed. Thus, we land in a subjectivist definition
of value in terms of what fits (ultimately) intrinsic desire.

On subjectivism (at least of the kind espoused here), the notion of value is a relative
one: every value is relative to some desire or other attitude. To characterize a fact as
valuable is not to characterize it as it is in itself; it is to say that it bears a certain relation—
of fulfilling—to something else, a desire. A claim that something has value simpliciter
must be read as elliptical. Its truth-value is indeterminate, as long as the reference-class is
not specified, for example, because the speaker thinks it is extensive enough not to bother
to specify it. This relativity could be expressed by saying that, according to subjectivism,
all values are values for some subject (of desire), since desires are necessarily states of some
subject. But, as we shall see, this relativist formulation is liable to mislead because it can
be used for a narrower notion.

A well-known objection to the subjectivist strategy is that desires might be based on
misconceptions of their objects. If this is true of a desire for p, it might be that you will
regret having this desire when it is fulfilled. But then it seems wrong-headed to hold that
the fulfilment of this desire is of value to you. The remedy I suggest consists in singling
out a species of intrinsic desire that cannot involve any mistakes in this regard—ultimately
intrinsic desire.

A Subjectivist Definition of Value

Let us distinguish what a property explicitly entails from what it implicitly entails. A property,
being F, explicitly entails that, and only that, which one logically must think, or be con-
scious of, when one thinks or is conscious of F being instantiated, while being F implicitly
entails what it entails, though not explicitly. For instance, if one thinks that somethingis a
triangle, one must logically think that it has three angles and sides—so this is an explicit
entailment of the property of being a triangle. On the other hand, since it probably makes
sense to ascribe this thought to somebody who is not aware of the fact that the sum of a
triangle’s angles is 180 degrees, this is implicitly entailed by being a triangle.

Now you have an ultimately intrinsic desire, for example, to feel pleasure, just in case
you have this desire only because of what you know that its object, pleasure, explicitly
entails, what you must know to know what it is to feel pleasure. Since this desire is based
only on this, its object could not be misconceived if it is really to be a desire that pleasure
be felt (nor can one when one wants something in this way forget what one wants it for—
a slip mentioned by Audi, 2001: 126). Such desires are ‘incorrigible’.! To know what it is

! Richard Fumerton suggests that “it seems possible that I might want something X for its own sake when imagining its
occurrence, even though I would feel quite differently were I to find out that X has actually occurred” (1990: 138).
Accordingly, he distinguishes between contemplative and cognitive desiring or valuing. But if what one imagines occur-
ring is exactly the same as what one later observes occurring, I cannot see how one’s attitudes could possibly differ in the
two cases. What frequently happens, of course, is that when one imagines an event, one gets something wrong and that
this mistake is rectified when one observes it occurring. But this is a sort of situation that I believe to be impossible as
regards ultimately intrinsic desires; so Iignore Fumerton’s distinction.
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to Fin many cases (like that of feeling pleasure) presupposes that you have been aware of
yourself F-ing, though it may be enough to have been aware of yourself exemplifying
some similar property (e.g. to know what it is to run, it may be enough that you have
been aware of yourself walking). But, definitionally, the object of an ultimately intrinsic
desire is something that is desired only because of what it explicitly entails.

Aswe have seen, an experience which is pleasurable will have other intrinsic properties
(upon which pleasure supervenes). If, as is likely, you do not have an ultimately intrinsic
desire for the exemplification of these properties, which together with pleasure make up
G, you do not have this sort of desire for the whole thing G, but desire it for the reason that it
has pleasure as one of its intrinsic properties. Since this desire is reason-based, it is not
intrinsic in my terminology. It is, however, probably what Audi means by intrinsic desires
when he claims that such desires can be rational or well-grounded as well as ill-grounded
(2001: 87-8). For there cannot be any ground or reason for the ultimately intrinsic desire
for pleasure (that pleasure is pleasure is no reason). There is some justification for Audi’s
usage, when the relevant reason refers to intrinsic or non-relational properties of the object
of desire. But such desires will not qualify as ultimately intrinsic in the sense here defined;
since they are reason-based, they are derivative, though the reason consists in the predica-
tion of a property internal to their object. It may be that in the course of time the apparent
reason sinks into oblivion and, thus, that your desire for G is no longer reason-based. Then
it has transformed into an acquired or derivatively intrinsic desire for G.

This transformation from a reason-based or derivative desire to a (derivatively) intrinsic
one does not demand an internal relation, as the one between a part and a whole, to come
into operation. The external relation of a means to an end serves as well. Imagine that for a
long time one has desired p for the reason that, as one sees it, it has g as a causal, conven-
tional, or in some other way contingently external consequence. Eventually, one may have
become so accustomed to striving for p that one no longer considers what it leads to. One’s
desire for p has then turned into an intrinsic desire, for it is no longer based on any apparent
reasons. Butitis a derivatively intrinsic desire (a “non-instrumental” desire in Audi’s termino-
logy, 2001: 82), not an ultimately intrinsic desire. Perhaps this phenomenon occurs, for
instance, in the case of a miser’s desire for money. (It is very hard to ascertain whether or not
such a transformation has occurred, though.) Were one now to discover that one’s intrinsic
desire has this origin and that it is false that p has g as one of its consequences, one would
regard one’s derivatively intrinsic desire for p as wrong, and it may lose its hold.

Return now to ultimately intrinsic desires and imagine that somebody points out to
you that the objective of one of your ultimately intrinsic desires, p, has some logical or
contingent consequence, ¢, of which you have not been aware and towards which you
have an intense aversion. Could this show that you were wrong in having an ultimately
intrinsic desire for p? Clearly not, for an aversion towards p because it has q as a hitherto
overlooked consequence could not contradict an ultimately intrinsic desire for p:q
cannot be explicitly entailed by p, since you were not aware of the entailment. As a result
of becoming aware of this consequence, you could only draw the conclusion that you
should not desire p all things considered. No consequence of p of which one could be unaware
and could need to be informed of could undercut one’s ultimately intrinsic desire for p.
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An ultimately intrinsic desire is a desire to the effect that a certain property (e.g. being
pleasurable) be exemplified or that a property (e.g. being painful) not be exemplified.
Like all intelligent desires such desires involve beliefs, for example to the effect that some
property is (not) exemplified and that one could bring about a change in this regard.
These beliefs could conceivably be false, but that is irrelevant. For what we are interested
in are beliefs whose falsity would make us doubt the value of the fulfilling fact, were a
desire fulfilled, not falsehoods that make it impossible to fulfil the desire.

The proposal I have in mind is to define what is of value for us in terms of what fulfils
our ultimately intrinsic desires (for short, ‘intrinsic desires’), for they cannot be infected
by relevant cognitive mistakes. As indicated, I do not think we should say that having an
acquired or derivatively intrinsic desire satisfied is necessarily of value for one. Imagine
that for a long time I desire to take a certain pill because I believe it will do me good,
whereas it in fact has bad effects. In the course of time, it slips my mind that I desire the
pill for a reason. Surely, it would not be of any value for me to have this desire satisfied
and be exposed to the bad effects. (Let us assume that I do not realize that this desire has
been satisfied, so that I do not obtain any pleasure from this source.)

To make my proposal to define value in terms of the fulfilment of (ultimately) intrin-
sic desires more precise, note that corresponding to the distinction between intrinsic and
derived desires, there is a distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic (or, as they are com-
monly, but misleadingly, called, instrumental) values. (Actually, the adjective ‘intrinsic’
masks an underlying linguistic difference: while things are desired or valued for their own
sakes, or as ends (in themselves) rather than in themselves, they have value in themselves
rather than for their own sakes.) It is, of course, intrinsic value that I propose to define as
that which fulfils an intrinsic desire.

The term ‘intrinsic value” has, however, been used—for instance, by G. E. Moore—in a
stronger sense than mine, to designate that something has a value that is independent of
all matters extrinsic to it. This use is adopted by Christine Korsgaard when she claims that,
if things have intrinsic goodness or goodness “in themselves, they are thought to have their
goodness in any and all circumstances—to carry it with them, so to speak” (1983: 171).
This rules out the subjectivist idea that intrinsic goodness can be relative to something, for
example, desires, because the goodness of p consists in its standing in the relation of satisfy-
ing to some desire, for of course this goodness will not hold “independently of all conditions
and relations” (1983: 187). (Perhaps this is also why Audi (2001: 123—4) thinks that “instru-
mentalists” about practical reason are “at best unlikely” to appeal to intrinsic goodness.)

So, one might think that this goodness is ‘extrinsic’, since this is Korsgaard’s contrast to
intrinsic goodness. She characterizes extrinsic goodness as “the value a thing gets from
some other source”; in other words, things that are extrinsically good “derive their value
from some other source” (1983: 170). This naturally suggests that the “other source” is
valuable or good, that the goodness of p is extrinsic if and only if it derives from p’s standing
in some relation to some other facts that are good. But the value of the things that subject-
ivists want to designate as intrinsic is not conceived as being derivative from the value of
something else. In particular, their idea is not that its value derives from the value of the
desire fulfilled, but rather that a value (that is not present beforehand in either relatum) is
created when a desire is fulfilled.



The Desire Relativity of Value 147

In contrast, on the view Korsgaard attributes to Kant, a desire or an instance of willing,
provided it is rational, appears to have intrinsic value, a value thatis “conferred upon” the
object desired (1983: e.g. 182-3).2 But this theory is different from the subjectivist one
I am developing—and, I think, less plausible. For on the Kant—Korsgaard approach, it
seems not to be the materialization of p that satisfies a desire which is of value, but rather
the proposition p as an object of desire, for it appears to be upon this which the act of desiring
or willing must confer value, since it is the objective of willing. But then we seem to face
the odd consequence that it is evaluatively unimportant whether the object of a desire
materializes.

Never mind, the main point I am out to make is that, on the given characterization,
extrinsic value is not a proper contrast to intrinsic value, as conceived by Moore and
Korsgaard, for whereas extrinsic value will here mean derivative value (i.e. a value that
derives from the value of something else), their intrinsic value must be neither derivative
nor relative (in the subjectivist sense). Consequently, this terminology leaves no term for
values that are relative, but not derivative.

Against this background, it is not surprising that some ambiguity or wavering in
Korsgaard’s conception of the extrinsic goodness can be detected. Just after the charac-
terization of intrinsic value quoted above, she writes that extrinsic goodness “is derived
from or dependent upon the circumstances” (1983: 171). This covers both the possibility
that goodness is relative and that it is derivative for, of course, the notion of something’s
goodness being dependent upon the circumstances is much broader than that of its goodness
being derived from another source, which suggests that this source is good. The objection to
her characterization is, then, that it lumps together two quite different ideas: that (1) the
goodness is extrinsic or derivative from something external (that possesses goodness) and
that (2) it is a relative notion. I propose to keep these ideas apart by using ‘intrinsic’ in
opposition to ‘extrinsic’, and ‘absolute” in opposition to ‘relative’.

My concern is then with intrinsic value within the framework of a subjectivist theory,
according to which all value is relative. The definition of it I would like to put forward is
as follows:

(IV) Itisintrinsically valuable for A that p becomes (or remains) the case if and only if A has
an ultimately intrinsic (intelligent or non-intelligent) desire that p becomes (or
remains) the case or would have such an intrinsic desire to this effect were A to think of
p (as something she might be able to bring about if the desire is intelligent).

The reference to what A would intrinsically desire if. . .is essential because a state of
affairs can be of intrinsic value for one even though one has never thought of it or has
once thought of it, but has now forgotten all about it. Note, however, that p is of intrinsic
value for one at present only if one would at once start to desire it were one to be conscious
of it. If it takes training or habituation to develop a desire for p, it could only be of future
value for one.

2 Recently, Korsgaard has admitted that in her earlier papers she “made it sound too much as if value were some meta-
physical substance that gets transferred from us to our ends via the act of choice” (1998: 63). But, apparently, she still holds
on to the view that value which is “conferred” by willing is extrinsic. For another discussion of this view of hers, see
Rabinowicz and Rennow-Rasmussen (1999: 36-9).
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Given (IV), we can lay down that g has derivative value for you if there is a state of
affairs, p, such that p has intrinsic value for you, and it is a fact that if you bring about g,
then p results, and no state of affairs having a greater negative intrinsic value for you also
results. The derivative value of g can be either extrinsic as it is when p is external to q
or non-extrinsic as it is when p is internal to q (e.g. when the value of feeling something
pleasantly cool is derived from that of feeling something pleasant). The more common
form of derivative value is extrinsic: for example, when ¢ is a causal means to p, and q’s
value is instrumental.

I intend the last subjunctive clause of (IV) to be read as presupposing that A has the
capacity to think certain thoughts—hence, she must be a conscious being (though she
need not be a being capable of propositional thinking to have non-intelligent desires). So
it follows from (IV) that something can now be of value, can be good or bad, only for an
entity that is now endowed with consciousness. If, however, a being has the potential to
develop a capacity of consciousness, things may be good or bad for it in the future. In
my view, this is sufficient for it to be possible now to act wrongly to the being by doing
something that will have bad consequences for it at a future time at which it has devel-
oped consciousness (or, indeed, to deprive it of consciousness of good things).

What if it is doubted whether the possession of consciousness is necessary for being a
subject for whom something may have current value? It may be asked why the satisfaction
of a striving which is not, owing to the absence of consciousness, a desire—for example,
a plant’s striving towards the sunlight—cannot constitute a valuable state of affairs for it.
The reply is, I think, that it cannot because the context ‘the plant strives to..." is exten-
sional in the sense that materially equivalent descriptions can be substituted in it, whereas
the context ‘it is valuable for X that..." is not. In the former context, one may substitute
for ‘to be in the sunlight” a description of what happens on a micro-level when a plantisin
sunlight (processes such as photosynthesis). But a substitution of any materially equi-
valent description will not do when a (conscious) being desires to be in the sun or when
this state is said to be valuable for it. For instance, when what is valuable for me is that the
smell I am perceiving is pleasant, it does not follow that it is valuable for me that certain
chemicals stimulate some of my sense-receptors (I would not be worse off if, per impos-
sibile, the latter had not happened when I perceived the smell).

Alternative Subjectivist Conceptions

This way of defining value by reference to desires could profitably be contrasted with an
idea that Henry Sidgwick found “intelligible and admissible” (though there is an alternat-
ive conception that he judges to be “more in accordance with common sense”):

aman’s future good on the whole is what he would now desire and seek on the whole
if all the consequences of all the different lines of conduct open to him were accurately
foreseen and adequately realised in imagination at the present point of time.?

3 (1907/1981: 111-12). Sidgwick’s idea is taken up by Rawls (1971: § 64).
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Such a proposal—of hypothesizing omniscience—might seem to offer the promise of
an alternative route around the difficulty of desires having faulty doxastic bases. There is,
however, a seemingly devastating objection to it. A lot of the intrinsic desires we have
presuppose that we are not omniscient. We are curious about an endless number of
subject matters, ranging from fundamental truths about the universe to trivial daily
affairs. Given curiosity or an intrinsic desire to acquire knowledge about something, it is
of value to become more knowledgeable about it. As things stand, we are curious about
what the future has in store for us, but this curiosity would, of course, not survive “if all
the consequences of all the different lines of conduct open to” us °
foreseen”. Consequently, the Sidgwickian proposal is unacceptable because it rules out
the value of a number of states of affairs that appear to be of value for us as we in fact are
(albeit not for us in an omniscient state).

This observation shows that practical deliberation is threatened not only by the Scylla
of knowing too little, but also by the Charybdis of knowing too much. It is frequently
remarked that we are generally forced to make up our minds about what to do under
circumstances of regrettable ignorance. The fact that something intrinsically desired
may always, when its consequences are inspected, turn out to be undesirable overall is
one thing that makes it hard to be confident about what to aim for in a particular situ-
ation. Moreover, when this is settled, there remains the difficult problem of determining
what is the most effective way of accomplishing this aim. Apart from this, there is the
uncertainty stemming from the fact that even the most well-tried means occasionally fail
(e.g. the car that has taken one to a certain destination countless times suddenly breaks
down). In short, when we decide on what to do, we often have to do so almost blindly: a
course of action that seems to be very rewarding could in fact turn out to cause misery
and premature death.

So it would appear to be desirable to know more about the consequences of the different
lines of conduct open to us. In deliberating about whether to embark on some research-
project whose completion will take several years, I would like some guarantee that I
will not die or fall seriously ill before its completion and that the conclusions at which
I shall arrive will be worthwhile. But it would seem that in practice I cannot get such a
guarantee without knowing in considerable detail what will happen—including what
results I shall reach—if I embark on the project, and of course this is bound to still the
curiosity or desire to know that is the prime motivating force behind engaging in
research. Therefore it seems that one is here caught in an insoluble dilemma of either
having to accept a risk of making erroneous assessments or draining one’s future of an
important source of value.

Of course, it is not true that omniscience will drain one’s future of all value or
satisfaction: for instance, it will not deprive one of the value of experiencing sensory
pleasure, for anticipating a pleasure will normally not make one cease desiring it.
Quite the contrary, anticipation of a pleasure is itself pleasant, and so it adds to the
amount of value. Yet, a significant subset of the things we value consists in states of
affairs fulfilling desires that presuppose ignorance, and for these the dilemma sketched
arises.

‘were accurately
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There is, however, an idea, at first blush easy to confuse with Sidgwick’s, that escapes
the objection just delineated. Peter Railton suggests that in order to find out what is good
or valuable for A, we should consider an idealization of him, A+, “who has complete and
vivid knowledge of himself and his environment, and whose rationality is in no way
defective” (1986: 174). We find out what is of value for A by asking A+ “what he would
want his non-idealized self A to want—or more generally, to seek—were to find himself
in the actual conditions and circumstances of A”.4

Suppose, however, that A has an, in practice, ineradicable, false belief to the effect that,
in an afterlife of infinite duration, he will be harshly punished if in the present life he
engages in a certain very enjoyable activity that is compatible with other enjoyable
activities and that is harmless to others. Because of this belief, he concludes that it is best
for him to abstain from this activity and, as a result, leads a much duller life—without
getting any reward in the non-existent afterlife. It seems clear that this conclusion is false
and that what is best for A is that he indulge in the enjoyable activity. This is also the
conclusion he would reach were it not for his false belief.

But it may well be that this is not what his fully rational self, A+, would advise
him(self) to (want to) do in A’s actual, deluded circumstances. For it may well be that, if A
were to engage in the activity, he would experience so much anxiety, because of his belief
in later punishment, that this would destroy the enjoyment obtainable from the activity.
If so, A+ would presumably advise A to abstain from this activity. We have, however, seen
that this is not what is best for A. It is rather what is best for A given his false, ineradicable
belief. But A is not asking what is best for him given any false beliefs he might have; he is
asking simply what is best for him.

The source of the difficulty lies in the fact that, while any false, ineradicable beliefs that
A might have will present themselves as such to A+, they will not, of course, present
themselves as such to A. But these cognitive defects affect how A4’s life goes. Now, A+ can
take these cognitive defects into account as factors determining what is best for A. His
conclusion will then concern what is best for A given these shortcomings, but we have
seen that this is not what A is after in asking what is best for him. Or A+ can abstract from
these shortcomings and ask what advice he should give to A could A be freed of all false
beliefs, and all their attitudinal effects such as fear of an afterlife punishment. However, it
is hard to see what relevant differences there would be between A under these circum-
stances and A +. In other words, Railton’s model now appears to collapse into Sidgwick’s:
what is good for A would be a matter of what the fully rational, omniscient A would want
for himself in his ideal state.

Personal and Impersonal Values

The way out of these quandaries lies, I think, in the sort of ‘evaluative foundationalism’
that I have outlined, according to which all value flows from intrinsic value that is

4 1986: 174. For similar proposals, see e.g. Smith (1994: 110-12) and Rosati (1996).



The Desire Relativity of Value 151

founded on incorrigible, ultimately intrinsic desires, that is, desires whose objects are
desired only because of what they explicitly entail. To develop this subjectivist theory
further, I want to show how it draws a distinction I have already alluded to, namely, the
distinction between personal values, on the one hand, and impersonal values, on the other.
The former may be said to be values for somebody, but we have already seen that this
locution can be used to express the relativity of subjectivism—which is defined by (IV)
above—and the notion I am now after is a narrower one, one in which one can distin-
guish between values that are values for somebody and values that are not within
the framework of this subjectivist value theory. We need this narrower notion to
characterize the prudentialist aim to lead the most fulfilling life, that is, the life that is
(intertemporally) best for oneself.

It is not plausible to hold that the fulfilment of any intrinsic desires one may have—for
example, a desire that everyone be equally well off or that there be life on earth forever—
is personally good for oneself. Hence, we need some restriction on the intrinsic desires
whose fulfilment is personally good for one. It lies close at hand to think that this has
to do with the desires being self-regarding. The prudentialist aim should come out as
self-regarding in this sense.

In Chapter 3 I anticipated a definition of the notion of such a desire as a desire that (1)
has a self-referential content to the effect that something be true of oneself'and that (2) is
not ultimately derived from a desire whose content is not self-referential. Among my
self-referential desires, we might find a desire to the effect that one of my kidneys be
transplanted to a sick relative of mine. This desire is self-referential because its content is
that something be true of me. Imagine, however, that this desire ultimately derives from a
desire of mine that is not self-referential, for example, a desire for saving lives when this
can be done without too great a risk to other lives, and that the reference to myself enters
in the belief-premises of the derivation, for example, in a belief that I can now save the life
of this relative of mine without too great a risk to my own or any other life, by letting one
of my kidneys be transplanted. Then my desire to have my kidney transplanted is not
self-regarding, on my proposal. Intuitively, this seems to me right.*

A self-regarding desire must not be confused with an egoistic or selfish desire (though the
latter must be self-regarding). Suppose instead that my desire that this relative of mine be
well is due to my concern about people closely genetically related to me and a belief that
this person is appropriately related to me. Then my desire to have my kidney transplanted
to this relative would be self-regarding, but it would hardly be egoistic or selfish. The latter
sort of desire is to the effect that one’s own self-regarding desires be fulfilled rather than the
self-regarding desires of others. Thus, an egoistic desire presupposes a certain outcome of
a conflict between the fulfilment of one’s own self-regarding desires and those of others.

* Ina discussion of C. D. Broad’s idea that other-regarding desires can be self-referential, Blackburn remarks that “it is
plausible to suppose that in a very weak sense” all such desires must be self-referential because “a thing has to bear some
relation to an agent in order to figure in her decision-making” (1998: 154). Granted, the outcome of decision-making will
have to be self-referential, and so there must be self-reference somewhere in the premises. But I cannot see why the desires
(rather than certain beliefs) that function as the ultimate starting-points must be self-referential. Thus, there is room for
desires that are not self-regarding in my usage but, e.g., other-regarding.
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The prudentialist aim, however, is likely to be egoistic as well as self-regarding. It is
self-regarding because it is basically an aim or desire that, inter-temporally, one’s own
fulfilment be as great as possible. But it seems likely that one’s aim of leading a life that
contains as much fulfilment of one’s own desires as possible will be best advanced by
one’s having self-regarding desires which will sometimes conflict with the fulfilment of
the self-regarding desires of others, and which one will then be prepared to fulfil. (As will
soon be seen, prudentialists will especially have desires to the effect that they themselves
have certain experiences.) Thus, prudentialism will tend towards egoism, though it is
logically compatible with one’s having, and fulfilling, both self-regarding desires
concerning the desire-fulfilment of others and genuinely other-regarding desires.

The Fulfilment of Self-regarding Desires and Personal Value

The contents of many of the self-regarding desires of prudentialists, and indeed of
humans generally, are likely to be to the effect that they themselves have some experience or
other. Typically, these desires cannot be fulfilled without one’s realizing that they are
fulfilled. For instance, my desire now to see a beautiful sight or to read a book that amuses
me cannot be fulfilled without my being aware of it. Such desire fulfilment is experiential:
when p’s becoming the case fulfils your desire for p in this sense, it causes a change in you
with respect to p, for example, it causes you to cease desiring p and instead to experience
pleasure that p has come to obtain because you are aware that p has become a fact. We may
say that it satisfies not merely your desire, but you, as your feelings indicate.

There is, however, also another concept of desire fulfilment that is purely factual: it
consists simply in p’s becoming the case at a time t when you desire that p become the
case at t. Fulfilment in this sense does not require consciousness on your part of p’s being
the case, and there need be no causal effect on your desire; it need not give way to a
feeling of satisfaction, but may remain intact. My desire that something I have written
be read by somebody this very minute may be fulfilled in this sense without being
experientially fulfilled.

Note that, as conceived here, experiential fulfilment of a desire entails a factual
fulfilment of it: it is fulfilment that subjects feel or experience because, as they are aware,
some desires of theirs have been fulfilled, and not because they falsely believe that they
have been fulfilled. The latter may be termed illusory fulfilment.

In Chapter 3 I concluded that not only psychological hedonism, but also the wider the-
sis of experientialism—that is, the thesis that the object of every (ultimately) intrinsic
desire had by anyone is that they themselves have some experience or other (especially
experiences that one thinks one will like when one has them)—is untenable. I appealed to
the fact that we have various social desires and, as a consequence, may desire such things
as that our names be remembered as long as humanity exists or that traces of our deeds
persist forever (though nobody is around to observe them). It is hardly feasible to
construe such desires as being derivative from desires that we will have some experiences
after our deaths. Nor are they desires that we can realistically hope will ever be
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experientially fulfilled, as opposed to my desire that I am now being read. So, we must
acknowledge the existence of intrinsic desires for other things than our own experiences
that may be merely factually fulfilled, and not just temporarily, but permanently.

I assume that it will be granted that a subjectivist view should take the experiential
fulfilment of self-regarding intrinsic desires to be personally good for the subject. But is
this true of the purely factual fulfilment of self-regarding desires, too? (If so, there are at
least two good things about a situation in which there is experiential fulfilment, for over
and above the fact that the desire in question is fulfilled, the desire to experience the
feeling of satisfaction is also fulfilled.) I think the answer is ‘yes’: for instance, I think it
is good for me if my desire that I not be slandered behind my back, whose fulfilment
I cannot consistently hope to ascertain, is (factually) fulfilled. (But it will not matter much
for what follows if this point is conceded.)

It should be kept in mind, though, that in many cases in which one forms a self-regarding
desire in the belief that it may be experientially fulfilled, it is not nearly as good for one
that it is merely factually fulfilled. Imagine that my desire that I be read by somebody
who really understands me is fulfilled merely in the factual way. Then I miss not just the
pleasure consequent upon my knowledge of this fact. The frustration or sorrow that
I may feel because of the absence of this knowledge will also detract from the value of
the situation, so that, all in all, it may be negative. This may efface the fact that factual
fulfilment does count or is of value.

Suppose that the alternatives are: having my desire to be read and understood actually
satisfied, while not believing that it is, and having this desire actually frustrated, while
believing that it is satisfied; what would I prefer? A priori, no preference is more likely
than the other. If I am inclined to acquire the belief that this desire is satisfied, and am
unwilling to put this belief to the test, this is evidence that I prefer the latter alternative. If
I require very strong reasons to acquire this belief, being anxious to be deceived, this
makes it likely that I prefer the first alternative. It is a mistake to think that, if subjects
desire states of affairs specified like this one, ‘to be read’, they must prefer that these
states of affairs really obtain to their falsely believing that they obtain.¢

It might be thought that this mistake is clearly revealed to be a mistake by the following
case: I want to sign another insurance policy, not because I believe that I shall really need
it, but to alleviate my neurotic sense of insecurity. To alleviate this feeling, a firm belief
that I have signed the policy is enough. So, acquiring this belief is the important thing;
actually signing the policy is only a means to this. But suppose I happen to sign the policy
without realizing it; it might then be doubted that my desire has really been satisfied.
However, if it has not been satisfied, its content must have been inaccurately specified:
perhaps its proper content is ‘to sign an insurance policy in circumstances in which there
is awareness of what is going on’. This leads onto another topic: that the content of a
desire may be partly implicit.

Consider my desire to travel by train tomorrow: is the mere fact that I will travel
by train tomorrow sufficient to fulfil it? Not if the desire is, to borrow Parfit’s phrase,

¢ A mistake that Blackburn might tempt one to make (1998: 140-1).
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implicitly conditional on its own persistence (1984: 151),” that is, not if it is a necessary
condition of my now having this desire that (a) I believe I will still desire to travel by train
tomorrow. If, as appears likely, it is conditional in this fashion, it is also necessary for its
fulfilment that this desire persists tomorrow. So, if made (more) explicit, the content of
the desire is: to travel by train tomorrow if I then still want it.

But even this is probably not enough: suppose that I am sound asleep or unconscious
tomorrow when I am dumped on a departing train (this is compatible with my still
possessing the desire to travel in a dispositional sense). This situation brings out a further
possible condition for the persistence of my desire (already touched upon in the insur-
ance example): (b) my belief that I shall be able to experience a possible train journey
tomorrow, and so experience the fulfilment of my desire. If this is a further condition,
my desire will not be fulfilled, unless this belief is true. My desire to travel by train is then
at bottom a desire to travel by train tomorrow if I still want to then and will be able to
experience the journey. Experiential fulfilment of my desire is then requisite to constitute
a state that is of value for me. On the other hand, supposing my desire is not implicitly
conditional on (b), a purely factual fulfilment will do to create a state of value for me.
This is the case if I want the train trip simply as a convenient means to be elsewhere
tomOrrow.

Of course, it is unlikely that my desire to travel by train is conditional neither upon
(a) nor (b), but other self-regarding desires may realistically be thought to have this
double unconditionality, for example, a desire of mine that my name be remembered
after my death. Such a desire cannot reasonably be held on the proviso that one keeps it
and experiences its fulfilment.

I shall say of a desire not conditional on (b) that it is not (implicitly) conditional on its
yielding experiential fulfilment. (A desire cannot have this conditionality without being
conditional upon (a), but the reverse is possible.) My desire to sign the insurance policy
possesses this (implicit) conditionality on experiential fulfilment. The experiential fulfil-
ment of this desire is a means to alleviate my neurotic insecurity (a more than sufficient
means, since illusory fulfilment would do the trick). But on the account here proposed,
the mere factual fulfilment of self-regarding, intrinsic desires unconditional upon their
yielding experiential fulfilment is of personal value for the subject. This is so, both if they
are conditional upon their own persistence and this condition is met, and if they are free
of this conditionality.

Impersonal Values, Ideals, and Higher and Lower Values

Let us now turn to desires whose contents are not self-referential. Suppose I desire that a
certain sport event be televised tomorrow. In all likelihood, this desire is derived from a self-
referential desire of mine to watch—that is, that I watch—the event on TV tomorrow, a
desire that is probably conditional on my belief that tomorrow I shall (still) desire to watch

7 Cf. also “desires that presuppose their own existence” in Gordon (1986).
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the event on TV and, of course, that I shall then be able to do so. If so, it will surely be of no
value for me to fulfil my desire that the event be on TV, if the desire to watch the event can-
not be fulfilled; it is the (experiential) fulfilment of the latter desire that s of value for me.

It would not be a realistic interpretation in this case, but other non-self-referential
desires are not reasonably construed as being derivative from self-referential desires.
Suppose, for instance, that I desire that in the future no species of mammals or birds on
earth be extinct due to human interference. As it is not reasonable to construe this desire
as being derivative from any self-referential desire of mine, there is no risk of the value of
its fulfilment deriving from that of the fulfilment of such a desire. Moreover, it is scarcely
implicitly conditional on factors corresponding to (a) and (b) above, since in all probabil-
ity it concerns what will happen long after my death.

It seems, however, to be absurd to hold that it is good, or makes things good, for me if,
by the end of humanity, thousands of years after my death, my desire is factually fulfilled
by its turning out then that humans have exterminated no species of mammal or bird.
The reason for this, on my analysis, is that the desire is not self-regarding and that the
fulfilment of it is not experiential. If a non-self-regarding of mine, for example, that there
be peace in the Middle East this year, is experientially fulfilled, then this is personally good
for me. But this is because it would satisfy my self-regarding desire to experience fulfil-
ment. So the sense in which personal values are “for’ subjects can be explicated in terms of
the self-regarding content of the relevant desires; there is no need for a separate clause
requiring that the fulfilment be experiential.

Naturally, to subjectivists like myself, those values that are impersonal will still be
values for some subject in the sense that they are values from the point of view of, or relative
to, a desire of some subject. But they are not personal values for some subject. To prevent
confusion, we should not say, for example, that there be peace in the Middle East is of
value for me. I suggest we should rather say that it is of impersonal, as opposed to personal,
value for me, and reserve the unqualified locution ‘value for me’ for the latter case in
which there is double relativity.

I find it plausible to hold that many humans have non-self-regarding desires (or
wishes)—of ecological, moral, political, artistic, etc., import—whose purely factual ful-
filment is of impersonal value (for them). Since these desires are not conditional upon
their own experiential fulfilment, we do not continue to have them because of the fulfil-
ment they may allow us to experience. Rather, it is just their objectives for what they are
in themselves that provide us with a reason to try to keep desiring them. In contrast to
desires that are conditional upon their experiential fulfilment, we see having desires for
these objectives as something having value apart from the felt satisfaction with which
these desires could supply us.®

Instead of being derived from self-referential desires, these non-self-regarding desires
may generate such desires—to the effect that we contribute to their realization—desires

8 This distinction shows the falsity of Darwall’s claim that as soon as “we are aware that something has value only for us
we cannot draw the craftperson’s distinction between the way she regards pick up sticks (which she may intrinsically like)
and the way she regards her craft” (1983: 165), i.e., as something that gives meaning to her life and is not a mere vehicle of
pleasure.
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whose factual fulfilment is also of value, though impersonally so, since the desires are not
self-regarding. Thus, unless it is experiential, the fulfilment of a merely self-referential
desire will not be of personal value for the subject. However, it should be borne in mind
that, though derivable, such contributory desires can already be held as intrinsic. To this
extent, they are self-regarding, and their fulfilment may be of personal value.

Whether or not self-regarding, desires that are conditional neither on their experien-
tial fulfilment nor on their own persistence can be held though they are at odds with
maximizing one’s inter-temporal fulfilment. I shall call such desires ideals, and they will
play a prominent role in Part IV. We will see that there are ideals that cannot be criticized
as cognitively irrational. Rationalism is such an ideal: one can desire that lives be led in the
light of philosophical truth, and that oneself contribute to this goal as far as possible,
even if one should cease desiring this, and the lifelong fulfilment of this desire will go
against one’s leading a maximally fulfilling life. It is this which gives rise to the conflict
between rationalism and prudentialism.

Thus, Brink is wrong when he writes that subjectivism “would seem to counsel the
cultivation of desires that are most easily satisfiable and the extirpation of desires
with more risky objects” (1988: 227). I have maintained that agents necessarily act in
accordance with those occurrent desires of theirs that are strongest at the time of
action—that, factual errors aside, they will do what will in fact maximize the fulfilment
of their present desires or what will be best relative to their present (intrinsic) desires. But
this is different from the prudentialist aim of making one’s whole life or existence as fulfill-
ing as possible, that is, of living in the way which, through time, makes the sum of fulfilment
of one’s intrinsic desires as great as possible. These aims may coincide if one’s dominant
present desire is the prudentialist one but, of course, this is no counsel subjectivism
entails. As I have just indicated, subjectivism leaves room for ideals or more generally for
desiring that states of affairs obtain at—future or hypothetical—times at which one
envisages not desiring them and, consequently, at which their materialization will not be
of (personal or impersonal) value for one.?

According to subjectivism, the answer to the life-philosophical question As far as
philosophical truth goes, how should I live, that is, how have I most reason to live?” will
depend upon what one’s current intrinsic desires are and what will maximally fulfil them.
In other words, subjectivism is committed to a version of what Parfit calls “the Present-
aim Theory” (in the next chapter, I argue that we should settle for what is in effect what
Parfit calls the “deliberative” version of this theory (1984: 94, 118), without wanting to
getbogged down by exegetical matters). This is, however, a purely formal constraint which
does not impose any restriction on the substantive content of one’s current intrinsic
desires.1°

Prudentialism is one possible specification of this content, and I shall conclude by
saying a few more words about it. I have taken it to be the aim of leading a life that

° Gordon (1986: 106—7, 112—13) appears to stress this point.
10 See Parfit (1984: secs. 34-5). I argue (1990) that Parfit does not unequivocally treat the Present-aim Theory as a formal
theory in this sense.
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contains a maximum of pleasurable desire fulfilment. This need not be taken to mean the
greatest quantity of pleasurable desire fulfilment, where this quantity is obtained by
multiplying the intensity and duration of the fulfilment. One instance of pleasurable
desire fulfilment may be greater for you than another by being of a higher quality. This is
so when you prefer the enjoyment of listening to Mozart for a short period to the enjoy-
ment of listening to muzak for a much longer period, though you estimate that the latter
contains a greater quantity of enjoyment. For even if the enjoyment of Mozart may be
more intense, it need not be so much more intense that this can outweigh the much
longer duration of listening to muzak. (Note, however, that you would not prefer listen-
ing to Mozart if it gave you no enjoyment at all.) Likewise, a brief instance of excruciat-
ing pain may be worse for qualitative reasons than days of very mild pain, though it is
quantitatively smaller.!!

I think the aim of a inter-temporal maximum of pleasurable desire fulfilment will
make prudentialists strive to have, as far as possible, lower-order desires for pleasurable
experiences and desires that are implicitly conditional upon yielding such experiences.
But they may have, and act upon, other sorts of desire if this is compatible with their
goal. They may have desires not conditional upon their experiential fulfilment, such as
not to be backstabbed by friends, and even desires not conditional on their persistence,
for example, desires concerning how they will be remembered after death. These things
may be (personally) good for them, though not as weighty goods as pleasurable experi-
ences. They may even be equipped with desires that are not self-regarding, for example, a
desire that the population on earth will not grow fifty years from now, though their
purely factual fulfilment is scarcely something that is better for them.

It seems to me, however, that having the experience-related desires that prudentialists
will tend to have will promote not merely their goal of inter-temporally maximizing
their experiential fulfilment, but also the goal of inter-temporally maximizing their
factual fulfilment. The reason for this is that the experiential fulfilment of a desire entails,
in addition to the purely factual fulfilment of it, the factual fulfilment of the hedonist or
satisfactionalist desire to experience fulfilment. Thus, experiential fulfilment normally
means a ‘double dose’ of factual fulfilment. Consequently, there might in practice be
little difference between the prudentialist goal of maximizing experiential fulfilment and
the goal of maximizing factual fulfilment.

11 Ishow (2004b) how the distinction between higher and lower qualities of fulfilment can be used to meet problems for
maximization theories like the repugnant conclusion.
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THE RATIONALITY OF
PARA-COGNITIVE ATTITUDES

THE notion of it being rational for one to (want to) bring about something, p, is ambiguous.
There is the exclusive sense in which it means that one is rationally required to (want to)
bring about p. The implication is then that it would be irrational not to (want to) bring
about p. But there is also a non-exclusive sense in which it is equivalent to its being ration-
ally permissible or not irrational to (want to) bring about p. This does not exclude that it is
also permitted not to (want to) bring about p.

Rationality is an epistemic notion which is relative to the subject’s background knowledge
or beliefs. This means that the notion of what it is rational for one to do is more intimately
related to what one has apparent reasons to do than what one has real reasons to do. The
exclusive sense is tantamount to it being the case that, were one to think rationally, one
would have decisive apparent reasons to (want to) bring about p. The non-exclusive sense is
tantamount to it being the case that, were one to think rationally, one would not have decisive
apparent reasons to omit to (want to) bring about p. Real reasons for acting and desiring, if
strong enough, make one rationally required to act and desire in accordance with them if, by
thinking rationally, one would appropriate them, that is, turn them into apparent reasons.

It follows from the account of reasons here presented that ultimately intrinsic desires
cannot, as such, be rationally required, because there is nothing objective—nothing
external to or different in kind from desires—that can serve as such requirements. If you
rationally think that you can bring about p (and can refrain from it), there is nothing that
can make you rationally required to intrinsically want to bring about p rather than not-p,
for the requisite fit is possible whichever you desire. There is nothing comparable to sense-
experience that can make you rationally required to have one basic thought, for example,
that you see something blue, rather than another one.

However, an ultimately intrinsic desire can be irrational or rationally illegitimate.!
Suppose that it is irrational to think that one can cause g; that were one rational, one

! Pace Hume who seems to assume that reason can oppose passion only by producing a contrary desire (1739-40/1978:
414-15).
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would see the impossibility of this, for example that one can travel backwards in time or
move about independently of one’s body and all other material bodies. Then an intrinsic
(or indeed any intelligent) desire to bring about q would be irrational. That is, there is a
rational requirement not to desire that q be the case (which of course should not be
confused with desiring not-q), since this desire cannot make the world fit its object.

Hume insists that here “tis not the passion, properly speaking, which is unreasonable,
but the judgment” (1739-40/1978: 416). It is indeed true that the irrationality of desiresis
derivative from the irrationality of the propositional thoughts they encapsulate. But
since they encapsulate such thoughts, since the ascription of desires conceptually involves
reference to propositional thoughts or judgements, I see no objection to characterizing
desires themselves as irrational when these thoughts are irrational. Because of its source
in cognition, I think it is appropriate to term this (ir)rationality cognitive, though it is
(ir)rationality of a para-cognitive attitude.

But, according to the account of reasons here propounded, one can be rationally
required to desire something only relative to or given some of one’s other desires. In the
end, these desires cannot be ones that one has because one is rationally required to have
them. They will have to be ultimately intrinsic desires, which can only be rationally
legitimate. The rational requirement derives from the direction of fit of these desires and
appropriate conditional beliefs that are rationally held.

As regards the relation between the two forms of rationality of desires that we
have distinguished, cognitive and relative rationality, it should be noted that it may
be relatively irrational for one to have desires that are cognitively rational, just as it
may be relatively rational to have desires that are cognitively irrational. As will transpire,
this can be true of satisfactionalists.

Let us now review the conditions under which one can be rationally required to desire p
by other desires one has, that is, the conditions under which, were one to think rationally,
one would have decisive apparent reasons to desire p. As has emerged from the foregoing
chapters, this is a complex matter. To begin with, that one rationally thinks that only if
one brings about p then q will be brought about and that one has an intrinsic desire for q is
certainly not enough to make one relatively required to desire p. This is so because one
may have an intrinsic aversion to p, or to some of its other consequences, which is
stronger than one’s desire for q. In effect, this means that to find out what one is rationally
required to want, one needs to survey all one’s current rational(ly permissible) intrinsic
desires and ask what would maximize their fulfilment.

This may be a crucial difference between theoretical and practical rationality: practical
rationality has a holistic character that theoretical rationality does not possess, at least on
model of foundationalism (which is a possible or intelligible model of theoretical
rationality; I do not assert it to be the correct one). A means—end relationship to a single
intrinsic desire cannot make one rationally required to have any desire, as the deducibility
of a thought from a basic thought supported by sense-experience can make one
rationally required to have it. It is only if this desire, in relation to other intrinsic desires
with which one is equipped, is sufficiently strong to form a decisive desire that there is
such a requirement.
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The two main points of this discussion of the rationality of desire are the following.
(a) Both cognitive and the relative rationality of desires depend on theoretical rationality,
for example, of thinking rationally about one’s power of acting and about some conditional
relationships, such as the means—end relation. (b) One can be rationally required to want
something only in the relative sense, that is, only relatively to other desires one has. In
the end, the latter will have to be ultimately intrinsic desires which, as such, are at best
non-exclusively rational in the cognitive sense. I have defended (b) in preceding chapters,
but should now like to defend (a) against a rival view.

Parfit supposes that he smokes only because he has the irrational belief that smoking
will protect his health. To the question “Does the irrationality of my belief make my
desire to smoke irrational?” he replies “Not in any useful sense. Given my belief that
smoking will achieve my aim, my desire to smoke is rational” (2001: 28). In his view, “our
desires are rational if they depend upon beliefs whose truth would give us reasons to have
these desires” (2001: 25). Parfit is here talking about non-normative beliefs. As regards
normative beliefs, he claims “desires are rational when and because the normative beliefs
on which they depend are rational” (2001: 32).

But imagine that your irrational non-normative belief is such that it cannot be true
because itislogically impossible. Imagine, for instance, that you believe that the only way
you can prevent yourself from dying from the incurable disease you now have is by
travelling backwards in time and ensuring that you do not contract it. If, in response to
this belief, you want to travel backwards in time to avoid the disease, it would seem that
your desire is irrational. For it is a desire to do something that no rational person believes
could be done. Parfit’s account would, however, rather seem to imply that your desire is
rational. For if your belief were true, it would seem that you would have a reason for
your desire, since the normative belief on which this desire depends—to the effect that
one has reason to protect one’s health—may well be rational.

It may be replied that Parfit could escape this objection by making an exception for
irrational beliefs in what is logically impossible. But I think such a revision would not go
far enough. I believe we should distinguish between whether the derivation of a proposi-
tional attitude, like a desire or belief, is rational and whether the attitude derived is rational.
In Parfit’s example the derivation of the desire to smoke is indeed perfectly rational. But
that is not sufficient for the desire derived to be rational. This also requires that the
premises from which the derivation is made are rational. For the derived desire incorpo-
rates them—Parfit’s desire to smoke is more precisely a desire to smoke in order to protect
his health—and so inherits their (ir)rationality.

The requirement about the rationality of the premises holds also for the derivation
of beliefs. Suppose I rationally believe p if and only if q and irrationally believe p. If the
rationality of the derivation of a belief was sufficient for the derived belief to be rational,
my derived belief that g would be rational. But with the help of this belief and the belief
that p if and only if g, I could rationally derive p and so rationally believe p. Thus, by
means of an irrational belief that p, I could arrive at a rational belief that p! This shows
that the fact that the derivation of a belief is rational is not sufficient for the derived belief
to be rational. In addition, we should require that the premises be rationally held. I claim
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that the same goes for the practical case in which a desire is derived: for this desire to be
rational, the beliefs and desires that form the starting-point of the derivation must be
rational, as well as the derivation itself.

I conclude, then, that (a) is true as well as (b). With this in mind, we may define cognit-
ive rationality and a requirement of relative rationality for desires along the following
lines:

(RD) (1) A’s ultimately intrinsic desire for q is cognitively rational iff: this desire is among
the ones A would have were she to form her ultimately intrinsic desires solely on the
basis of the thoughts she would have were she thinking rationally; and

(2) A is rationally required to desire p iff: were A to think rationally, she would find
herself with ultimately intrinsic desires to which she would believe p stands in such
a relationship that she has decisive apparent reasons to want p, that is, she has
beliefs to the effect that p fulfils these desires better than any alternative.

Thus, when one is rationally required to have some desire, this is always given some
other, in the end ultimately intrinsic, desire one possesses, though this desire is not
always made explicit. I shall adopt the convention that when these presupposed desires
are made explicit, and thus the relativity of the rationality is made explicit, they need not
be intrinsic desires satisfying (1). Otherwise we would not be capable of talking about
what one is rationally required to desire given the prudentialist aim, since its bias towards
oneself is not cognitively rational, as will transpire in Part IV.

Velleman’s Criticism of Brandt

It is illuminating to compare and contrast (1) of (RD) with Brandt’s similar sounding
proposal that an intrinsic desire is rational “if it would survive or be produced by careful
‘cognitive psychotherapy’ ” (1979: 113)—that s, repeated exposure to all available relevant
information represented in an “ideally vivid way” (1979: 113; cf. 11, 149).2 A crucial
difference between this proposal and mine is that Brandt counts an intrinsic desire as
rational if it survives cognitive psychotherapy. As Brandt himself notes, this brings along
a “surprising” corollary: actual desires which “resist extinction by inhibition and anything
else, since they have been so firmly learned at an early age . .. qualify as rational” (1979:
113) simply in virtue of their recalcitrance. Critics—like David Velleman (1988)>—have
not been slow to fasten on this no doubt counter-intuitive corollary. It is in order to
escape this complaint that (1) of (RD) is phrased in terms of what desires would be
formed, that is produced, under the conditions stated, were the subject to form her

2 Brandt’s conception of an intrinsic desire is broader than mine of an ultimately intrinsic desire: a lot of the desires he
classifies as intrinsic, I view as at least originally derivative, and their resistance to cognitive psychotherapy consists in their
being sustained by intransigent conditional beliefs linking the objectives to other desired objectives. For this point, as well
as other good criticisms of Brandt, see Fumerton (1990: 145-50).

3 Alot of Velleman’s objections to Brandt turn on this aspect of his proposal and the fact that Brandt wants to explicate
the notion of goodness in terms of rational desire; therefore, my account evades them.
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desires afresh. It is to be understood that the (episodic) thoughts referred to be present
before the mind sufficiently long to take full effect.

Another objection of Velleman’s concerns that the facts of which one would think
were one to undergo cognitive psychotherapy

would have to be represented in a particular medium, and there is more than one
medium available. I can state the facts, I can picture them, I can diagram or map them,
and their motivational impact may well depend on their medium of representation.
(1988: 365)

Velleman is alive to the possibility that Brandt may have considered this point and
attempted to cater for it by demanding that the facts be represented in an ideally vivid
way. He also reports that Brandt has told him that “being an empiricist at heart, he
regards sensory images as the most vivid mode of representation” (1988: 367 n.). But
Velleman disputes that a vivid picture is more vivid than a vivid description and affirms
that the difference is “in kind of vividness, not in degree” (1988: 367).

However, if one understands vividness as I have proposed—namely, in terms of richness
of informational content—there can be no doubt that in general sensory images are more
vivid representations of (immediately) perceptible states and events (not facts, as Velleman
puts it) than linguistic descriptions. Velleman tries to back up his view by speculating that

Perhaps all representations tinge their subject matter with some extraneous colour,
because they must employ a verbal or visual or, in any case, symbolic medium, with
purely fortuitous connotations, in representing what is in itself neither verbal nor
visual nor in any way symbolic. (1988: 370)

But if one employs the medium of visual images to represent something visual, for example
colours, it is plainly not true that one puts a visual medium, “with purely fortuitous con-
notations”, to use in representing something that is not visual. The fact that an image of a
colour normally is derived from a visual impression of the corresponding colour from
which the concept of the colour is also derived makes it implausible to claim that its con-
notations are “purely fortuitous” or that representation in terms of it adds an extraneous
tinge. There is reason to hold neither that a representation of a colour in a vivid image
adds anything extraneous nor that there is anything that it necessarily leaves out.

It might be conceded that even if sensory images provide an ideal way of representing
what is directly perceptible, there is no such way of representing more abstract or percep-
tually less accessible states and events. Here some conventional medium, like language,
is needed, and we will have a choice of styles, some of which may differ in their
motivational impacts. But if two styles of describing the same event apparently differ in
their motivational effects, we should ask whether they really convey the very same facts:
perhaps, for example, the metaphors of one description call to mind resemblances to
external matters which the other description fails to evoke. If so, there is a difference in
respect of facts conveyed, and this difference could in principle be made more explicit. It
is only if two styles of description would produce different motivational effects which
could not be put down a difference in their propositional content that we would not
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know which to recommend to someone exercising cognitive psychotherapy. But that this
is the case is nothing that Velleman has shown.

Moreover, if it should turn out to be the case that different media or styles of
representation would differ in their motivational effects without this being due to differ-
ences in the propositional or factual content that they somehow convey, this is something
that will affect and render indeterminate not only subjectivist explications of practical
rationality like Brandt’s and mine, but any reasonable explications of the notion, even
objectivist ones. For it is hard to deny that some clause about the exposure to information
should enter into such explications.

Rational Thinking

If a definition like (RD) is along the right track, practical rationality rests upon theoretical
rationality, for the notion of rational thinking crops up in (RD). Theoretical rationality
and epistemology is so vast a field that nothing approximating to justice can here be done
to it, but a few remarks on the rationality of thinking-true or believing may be in order.
An explication of this notion has to strike a balance between being too ‘intersubjective’
or ‘impersonal’ and too ‘subjective’ or “personal’.

Brandt seems to me to fall into the trap of construing theoretical rationality too inter-
subjectively. On the view offered by him, a desire is rationally held only if it is produced
by or survives exposure to all available relevant information. Information available is then
explained to consist in:

the propositions accepted by the science of the agent’s day, plus factual propositions
justified by publicly accessible evidence (including testimony of others about them-
selves) and the principles of logic. (1979: 13)

Brandt is unperturbed by the fact that this conception will enable us to criticize people
as being irrational in having certain beliefs, “although they may not themselves be aware
of the known facts which make them so” (1979: 13). However, it strikes me as wrong-
headed to accuse you of being irrational in thinking p if you have no reason to suspect
that there are any known truths that undermine the probability of p (cf. Gibbard, 1990:
18-19). Itis another matter that, although you are not irrational in believing p, given your
inferior epistemic situation, the belief that p can be declared to be irrational—meaning by
this that it is irrational relative to the best epistemic situation known.

One would be going too far in the subjective or personal direction were one to suggest
that what is rational to think is what is best supported by the reasons that in some sense
one has in one’s mind, for one is often aware of the incompleteness of these reasons. It is
important to recognize that in many situations one is aware not so much of (putative)
facts bearing on the matter at issue—that is, of reasons—as of means of acquiring such
facts or reasons. Excepting private matters, the body of (alleged) facts about any topic
that one has present before one’s mind—or, for that matter, dispositionally stored in it—
is very modest compared to the body one knows one can lay one’s hands on by going to a
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library, for instance. It appears irrational to form a belief on the basis of one’s present
information when one knows or reasonably believes that one could come into possession
of a much more comprehensive body of information that might well significantly alter
the relevant probabilities.*

A proposal that avoids both the objections of being too impersonal and of being too
personal, I believe, would be this:

(RT) A’s episodically thinking (true) p is rational if:
A’s thinking p is determined by the weight of all the apparent reasons bearing on
whether or not p that she has, and these make up all the relevant reasons that she
has reasons in her mind—in an apparent or dispositional form—to think could be
assembled by her.

Imagine that A thinks that the relevant reasons initially stored in her mind are inadequate
and that there are further relevant (real) reasons to be acquired. She acquires all these
reasons and endorses p in proportion to the support provided by these (now apparent)
reasons—that is, by a body of reasons that, so far she can see, is so comprehensive that no
further addition attainable by her will alter its bearing on the topic at hand. This is the
situation I have in mind in designing (RT), and it is the one in terms of which the notion
of rational thinking cropping up in (RD) could be defined.

There is another type of situation somewhat similar to this: A thinks that beyond the
reasons in her mind there are further relevant (real) reasons to be acquired, but she does
not bother to acquire these reasons because she is convinced that they will in any case
favour p. Nevertheless, A thinks p because of this conviction about the thrust of the
(unknown) real reasons. This situation is clearly possible, but would her thinking p be
rational if it rested on such a ground? My inclination is to say that it would be rational
only if the conviction about the thrust of the unknown reasons is rational, but to leave it
at that would, of course, be blatantly circular.

It might be suggested that we could escape the circularity by applying the same recipe
again: that the conviction that the unknown reasons will warrant that the belief p is
rational if A holds this conviction because she has gathered all the pertinent reasons that
she has reason to think would make a difference to the issue and these support the
conviction. In fact, I believe this to be the correct way out, but I shall not insist on this.
I rest content with pointing out that (RT) is devised with the first situation in mind and
that it states only a sufficient condition of rational thinking.

There is another set of complications which centres around the notion of the further
real reasons that could be assembled or acquired by A. It is a well-known fact that it is
sometimes inadvisable to try to acquire some pieces of information which one could
acquire if one tried hard enough. In deliberating, you often reach a point at which it
seems clear that trying to collect further pieces of information, though possible, is likely
to frustrate important desires. Suppose, for instance, that A has a dominant, rational

4 In passing, Brandt mentions a “ ‘subjective’ ” conception of rationality (1979: 72); it is not clear to me whether this
conception coincides with the one I propose or the one I find too subjective.
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desire to make alot of money at once. A normally reliable friend tips her off that a certain
horse will win a race. If A bets a small sum on the horse, and the horse wins, she will get
the money needed in time. A believes that she can get hold of further information that
will either confirm or undermine the friend’s tip, but she is also aware that acquiring this
information will take so long that it will be too late to bet on the horse. In such a case A
might be said to be irrational if she tries to collect the further information. But if she acts
rationally in not trying to extend her evidence, and if her evidence supports the belief
that the horse will win, it would seem that she must be rational in having this belief. This
is so, despite A’s knowing herself to be in a position to gain further relevant information
that may make it improbable that the horse will win.

It is possible to respond to this objection by appealing to an analogue to the above
distinction between cognitive and relative rationality: between thinking a thought that is
cognitively rational and being relatively rational in thinking a thought given the possession
of some desire. In the end this will be ultimately intrinsic desires, so let us take this as our
example in defining relative theoretical rationality, as opposed to the cognitive rationality
defined by (RT):

(RT*) A’sthinking p is (relatively) rational given her ultimately intrinsic desires if:
A’s thinking p is determined by the weight of all the apparent reasons bearing on
whether or not p that she has, and these make up all the relevant reasons she has
reason in her mind to think could be assembled by her compatibly with maximally
fulfilling her ultimately intrinsic desires.

(RT) and (RT*) will converge upon what it is rational think on one condition, namely,
that within the set of A’s ultimately intrinsic desires the desire to be as well-informed as
possible is dominant to the degree of outweighing the conjunction of other in the situ-
ation conflicting ultimately intrinsic desires of hers. A will then seek out all the reasons she
has reason to think that she can get hold of, and she will be relatively rational in thinking
thoughts that are cognitively rational.

Of course, in practice nobody has a desire as general as the desire to be as well-informed
as possible. There are always some matters in which one takes an interest and about which
one in particular likes to be well-informed, while one is indifferent to others. I shall here be
especially concerned with the desire to be well-informed about those general aspects of
the universe that form the subject matter of philosophy—and, more specifically, those
that have a bearing on the formation of para-cognitive attitudes. I shall refer to the desire
to be as well-informed as possible about these aspects, and to shape one’s attitudes in the
light of this information, as the rationalist desire, and to persons (whether actual or imagi-
nary) for whom it is the supreme or strongest desire as rationalists.

In the next three parts of the book, I shall investigate the cognitive rationality of
certain para-cognitive attitudes, for example of temporal and personal partiality: is it
rational(ly legitimate) to prefer one thing that is personally good to another simply because
itis closer to the present or to prefer that one person obtain some such thing rather than
somebody else simply because the first person is oneself? My reply will be that this is not
cognitively rational, that is, that these are not preferences one would have were one to
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form them on the basis of one’s cognitively rational thoughts. It does not follow from
this, however, that one is rationally required to give up these preferences whatever the
orientation of one’s intrinsic desires. Given certain orientations, it may be (relatively)
rational to have desires that are cognitively irrational.

This is certainly not so for rationalists: they are obliged to scrap desires that are
cognitively irrational. But, although many of us are equipped with the rationalist desire,
we also have other intrinsic desires some of which may be stronger. For instance, there is
also the satisfactionalist (intrinsic) desire whose objective is to produce pleasure and the
feeling of desire-fulfilment. The form of this that is to the effect that one’s own life
contain as much (experiential) fulfilment as possible is the prudentialist (fulfilment-
maximizing) desire and subjects who are dominated by it are prudentialists.

As already pointed out, it is important not to confuse the—somewhat indeterminate—
objective of the prudentialist desire, that one lead a life in which the fulfilment of one’s
(intrinsic) desires be as great as possible, or that one’s fulfilment be inter-temporally
maximized, with the state of affairs consisting in one’s present desires being maximally
fulfilled, for one’s strongest present desire may not be this prudentialist desire, but, for
example, the rationalist desire.

A main theme of this essay is the extent to which the rationalist desire and the satisfac-
tionalist desire diverge, even if the latter is rendered cognitively rational. We shall first
explore how rationalism diverges from the prudentialist form of this aim, that is, the
extent to which living so as to maximize the (experiential) fulfilment of one’s own life
diverges from living attitudinally tuned to a true philosophical picture of the universe.
While rationalists are rationally required to reject all cognitively irrational attitudes,
prudentialists, on the contrary, are rationally required to keep those of these attitudes the
loss of which will make their own life less fulfilling, and as we shall see there are a number
of these. If, as I think is the case, there is something of both a rationalist and a prudential-
istin many of us, we face a dilemma.*

Summary of Kinds of Reason

It may be helpful to end this chapter with a list of the types of (practical and theoretical)
reason that have been distinguished so far:

(1) Realreasons which are constituted by what is actually the case,

(2) The reasons that one can actually acquire (a) if one tries as hard as one can to
make one’s reasons as comprehensive as possible or (b) if one tries as hard as one

> It follows that what is rational for one need not be rational for another. Sometimes when this subject-relativity is
apparently denied, the denial is just that—apparent. For instance, Nicholas Rescher argues: “The universalized aspect of
rationality turns on its being advisable by person-indifferent and objectively cogent standards for anyone in those circum-
stances to do the ‘rationally appropriate’ things at issue. The standards of rational cogency are general in the sense that
what is rational for one person is also rational for anyone else in his shoes” (1988: 158). However, on the very same page he
has already warned us that “we here construe ‘circumstances’ very broadly, including not only the outer and situational,
but also the inner conditions that relate to a person’s physical and psychological make-up”. This seems to trivialize the uni-
versality or non-relativity of rationality.
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can compatibly with maximizing the fulfilment of one’s present ultimately
intrinsic desires,

(3) The reasons that, on the basis of good or bad reasons, one thinks one can acquire
on the proviso of either (a) or (b) of (2),

(4) Apparent reasons which are represented by episodic thoughts,
and

(5) Dispositional reasons that are dispositionally stored in the mind.

The distinction between (4) and (5) which has just been hinted at will assume greater sig-
nificance in the next two chapters.

Some appear to have thought that the notions of rationally desiring and thinking
should be defined in the terms of the reasons spelt out in (2). But I have argued that, with
the supporting reasons spelt out along the lines (4) and (5), (3) is a preferable alternative—
(3a) in the case of the notion of a cognitively rational thought or desire, and (3b) in the
case of the notion of a thought or desire that it is relatively rational for one to have given
the orientation of one’s ultimately intrinsic aims.
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WEAKNESS OF WILL

AsIarguedin Chapter 8, it is a merit of internalism that it leaves no room for any embar-
rassing indecision concerning doing (or wanting to do) what one has most apparent
reason to (want to) do. However, it might seem to have the countervailing demerit of
making impossible a phenomenon that common sense takes to occur, namely the
phenomenon of weakness of will. Let us see what precise form this difficulty takes for
the internalist position here advocated.

This view entails that if A at t has in her mind, in some sense, reasons such that she
is in a position to truly claim that she ought or should—that is, has decisively stronger
reasons—to bring about p rather than not-p at t, then necessarily, if A intentionally brings
about either p or not-p at t, she intentionally brings about p at t. This contention can be
split up into two claims.

(1) If A at t has in her mind reasons the thrust of which makes true her claim that she
ought to bring about p rather than not-p at t, then, if she at t forms a decisive desire to
bring about either p or not-p at t, she forms a decisive desire to bring about p att.

(2) If A att forms a decisive desire to bring about p at t, then, if she at t intentionally
brings about either p or not-p, she intentionally brings about p att.

I have in Chapter 4 and in (1981) said what I have to say in favour of the conceptual con-
nection between decisive desire and intentional action stated in (2); so the main topic of
this discussion will be the formation of such a desire on the basis of reasons in one’s pos-
session, that s, claim (1).

(1) is backed up by the internalist construal of reasons and reasoning that I have
offered. According to this account, A’s at present having decisively stronger reasons
for causing p than not-p is roughly tantamount to her beliefs representing p as definitely
more conducive than not-p to realize what is the object of her currently strongest
intrinsic desires. Under these conditions, if A on the basis of these beliefs decisively
desires either to cause p or to cause not-p, she decisively desires to cause p.

However, if both (1) and (2) are necessarily true, it seems that weakness of will or
akrasia, as acting against one’s best reasons, is impossible. To be sure, this phenomenon is
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often differently formulated. It is said that akratic agents act contrary to what they think is
best (for them) or to what they think they ought to do.! These formulations differ from
the one here proposed in that they presuppose that akratic agents are self-conscious to
the extent of being conscious of their current values or reasons as their values or reasons,
and thereby their current desires.

For one cannot judge what is now of (greatest) value for one without being aware of
one’s present intrinsic desires, since, as I have explained, something’s being of (intrinsic)
value for one now consists in its fulfilling one’s present (ultimately) intrinsic desires.
Similarly, to think that one ought (in what I have called the rationally normative sense) to
bring about p is to think that the reasons one has decisively support bringing about p. If
so, it follows, owing to the desire-dependence of reasons, that a judgement about the
thrust of one’s present reasons for action presupposes an appraisal of one’s current
desires. This account of ‘ought’ in the practical sphere is confirmed by the fact that it
could quite easily be generalized to cover occurrences of the word in the theoretical
dimension. When we here say that p ought to be the case—for example that it ought to
rain tomorrow—this is naturally construed as saying that there are best reasons to think
that p is the case (or that it is probable that p).2

There are at least three reasons for preferring my formulation of the problem of akrasia
to the latter two formulations which involve this self-consciousness of one’s current
desires. First, I believe it to be at least in principle possible that agents act out of weakness
of will without being conscious of the desires they have at the time of action. One can
clearly have in one’s mind a reason for action without being conscious of having it, that s,
one can think certain thoughts of a conditional form that have a causal impact on one’s
motivation without being aware (or thinking truly) that one is thinking these thoughts
and that they have this motivational impact. If this is so, why would it not be weakness of
will to act contrary to the best reasons that one has should this occur in the absence of the
self-conscious reflection that one has them? I am prepared to concede that it might, for
some reason, be the case that the akrates must have the capacity to monitor his current
desires, but I fail to see why this capacity must be exercised at the moment of weakness.

Secondly, it seems to me clear that it is at least logically possible to judge (correctly)
that it is best for one, or that one ought, to bring about p, and then on the basis of this
judgement form a decisive desire not to bring it about. On the analysis of desire offered in
Chapter 4, to have a desire to cause p is to be in a state that, in conjunction with a thought
to the effect that one might be able to bring about p, tends to cause what one thinks is p.
Now, it is in theory possible that one is in a desire-state that in conjunction with a thought
that one might be able to act contrary to what one thinks is best for one, or what one thinks
one ought to do, causes one to act in this contrary fashion. It is to be expected, though, that
the world should contain few creatures who exhibit this defiant reaction to consciousness
of the thrust of their own current reasons for action, because such creatures would be

! Sometimes it is assumed that these have to be moral judgements, but that is clearly a mistake.
2 Cf. Edgley’s contention (1969: ch. 4.10) that ‘ought’ expresses a pressure of reason consisting in there being good
reasons for thinking or doing something.
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singularly ill-suited to survival. If a species equipped with self-consciousness has been
successful in the struggle for survival, it must be the rule that the response of its mem-
bers to what self-consciousness informs them will most fully satisfy their current intrinsic
desires will be a desire to pursue this course.

If we assume that a sentence of the form T shall cause p’ is what I have called express-
ively normative and gives vent to a decision or the formation of a decisive desire
(or intention) to cause p, then we shou