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the poesibility of the antecedents to the action referred to in the 

explanations, the agent's want• and beliefs, being causal condition• of 

the action. I also support the arguments in favour of the 'realiet' 

interpretation of dispositions, - and hence maintain that dispositional 

explanations may be causal explanations. 

In the subsequent chapters, I consider varioua characteristics 

of 'wants'. I take 'want' in the widest sense to cover any pro­

attitude towards the action, a■ opposed to the restricted sen■• in 

which it is aometimea used in aontrast to e.g. 'obligation'. In the 

wide sense of 'want' 'he intends to X' logically entails 'he wants to X' 

i.e. 'he baa SOIM pro-attitude towards doing X'. 

I suggest that there ia a lack of parity between various 

causal models and the relationship of wants to the intention and ful­

filling action. Want• are unlike dispositional causes in cartain 

reepecte relating to conflicting wante. They are nevertheless like 

diepoeitions in that they are tendencies, but their characteristic• are 

more appropriately described by an indeterministic 1110del. 

I argue that 'He wants to X' logically entails 'If he believes 

(without a doubt) that he has the opportunity and capacity and ao 

conflicting vants, he is rational about these belief& and ha does not 

change hie mind, he intends to X'. It could be claimed that although 

this ia a logical entailment, it aay nevertheless also describe a 

causal connection. At this juncture I suggest that what ia implied by 

the want is not a hypothetical proposition like ••I• a dispositional 

statement; but rather, the provisional intention 'he intends (to X if 

he hu the opportunity, and capacity, and no conflicting want■)'. An 

agent cannot consistently want to X, and deny that he intends to X if 
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the appropriate conditions prevail. But the belief implicit in the 

first person expression of the want, 'If condition• a, b and c prevail, 

I ma going to X' cannot be simply a prediction of a future intention. 

In order to convey what is expreseed by a~• it aust be a present 

provisional intentiou. 

! then argue that certain peculiarities would result if the 

provisional intention were a causal condition of the cate1orical 

intention. I illustrate first of all the similarities and distinctions 

between the proviso of provisional intentions and the conditional of 

non-intentional quui-self-fulfillin conditional anticipation•• It 

emerges that the recopition of the self-fulfilling character of the 

provisional intantio~ must be incorporated into the 'if-clauae' in order 

for it to qualify ae an intention, and be self-fulfilling. Given this 

necessary implicit awar nees of its self-fulfilling character, the 

provieional intention would be irrational if causally self-fulfilling. 

The fulfillment of the categorical. intention is the aame as the fulfill­

ment of the provisional intention fro which it is inferred when the 

agent believes the conditions of the proviso to obtain. Hence if the 

provi•ional intention caused the categorical intention it would be 

causally self-fulfilling and thus irrational. On the preeuppoaition 

that proviaional intentions are,!!!!. irrational, I SURR••t t hat the 

provisional intention does not cauae the categorical intention . 

After illustrating 110re fully the relationabip between motive 

explanations and w nts, I conclude by indicating that, although I have 

been concemed with elucidating the characteristics of the reasons for 

action in terms of the agent'• wants and beliefs, an an&.2:J•i• of the 

intention, - the intention of acting-, i• required for a full account 



of the nature of the antecedents to action - although to give the 

intention of is not to give one of the reasons why he did it. I 

suggest also that it is open to the physicalist to claim that although 

wants and beliefs exhibit this indeterminacy in the characteristics 

pertaining to conflicting wants, on the conceptual level, there may be 

an explanation giving causally necessary and sufficient conditions in 

physical terms. 

V 
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CHAPTER I 

EXPLANATIONS OF ACTION 

A number of concepts fall into the category of explanations 

for action. These include wants, beliefs, intentions , motives , and 

reasons . 

Before I embark on my main task of elucidating some of their 

conceptual characteristics , I shall take some preliminary steps to 

indicate certain distinctions which can be drawn between the 

individual members of the class . 

Some philosophers wish to maintain that only one member of the 

class of explanations for action qualifies as 'reasons' . Rachela l 

presents a clear account of the distinction he feels should be drawn 

between the agent's reasons on the one hand , and his wants and 

beliefs on the other . He disputes Davidson 1 a2 claim that wants, or a 

pro-attitude on the part of the agent , plus the agent's belief•, 

constitute the primary reasons for the action . Rachels argues that a 

reason is a particular fact with regard to which an agent acts. If 

the agent ia aware of this fact, and consideration of it is taken into 

his reasoning about how to act, it constitutes a reason for him. 

Rachels illustrates the distinction by means of an example of a man 

fleeing from a burning theater . His reason for running out is !h!£. 

the theater is on fire , bis want , or pro-attitude is to avoid being 

burnt - but this is not his reason . Nor is his belief a reason for 

acting, unless it is that particular fact about himself, that he has 

l 



the belief which disturbs him, and with regard to which he will act; 

e.g. his belief that he is Napoleon may be his reason for visiting the 

psychiatrist. 

It seems that on Rachels' terms, the agent's rea1on ia the 

particular -fact which the agent believes makes a certain action 

appropriate to the fulfilling of his want. 

The following examples will emphasize the distinctions: 

(a) that the theater is on fire is a particular fact which makes 

running out of the theater an appropriate way of avoiding being 

burnt, where the agent wants to avoid being burnt. 

(b) that he believes be is Napoleon is a particular fact about 

himaelf which makes a visit to a psychiatrist an appropriate 

means to a cure, where the agent wants a cure for his disorder. 

(c) that be wants drink {to excess) is a particular fact about 

himself which makes contacting 'Alcoholic• Anonymous' an 

appropriate means to a cure, where the agent wants to be cured. 

It may be noted here that a current 'intention' cannot be a 

reaaon in the way that a 'want' can in the above type of caae. For 

example, that be intends to commit suicide, where a current intention 

is being referred tq cannot be his reason for visiting a psychiatrist, 

because if he visits a psychiatrist it would be inaccurate to say that 

he currently intends to comm.it auicide. This would involve two 

incompatible intentions - to commit suicide, and to find a means of 

refraining from conmitting suicide• which an agent could not 

rationally hold - assuming he is to that extent rational. It is more 

accurate to say he bas a desire to commit suicide. This would be his 

reason for contacting a psychiatrist as in example (c) above. The 

2 



same argument applies to 'belief' in (b) above. Rachels points out 

that the agent must be self-conscious of himaelf as having the belief, 

in order for it to be his reason for visiting the psychiatrist, but it 

is also the case here that the agent cannot be entertaining a current 

belief that he is Napoleon, if his belief is to be a reason for his 

visiting the psychiatrist. 

The alternative type of case, where two current intentions are 

not incompatible is treated in (f) below. 

In contrast to (a) to (c) above: 

(d) that he believes it is raining is not the particular fact which 

makes carrying an umbrella an appropriate means of keeping dry, 

where the agent wants to keep dry . 

(e) that he wants to save money is not the particular fact which 

makes depositing money in the bank an appropriate means of saving 

money. 

(f) that he intends to leave the country today is not the particular 

fact which makes packing bis bags an appropriate preliminary to 

leaving the country . 

In this last example, if the agent were asked for his reason 

for packing his bags, he might well reply "because I intend to leave 

the country today" . However here hie reasons are stated elliptically. 

By giving the intention, his reasons for packing his bags are obvious 

(that 11, that clothes are required on journeys, and that clothes 

travel easily in bags etc . ) 

However if asked ''Why are you swallowing pills?", it would not 

be such an informative reply to say, "because I intend to leave the 

country today", because in this case my reasons (i.e . that I suffer 

3 



from travel sickness, and pills help to relieve the sickness etc.) are 

~ obvious from a statement of the intention. 

There is a strong indication in the previous examples however 

that we are not as scrupulous as Rachels would require in our every day 

use of the term 't~asons'. He has nevertheless indicated an important 

dis tine tion. 

Arguments against reasons being causes, in this sense of 

reasons, are fairly conclusive. For example, a future event cannot 

cause a past action. That it is Christmas on December 25th cannot be a 

cause of my buying presents on December 6th; or in another situation, 

my reason for acting may be ill-founded. I may falsely believe that it 

is Christmas on December 24th; but a non-existent event cannot cause a 

present action. 

A further distinction, which will be amplified in the last 

section of this chapter, must be noted here, between the agent's 

reasons for an action, and the reasons why the action is performed. 

!!!!, reasons why the action is performed may be that the agent wants X 

and that he believes Y, whereas the content of the belief would consti­

tute the agent's reason. This ia where Rachels seems to go astray, in 

that he speaks of the agent having no reason if be is entertaining a 

f alee belief. But of course he has a reason, which if requested he 

will give. His reason is what he believes. But this does not make his 

belief his reason, which Rachels would rightly oppose on the basis of 

the previous mentioned arguments, it is what he believes that is his 

reason; the content of this belief. 'The reasons' why the action is 

performed is synonymous with 'the explanation•' of the action, in terms 

of the agent's wants, beliefs, intentions, and motives. Rachels' 

4 



dispute with Davidson, therefore, seems to be misdirected in that 

Davidson is referring to the reasons why the agent performed the 

action. 

5 

Rachels argues further that although the agent's reason - the 

putative fact with regard to which he acts - cannot be a cause, the 

agent' a thought of the reason may be the cause. This seems to be the 

same sort of claim which Goldman3 makes to the effect that an 'occurrent' 

belief, along with the 'occurrent' wants, may be causes of the action. 

Goldman refers to a belief or want as occurrent when the agent's want, 

or the thought of what he believes 'occurs to him, occupies his 

4 attention, fills his consciousness' , as opposed to dispositional 

standing wan ts or beliefs. 

These claims will be considered when I come to consider the 

characteristics of occurrent wants and the corresponding beliefs, in 

Chapter VI. My main concern at the moment is to clarify certain of 

the boundaries between the various concepts relevant to my subject­

matter. 

Intentions: 

Anscombe5 separates three senses of 'intention'. 'nle 

distinctions can be illustrated by the following example: 

(1) I intend to touch my toes ten times - i.e. I have the intention of 

touching my toes ten times. 

(2) My intention in touching my toes ten times is to exercise. 

(3) The intention with which I am touching my toes ten times is to 

help my waist-line. 

Anscombe treats (2) as the primary sense of 'intention' and 

delimits intentional actions accordingly. 
6 In her water-pump example, 



•h• conclude■ tbat on thie criterion for intentional action, if tbe 

cun • • 19,S,9\ion ill pumpiaa the water to tbe hou■e 1• ■imply to do ble 

job, then even 1f be knOV8 the water to be poleoaed• be doe• not 

'9t9ationallt poiaon the itababitaQt■• 

She ■aya7, 

In that ca••• althoqb he knov■ concernin1 
an lotentional action of hl• • for it, 
aaely replulabia1 the houae vater•eupply 
ia 1nteat1onal bJ our criteria• that lt 
1• alao an act of repleniebiq the bouae 
vater•aupply vitb poi•oned water, it would 
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hie act of replnl■bl.QI the bouae 1upplJ 
vitb poiaoned water val iotentioul. And 
I do not doubt tbe correctnua of our 
concluaioni it••-■ to abow that our 
criteria are rather aood. 
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It aeema on the contraTJ tbat Aaacombe'• criteria are rather 

odd. Por exemple, if I ata a ball through I loop in 1our clotbea•U.ae, 

kaovina full well that it will co,atinue on lU cour•• acraipt woup 

7our 1reenhouae wiadov, but where -, ig.tenti.op 1ft throvtna tbe ball ia 

1lapl7 to ••• if 1 can aim it throuab the loop, I doubt if you vou14 

accept my plea that I au■hed you ar••nhoua• window quite 

u.olateationally! • becauae -, ipte9t109 in throwtoa the ball v•• not to 

auah your ar••nhouae window, bot to aia it tbroup the loop. Thi• i• 

aa attractive propoeition, but I think that it ia nevertbel••• vrooa. 

If • maa knova that M• actioo falla uader • n•ber of 

deacrlption■, and he alao Jmowa what tbe•e cleacriptioo■ are, and tf he 

intend•• i.e. haa tbe lgtenti 9 gf doiAa tbat actloa, then, I aball 

araue. bi• actioa i■ intentional u any of the deacrtptiona he 

kaowa it to fall under. lqtegtion o( ta the central uae • 1 ■hall 

araue that an action ia ioteatiual if 1 intended to do it, i.e. if I 

had the igtentiop o( do1Dg it. 



Anscombe, in arguing that intention in, or intention th 

which, is the criterion for intentional action, e to be takin 

intentional to mean something like 'purposeful', 'purposed' or 'don 

with a purpose' or even 'meaningful' - lthough all of thes te 

smack. of the same ambiguities as 'intentional'. The mistake can be 

better revealed by considering 'mintention 1' - 'unintentional' does 

not mean 'without intent or purpose', or 'purposele a.' 

Touching my toes ten ti a is an intentional action because I 

intended to do it. Exercising is an intentional action because I 

intended to exercise - had the intention of exerciain - not because my 

intention in touching my toes was to e rcise. 

To say 'fllf intention in doing Xis to do Y' is to gift an 

appl'opriate description of my action in the light of the purpose. Thus 

if my purpose in touching my toes is to help my waistline, my action ia 

appropriately described as enrciein • If my purpose were to ck my 

COt!lpanion, 1IY action mi ht be propriately describ d as bowin • MJ 

intention in touching my toes would then be to bow mockingly. If I 

intend to do X, which is also a case for me of doing Y, then under 

either description, the action is intentional. If the intention iu 

doing X eerv d as our criterion for an intentional action, then if I 

just intend to touch my toee, and have no intention in doing eo - it 

just occurs to me to do it, and I do so - my action would not be an 

intentional action. But it ia intentional of course , which euggeste 

that this criterion is wron. It is intention 1 because I had the 

intention of doing so. Thu• intention of seems to be the criterion for 

intentional action. 

7 
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It is no help to say, - well here the intention in doing Xis 

simply to do X, the intention in touching my toes is simply to touch my 

toes - the two telescope tegether, - because this begins to blur the 

threefold distinction between intention in and intention with which, and 

intention of. 

In any case, if it is said that if I have the intention of 

doing X, where there is no further description which is my intention in 

doing X, then my intention in doing X must be simply to do X, and here 

my action is intentional, - then whether there is any intention in 

doing X depends on whether I have the intention of doing X, and hence 

intention of becomes the criterion for intention in, and thus is the 

criterion for intentional action. 

I would maintain in any case that it is perfectly acceptable to 

speak of an action which I have the intention of doing, but where I 

have no intention in doing it, or intention with which I do it - in 

other words I do it with no particular purpose in mind. But this is 

still undoubtedly an intentional action. 

Having argued that intention of is the criterion for inten­

tional action, I shall tackle the second aspect of the dispute with 

Anscoabe. Anscombe is claiming in the quoted passage, that if we intend 

to do X and our sole intention in doing Xis to do Y, then if doing X 

is also a case of doing Z, and even if we know that doing Xis also a 

case of doing Z, we do not do Z intentionally. 

However, if we take having the intention of as the criterion 

for intentional action, then if we have the intention of doing X and we 

know that doing Xis also a case of doing Z, then we have the 

intention of doing Zand thus doing Z is intentional. This would seem 
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to be more satisfactory. 

If we know that we are going to do Z and we believe without a 

doubt that it is possible for us to intend not to do Z - to inten• to 

refrain from doing Z - then we must intend to do z. If we intend to do 

X then we must believe without a doubt that we can intend not to do X 

which means that we must also believe without a doubt that we can intend 

not to do Z, if we know that doing Xis a case of doing Z, or if doing X 

results in Z. 

In Anscombe's example, 

(1) "I am going to poison those people, but I don't have the intention 

of doing so," ('I don't intend to' is less cumbersome but it 

carries too many of the implications of intention in and intention 

with which) sounds decidedly odd. 

(2) "I am going to faint, but I don't have the intention of doing so" 

sounds less odd. The respect in which it does sound odd is in 

that the last clause can imply "but I intend not to', which would 

be odd - but I wish it to be taken in the sense 'but not because I 

intend to'. 

The reason why (1) is more decidedly odd than (2) is that in 

(2) it is not possible to intend not to, and hence it makes perfectly 

good sense to simply predict that I am going to, without this entailing 

that I have the intention of doing so. In (1) however, it is possible 

for me to intend not to poison the people, because I can intend not to 

pump the water. Hence if I believe that I am going to, and also 

believe that I can intend not to, then I have the intention of 

doing so. 
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If however I come to realise that I am going to do Z, when this 

is already being accomplished, then I do not have the intention of 

doing Z unless I can halt the process. For example, in the greenhouse 

incident, if I only come to realise that the ball will smash the 

window after I have thrown it, then I did not have the intention of 

smashing it. I did not realise that I was going to, until it was im­

possible for me to intend not to. I can not intend not to do what 

has already been irreversibly set in progress. 

In Ansaombe's example; if he came to know that the water was 

poisoned after the water-supply had been sufficiently replenished, by 

his pumping, to poison the people; where the people have not 

necessarily been poisoned yet, but where it is too late for him to do 

anything, then it would not be true to say that he was going to poison 

them intentionally - because he did not know that he was going to 

poison them wtil it was impossible to intend not to. It is possible 

for him to intend not to pump any longer, but refraining from umping 

now would not stop the poisoning. However if he continued pumping 

after acquiring this knowledge, it would be true to say that he was 

continuing to poison the people intentionally. 

To summarize: having the intention of doing Xis the 

criterion of doing X intentionally. 

To give the intention with which an agent does X, is usually 

to assign a goal or aim external to the action. 

To give his intention in doing Xis to give an appropriate 

description of his action in the light of his goal or aim. 

Sometimes the latter two are indistinguishable - the intention 

in doing Xis also the intention with which Xis done - where the 
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aucu of the ainiater. But we may quite vell ult ''With what illtention 

did be buy that book?" On tbe other hand we may aak of a man "Wbat vaa 

hla motive for hijackin& that plane?", the 1ugeation here beiaa ~t 

the action ia abnormal,• or vaa, •• and that it muat have been 

parfonad for• Ullu&ual purpo•• which eannot be fulfilled bJ the 
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aoal•aaaiping variety ••I• ltion, revenp, p-eed. hter'• miatake 

11•• in takinl all aaotlvea to be of thia type. Be clalM, for 
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The point to be made here is that wants associated with 

certain motives e.g. ambition, or revenge, are wants to achieve certain 

goals - e.g. to pay back one's malefactor; but the wants intricately 

bound up with the type of motives which seem to fall under the category 

of emotions - e.g. grief, despair, anger, fear, love, hatred, etc. -

are not necessarily wants to achieve certain goals. To want to do 

something is not necessarily to want to achieve a goal or fulfill a 

purpose. We may want to do something quite purposeless - wander 

aimlessly out of grief, kick the pebbles in anger. If it is claimed 

that anything which is the object of a want is a purpose or goal of the 

agent then in that sense all motives do assign a goal or purpose. But 

this seems to blur the distinction, which seems a valid one, between 

wanting to do something for its own sake, or simply because it occurs 

to one to do it, - actions like flicking a branch with one's hand or, 

quite simply, singing in the bath; - and wanting to do something with 

a specific purpose in mind - like diving into water in order to save 

a life. 

In any case, even if this distinction were permitted to be 

slurred, I shall later show (Chapter VII) that the types of motives 

which are emotions are not purely wants, as Peter's analysis would 

demand. 

12 Lawrence presents arguments assessing what cotmts as a 

motive, similar to Rachels' arguments pertaining to the agent's reason. 

Lawrence maintains that a motive is a particular fact or circumstance 

in the light of which the agent acts. He quotes passages using the 

term motive in three different ways; (1) where it names an extemal 

circumstance; (2) where it names an extemal circumstance and a 
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'motive' in the sense he claims as primary, is as follows, in part; 14 

••••• the former was himself secretly 
married ••• while the latter though as a 
layman without any such personal motive 
was disposed to relax the strictness of 
the rules of celibacy. 

Lawrence says that here what is attributed as a motive is 'a 

civil condition of being a priest and married'. But in this type of 

context, the nature of the motive - namely a desire to have his marriage 

condoned - is insinuated by mention of these facts, it is not the facts 

themselves. 

The circumstance explains why a man should have these wants in 

that situation, but his having the wants explains why he should so act 

-i.e. his having the motive. The circumstance affords the motive, 

affords the arousal of these wants, but the motive names the kind of 

wants involved. 

Lawrence claims, consistently, that one can have a motive 

without knowing that one has. 15 
He says, 

To give someone a motive to act is to 
create or embody a condition aasignable 
to him as a reason so to act. I make 
you such a gift when say I deceive you. 
You come into possession of a certain 
motive when I deceive you. This is so 
whether or not you find me out or have 
the wit to wonder. 

I would disagree here. A circumstance offers a motive for an 

action in that in the light of that fact, there are certain things the 

agent may then want to do. But it is only a motive for him if the 

agent wants to do these things. The presenting of a situation may 

arouse certain wants in the agent. These wants are his motive; but if 

none are aroused then he has no motive in the light of that situation. 



If, however, these circumstances arouse certain wants in others then 

they have motives in the light of this situation. 

17 

Offering a motive is not like offering a parcel - where if the 

parcel is refused, there is still a parcel - a rejected parcel. 

Offering a motive is like offering an incentive - if refused there is~ 

incentive not a rejected incentive; - or, if incentive is too close to 

motive, offering a motive is like offering an alliance - if refused then 

there is no alliance, - similarly if a motive is refused then there is 

~ motive , for him. 

In Lawrence's example, my deceiving you gives a justification 

for an action on your part, and it offers a motive - but if my deceit 

would not bother you in the least - it would not arouse any wants, then 

it is ~ a motive for you. 

A detective may forage for the various facts about people which 

afford possible motives for the crime, and works on the assU111ption that 

those concerned had certain wants in the light of these circU111Stances. 

E.g. Xis in debt. - Assuming X wants to get out of debt, he has a 

motive; but if it is shown that it is to X's great advantage to remain 

in debt, and he knows and welcomes this; in other words it is shown that 

he does not want to get out of debt, then it would be concluded that he 

does not have a motive after all, - at least with regard to being in 

debt. Several people may have.!. motive for the crime, but if they did 

not commit the crime, then it is not the motive for the crime. The 

motive is the operative motive. 

It could be claimed that the above objections should similarly 

be advanced against Rachels' account of reasons, - that a reason could 

not explain the action if it did not imply certain wants on the part of 
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the agent - but this does not mean that his reasons are hie wants. T~ 

but the difference between 'his reasons', and on the other hand 

'motives' can be seen when we consider the expressions often employed to 

assign motives: - ambition, jealousy, pride, vanity, sympathy. These 

do not seem to name features of situations, but rather certain kinds of 

wants. We may be right about her reason - that the action would 

further her husband's career - but wrong about her motive - love? or 

ambition? The external circumstances are the same, but the nature of 

the motive depends on the nature of the wants involved. Also one may 

have a reason for a motive. The reason for X's hatred of Y may be that 

Y was responsible for his father's death - or so he believes-, and he 

may then torment Y out of hatred. 

His Reason, The Reasons For, and The Reasons Why 

Lawrence claims, apropoa of the previous arguments, that Peters 

15 is wrong in saying, 

We can ask of a reason for an action 'Was 
that his motive?' but we cannot ask of a 
motive without in aome way repeating our­
selves 'Was that the reason why he did it?' 

Lawrence's complaint is that someone may have a motive without 

knowing that he has it, and hence act from a different reason - not from 

the motive. I would disagree here for the reasons stated in the last 

section. 

There is an important distinction to be made however, which 

both Peters and Lawrence are guilty of overlooking; - the distinction 

drawn by Bond17 between motivating and justifying reasons, - motivating 

reasons being the actual reasons why the agent intends to do the action, 

and a justifying reason being a fact about the situation which would 



justify such an action in that situation. 

Lawrence claims that a man may have a reason for doing X 

(a) without knowing that he has 

(b) without doing it for that reason 

(c) without doing X at all, and 

(d) he may think he has a reason when what he believes 1s false and 

therefore is not in fact a reason. 

19 

All these points apply to justifying reasons. - There may be a 

fact which would justify the action which is a justifying reason for him 

when (a) - (c) is true of the agent and (d) the agent may believe there 

is such a fact - when the fact does not obtain, - hence there is no 

justifying reason, although he thinks there is. 

But in the case of (d) there is a motivating reason, and the 

following is true of a motivating reason. 

(a) It is a reason which he must know he has 

(b) he must intend to do X for that reason 

(c) he must intend to do X, and 

(d) if he believes it i a reason, then it is a motivating reason by 

virtue of that fact. 

The reason why he does it must be a motivating reason, although 

it may also be a justifying reason. Equally if he does it for a motive 

the motive must be one of the reasons why he does it. It may not be the 

reason for such an action - i.e. the justifying reason. 

Peters himself however does not distinguish the two kinds of 

reason. He speaks of motives as offering the justification for an 

action. He can not however be thinking of the motives as justifying 

reasons in the sense above described, because, if he claims that 
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motives are the goals or purposes, they are not a particular fact about 

the circumstances. - They are not facts which would justify the action. 

It will be useful to draw the following distinctions in order 

to make clear the sense of reasons with which I am concemed. 

(1) 'His reason', may be taken in Rachel's sense, except that I 

maintain that it is what the agent believes to be the case - the 

content of his belief, not necessarily a fact in the world. 

(2) The reasons why he has the intention of Xing, and Xes, are the 

motivating reasons, and these are the agent's wants, beliefs, and 

motives, and intentions (2) and (3). (p. 5). 

(3) The reasons for such an action, are the justify.tug reasons which 

are particular facts, in the world, which justify the action, and 

which may or may not be also included in the motivating reasons or 

as his reason. 

I am concerned in what follows with whether (2) the reasons 

why - i.e . the motivating reasons, are causes. 
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would not help to tell him the cause was the impact with the hard 

floor - he knows that much, but that it was a brittle 78 rpm record 

could be named as the cause. However all the causally necessary and 

sufficient conditions for the event would enter into a fully-fledged 

causal explanation. Some or all of these conditions may be prior tQ, or 

simultaneous with the event caused. 

Various philosophers have claimed that because our explanations 

of human action are of a certain type, or exhibit certain characteris­

tics, they are ipso facto not translatable into an explanation in terms 

of cause and effect. This is not, however, the case for many of the 

types of explanation they are considering. These do not exclude the 

possibility of a causal explanation by virtue of being explanations of 

a certain type. 

Teleological Explanations 

3 Some philosophers have argued that because our explanations of 

human action in terms of intentions and motives are teleological in 

form, the causal model is inappropriate in these terms for human 

action. 

R. s. Peters4 claims that to offer an explanation in terms of 

motives is to offer a different type of explanation from a causal 

explanation. Implicit in his arguments is the assumption that if an 

explanation is teleological, a caUBal explanation is inappropriate. 

He stresses throughout that recognition of the rule-following, 

purposive nature of human action is essential for our understanding of 

explanations in terms of motives; and he emphasizes that a request for 

a causal explanation 'may rule out rule-following, purposive 

explanations' • 
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int•reat1. Por example , be uy be more concerned with tbe role of • 

part of a U,vina organ.lam in ru1nuirl1ng the normal functionin& of tbe 

oraaniaa, and explain lta activity 1a these teleoloslcal tel'll8, rather 

than 1n teraa of the efficient ~ua•• of ita acttq in that ••1 under 

tbo•• cendltion1. If however he wanted to coaatruct an artificial 
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explanation of ita activity in tel'all of efficient cauaea. 
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f.apU.cation that that nd vaa de v d by the qent, and that he 

believed that action to be a •ua to the end. 

Motive explanation• are t abown to be non-cauaal by a 

de•n•tr1tion of their telaoloatcal character . It can only be ahown 

that they are not causal if it can be ahown that explautiona in teru 
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of wants and beliefs are not causal. 

Anacombe7 emphasizes the teleological character of intentions 

and similarly a88umes that they cannot be causes, but the above 

arguments apply equally here. It is not quite so obvious that to 

state an intention assigning an end is to imply that the end is desired. 

It could be argued that one may sometimes intend to bring about some 

end which one doea not ~ to bring about. 

For example, Mr. X may catch a bus with the intention of visi­

ting the dentist, but he wants not to visit the dentist. However this 

inadequately describes the situation. There is a sense in which he must 

want to do what he intends to do, or he simply wouldn't do it. This is 

apparent if the situation is completely described and the full impli­

cations unpacked. He dislikes visiting the dentist, so he wants not to 

visit the dentist in itself, but he wants to help to preserve his teeth, 

and the action of visiting the dentist is also the action of helping to 

preserve his teeth - so he has a pro-attitude towards doing the action 

8 in so far as helps to preserve his teeth. 

Intentions assigning an end can be restated in tel'IIIS of wants 

and beliefs like motives, and thus Anscombe's claims are open to the 

above objections. 

Dispositional Explanations 

A further claim to exurption of explanations in terms of 

motives, wants and beliefs from the realm of cauaal explanation 

appeals to their dispositional character. 

9 Many have followed Ryle in claiming that to give a 

dispositional explanation is not to give a causal explanation, and that 

no reference is made in these explanations to 'causal entities' or 
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categorical properties its dispositional properties will also be the 

same, because he has denied any necessary connection be tween the two. 

But the notion of a disposition requires us to be able to form the law­

like proposition to the effect that we can expect the substance to 

react in this way, under these conditions in the future. Thus, 

Armstrong concludes, we must be realists about dispositions. 

It could be claimed that one cannot be sceptical about 

dispositions in this way, if a pbenomenalist, because having a 

disposition is not like having a head - one cannot wonder if it is 

still there in that sense. It is, rather, like having a habit. There 

is a perfectly good sense in which one has a habit right up witil a 

time when it ceases to be displayed under the appropriate conditions, 

rather than up to the time when it was last displayed. Similarly, it 

may be claimed, a substance has a disposition until it ceases to 

manifest it under the appropriate conditions - so one cannot be scep­

tical about whether it has it at the moment - and it certainly makes no 

sense, if the phenomenalist view is accepted, to speak of it l.Dsing it 

at some point in between times. There is no thing to lose in between 

manifestations, or between a manifestation and a non-manifestation. 

However Armstrong's point is that to attribute a disposition, 

like solubility, is to say what the substance will do in the future 

under certain conditions, and even if a dispositional property is 

attributed to the substance on the basis of past behaviour, the 

truth of the statement that it now has the disposition depends on 

possible future behaviour. But the same scepticism can arise wtth 

respect to the realist account. W'e have no more reason to expect that 

the categorical basis will behave in the same way on future occasions. 
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Our expectancy is based on observations of the fact that it has done so 

in the past, but equally we can claim that we base our expectancy that a 

substance will manifest a disposition in the future on observation of 

the manifestations in the past. There are no more grounds for believing 

that a categorical property will continue to be the basis of a 

disposition of the object - e.g. to break, and the claim that it is the 

basis of the object's brittleness is equally tied to the law-like 

proposition about future behaviour. 

It is also possible that all that can be found in the way of a 

basis of a disposition of a particular substance, is a further dis­

position of its molecules to behave in a certain way, which in tum have 

certain dispositions of the at01118 as their basis, and so on, until a 

point is reached where there are just the dispositional properties of 

ultimate 12 particles. 

13 Meiland makes the slightly different point from Armstrong 

that a dispositional statement does not explain at all unless it has an 

implicit reference to a physical state of the object which is a 

condition of its acting in that way. He says that to say it ia 

brittle, in response to a requast for an explanation of its breaking 

when dropped is merely to repeat the question - it merely states that it 

breaks readily when dropped - on Ryle's analysis. But, Meiland points 

out, these explanations do say more than this. They do so because they 

contain the implication that brittleness is some state of the object, 

e.g. molecular structure, which is a condition of its breaking. 

Meiland is not completely right here. If I ask, 'Why is that 

man marching up and down by that box in front of Buckingham Palace?', 

the reply, 'because he is a sentry' could be claimed to be no 
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explanation at all, because it merely repeats what is contained in the 

question. But it ~ explain his behaviour in the sense that it points 

out that he is expected to do that, rather than that he is just any man 

off the street behaving in that manner. 

Similarly with 'Why did that dissolve?': The reply 'because it 

is soluble' if it contained no implication of categorical basis, would 

still explain in the sense that it states that the behaviour is to be 

expected of the substance under fairly normal conditions, and that there 

is therefore no need to look for a peculiar circumstance in the 

conditions. 

Alston produces the most persuasive argument. He maintains 

that the most plausible criteria for individuating states is the 

criterion of causal relevance. Hence if, by the appropriate criteria of 

causal relevance, a particular categorical state of the substance is 

selected as causally operative in the actualisation of a particular dis­

position of the substance, it seems appropriate to count the categorical 

property and the disposition as the same state. Otherwise it leads to 

an unnecess ary proliferation of states of the substance. 

To relate this to Armstrong's argument; if there is a 

categorical state of the object constantly correlated with the 

manifestation of the disposition, it seems sensible to equate the two, 

- but it does not follow that there must be such a categorical basis. 

As Alson points out, it is quite conceivable that some elementa_ey 

particles have no internal structure and hence nothing which could be a 

basis of the disposition - their dispositions may be ultimate 

properties. In this aase, a dispositional explanation of the activity 
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of a particle would explain in the sense outlined above . It would 

indi cate that the behaviour is what is to be expected of a particle of 

that type in those circumstances, and is not caused by something very 

unusual in the surroundings. 

Alston's arguments strongly aupport the claim that there is 

nothing against the proposal that a dispositional explanation may be a 

causal explanation, 1n that there ia no incompatibility in the 

ontological claim that A is both a disposition and a physical state or 

occurrence• the physical state or occurrence being a necessary 

condition of its e.g . breaking under certain conditions . 

Frequently a disposition is not the unusual or abnormal 

circumstance by virtue of its being a disposition, and thus is not 

singled out as the cause, e.g. the brittleness of glass would not often 

be singled out as the cauae of its breaking, - but rather the fact that 

it was hit sharply by a hammer, would be named as the cauae. The 

dryness of the vegetation would not often be singled out a■ the cause 

of a forest fire . But the baaes of these dispositions are necessary 

conditions of the event taking place , If the disposition is abnormal, 

or not recognized by the spectator , it may be named as the cause . Por 

example, if asked why a liquid haa disappeared from an open jar , it 

might be appropriate to reply, 'because it evaporates rapidly at normal 

temperatures, if not sealed', where the enquirer was ignorant of this 

fact. Here he is given a dispoaition as the cauae, as opposed to some 

other condition, e . g . a source of heat in the vicinity , 

Hence in order to show that 110tive explanation•, or 

explanations in terms of wane. and beliefs are not causal explanations, 

it is no help to show that they are dispositional explanations, It 
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must be ahown that they are not dispositional causes . 

Redescription and Interpretation 

It has been claimed that explanations in terms of reason• for 

action redescribe the action or interpret it, or place it in a context, 

and that this characteristic distinguishes these explanations from 

causal explanations . 

15 Anacombe says, 

Motives may explain actions to us, 
but t hat ia not to aay that they 
'determine' in the sense of causing 
act ions . We do say "hi• love of 
truth caused him to ••••• • " and 
similar tbinga, and no doubt such 
expressions help us to think that a 
motive must be what produce• or 
brings about a choice. But this 
means rather , "Be did this in that 
he loved the truth" - it interprets 
the action' • 

Meldenl6 claims that to give the man'• intention to sipal 

redescribea the action as a ca1e of aignalling, as opposed to raising 

his arm, and thus place• it in itl context . 

This does not aeem to diatinguiah these explanations from 

cauaal explanations of the physical world . Indicating a cauae can 

redescribe an effect in a similar way. For example, a loud noiae may 

be interpreted as a clap of thunder. However when the cau1e 11 given 

81 'a plane breaking the sound 1,arrier' , the effect falls under a 

different description; it 11 aiven a different interpretation 

accordingly. The cause serves to redescribe the effect . 

Just as 'raising his arm' can be described 88 8 case of 

'signalling' or a1 a caae of 'pointi.Ag to something' depending on the 

agent'• intention, so a loud clap can be descr ibed as 'thunder' or a 



'sonic boom' depending on the cause . 

Similar claims are developed further by Peters17 • He claims 

that, 

There cannot be a sufficient 
explanation of action in cauaal terms 
because, as Popper has put it, there 
is a logical gulf between nature and 
convention 

He states that the norms and standards implied in statements 

giving explanations in terms of motives etc . make it impossible for 

them to be reducible to causal explanations in terms of bodily 

movements which have no such normative implications. 

He aaya 18 , 

The contention that man is a rule• 
followin& animal must if taken 
seriously entail that the 
transition from nature to con­
vention occurs whenever we try to 
give a sufficient explanation of 
human action in cauaal terms. 
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However, as Madeu19 pointa out in connection with similar 

arguments raised by Strawson20, norms and conventions can ent r into 

our description of purely physical phenomena . This does not debar a 

causal explanation. For exaaple; fermenting grapea are seen aa a case 

of deterioration or as a caae of perfection (wine) depending on the 

point of view . 

Bedford 1s 21 argument• (- although makina the different point 

that a dispositional theory of e.aotion• 1• inadequate) rests on similar 

claims to Peter■ ' and Strawaon'•• 

He aaya, 

To begin with, at.teaenta about 
emotion.a cannot be aaid to describe 
behaviour; they interpret it, 



and later, 

These words (emotion words} when used with­
out qualification carry implicationa not 
merely about behaviour• but also about its 
aocial context. 

Thia argument however ia open to the •-- objection■ poeed by 

Madell. Diapoaitional explanation■ can aleo earey implication• about 

their context. and can aleo be cauaal explanation•. 
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For example, the diepoaition of orianic .. terial to rot can be 

aeen u a diapoaiti011 to deteriorate or a diapoaition to iaprove 

(aanure) depending on the context. The diepoaition of an acid to 

corrode can be •••n a■ beneficial or baraful depending on the context. 

An ar1UMnt related to the above arguments 1• that which clai• 

that becauae the deacription of the actioa. 1• contained within a deecrip­

tion of the intention. or wat the relationahip cannot be one of cauae 

and effect. The effect cannot be ducribed independently of the cauae. 

However. one can rater to the vmt u ••I• 'the want which occurred to 

me at auch and 1uch a ti• tbi• afternoon' and thb deecrlption i• inde­

pendent of a deecription of the action. If there are grounda for objec­

tion to tM■• then they 111\18t be equally applicable to aany deecription• 

of cauae and effect iu the phyaical world. A deacription of the effect 

cannot be given independently of a deacription of the cauae in many 

caaea - e.g. an earthquake, a 'cut' 11 caused by cutting. a jolt by 

jolting, etc. - except for ex le by ref rrlng to the 'cut' as 'the 

thing at auch and euch a point on my na' . 

Justification 

A further argument related to those above, is offered by 

22 Peters to support the clai that explanations in terms of motives are 
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not causal explanations. 

He claims that when we are asking for the motive for an action 

we are asking for a justification of the action, and that to give a 

justification is to give a totally different kind of explanation from 

giving a cause, because of the normative elements involved in the former. 

23 
He says that , 

This explains why we often ask for motives 
when there is a breach of conventional 
expectation; for it is in just these sorts 
of contexts that men have to justify their 
actions. 

He further claims, in his criticisms of the psychologists' 

24 causal theories , 

What follows the 'because' are different 
facets of the bed-rock of justification. 
Psychologists have mistaken this bed-rock 
of justification for the apex of explanation. 

It is a justification masquerading as a high 
level explanation. 

It has already been pointed out in the preceding chapter, that 

Peters overlooks the distinction between justifying reasons and motiva­

ting reasons, and what he says may be appropriate to justifying reasons. 

But as argued before, motives are not equivalent to justifying reasons, 

and certainly not on Peters' analysis of motives. 

Granted that he is speaking of motives as offering a justifi-

cation where he does not mean a justifying reason, what then does he 

mean? Peters seems to be using the term 'justification' in such a way 

as to eliminate the nomative elements which he claims distinguishes it 

from an explanation of a causal kind. (- Though Madell 's arguments 

would perhaps apply here.) 

A motive-explanation is, on Peters' terms, a justification 



whether it shows the action to be right or wrong in the circumstances. 

He allows that a motive can be a 'discredi table reason'. The otive 

justifies the action, according to Peters, not just when it shows the 

action to be the right one, which is what is normally meant by 

justifying it. 
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He thus seems to be using 'justifies' to mean something like 

'accounts for', and this does not exclude the type of explanation in­

volved from the domain of causal explanations. For example, 'The com­

bination of those two particular gases accotmts for the violence of the 

explosion'. 'The dryness of the vegetation accounts for the extent of 

the forest fire'. 

However it seems that nevertheless there is an element lacking 

in the above explanations which is present in t he motive-explanations. 

Peters has excluded any normative elements implied by a moral 

appraisal, in his use of the term 'justifies', but the n,otion which is 

present in such explanations, which is lacking in the above examples of 

explanations of purely physical events, is that of indicating the 'ra­

tionale' of the action - it justifies the action in the sense that it 

indicates the rationality of the behaviour given that the agent had 

certain goals. 

This feature is particularly evident in those circumstances 

where the behaviour to be explained constitutes 'a breach of conven­

tional expectation'. 

The action can only be 'understood' if its rationality is made 

explicit. In t his sense the motive 'explains '. The action is justified, 

interpreted or appraised in t he context of rational agents. 

However this distinctive characteristic does not, as Peters 



maintains, indicate that the explanation cannot also be a causal 

explanation. 
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The action is explained in this way by indicating the agent's 

wants and beliefs, and showing that his intention to so act, from his 

point of view, follows logically from his wants and his beliefs, -

though his wants may be somewhat irrational. But given that the content 

of ble intention follows logically from the content of his wants and his 

beliefs, it does not follow that on that account his wants and beliefs, 

and hence motives and beliefs are not also causal explanations, in the 

sense that 'that he has that want' and 'that he has that belief' are 

causal conditions of his so acting. 

None of the preceding arguments have shown that his want and 

his belief are not also causal explanations of the action. 

There are two questions to be distinguished. 

(1) Is an agent, or an observer, when giving reasons for the action 

offering an explanation which fulfills some other role - e.g. 

justifies the action, interprets it, places it in its context etc. 

rather than offering a causal explanation? 

(2) Do these antecedents to the acts - the wants, beliefs, etc. which 

he refers to when giving these explanations constitute causally 

necessary and sufficient conditions for his intention to act? 

An affirmative answer to question (1) does not preclude an 

affirmative answer to (2). Anscombe, Peters, Melden, etc. are answering 

the first question, but frequently imply that they are answering the 

second. 

It is question (2) which bears on the question of the 

determinacy or indeterminacy of rational human action, and it is with 



offering an answer to question (2) that I shall be concerned in what 

follows. 
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CIIAPTlll 111 

SOME CHARACTERI TICS OF W TS 

The moat attractive candldatea for cau••• of action are 

'vante' • partlJ becauae they precede, or oc.cur atau.ltaaeoualy with, 

the initial aoMDt of eucutlon of tM action waated, • but abo 

becauae our everyday talk about anta ia quite often couched ill terms 

appropriate to• cauaal model. Ve epeak of bavtaa an overridina deaire 

to do X, or talk of the conflict of our deair••• Mention of oppoa1D1 

or coaflictlng Hllta ••- to wtnuate IOMtbina akin to a -cbaotcal 

cauaal model. 

It ia illportant before dlacua,1a1 tlw nature of the relation• 

ship between vantina, lntendba, aad doina, to dlttinpiab between 

varioua aenaea of the verb • to want'. 

There are ••v•r•l ••n••• in which we e0111110DlJ uae the tera 

want. The followina are tbe mat prevaleat: 

(1) 'You want to read tbat book', ••nina 'You ouaht (prudential) to 

read tbat book'. 

(2) • That un vanu courap' , uanina, 'That au lacu couraae'. 

(3) 'He wanta to be tauabt a l••• ', •antna either 'He aeeda to be 

tau,bt a leaaoa' , or 'Be ••rve• to be tau,ht • l•••on' • 

Thue above tbne ••na•• will o.ot coacem ua lA what follovt. 

(4) 'Be v•nta to do X' • ••1.Da• ' •• a pro•attitude toward• dolA1 

X • for the reaaon that 11•••• he would find the activity of 

Xinl enjoyable, plea1aat. 1-dlately aratifyin . ' 
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It ie in thia sense that we uy aay, 'He is goina to do Y, but be doe• 

not want to. He wants to do X' anlng 'he bas a pro•attitud toward• 

X becauae be b lieve• the activity of Xina will be enjoyable, v rea• 

h doe• not believe he will find Yin& enjoyable'. •••· 'Be 1• goina to 

stay in and work, but he doea not vant to. He vanta to 10 and••• that 

new fil ' . I shall call 'wants' in thia aeue 'immediate ant•' • Thi• 

aenae of want may be cloaest to the way we uae tb term 'de1ire'. 

(S) 'He vante to do X' • meanlna, 'Be ha• pro-attitude toward• doina 

X1 u 1ncl1nation to do X , for••• reaaon, not neceaearlly 

becauae it vUl 11ve bt.m any 1-diate ll'•tificatioa, but becau1e 

it uy furt er BOIM end which be find• attractive - even if only 

in the loaa run. I 

(6) 'Wanta' referring to pbyaical needa - •. I• for food, driDk; and 

alao to pbyaical cravtnp or hallbrina•• One may vant X la thia 

1ea1e vbere one doea not want X in aeue (5) above. ••I• 

crave•, or vantl (6), to aaob a cigarette, but be doea Dot want 

to 1aoke ODe. 'Be vanta to ct.•• up 1mo1t1n1: 'Be de1perately AHU 

(vanta (6)) to atop for a drl11k, but he doea not want to. 81• 

purauer• uy catch up with b.la: 
One caa waat food, ctaarett••• drink, etc. la 1enee (4) alao. 

(7) 'He wants to have X' ; 'be wuta an X' Moina 'h• baa a pro• 

attitude towards po••e••ilta aoaethin&'• 

In aome case• 'he vant1 an X' ie lllpticel. ror euaple, 'be vanta an 

apple' usually Mana 'he wauta to eat an apple', or 'he wants a prise' 

is an elliptical vay of ••Yin&' want• to win a prize'. Bach of 

the•• are example• of vantin& to do 1omethin11 and hence fall under 

(4) and (S) above. However in aoae cue• 'wantifta to have, to own or 
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poeaesa something' are not ca••• of wanting to do aomethiq, in•• much 

as ownln&, po■sea■ing, etc. are not actions one performs. It could be 

claimed that ev n in these ca■ea, if be can truly be said to want, 

e.g. a c r, th a there muat be certain things that he ia prepared to 

do, and to thie extent 'wanting to have' entails action . However it 

doea not ae m that thia must be 10. Certainly when what is wanted 1a 

sometbina which it 1• 1n the aa t'1 power to acquire, then if he 

make• no move to obtain it, we would be inclined to say he does not 1n 

fact 1f1BS. 1t. In other words, if be ••Y• he want• a car, COiiea iDto a 

sudden larae sua of moaey, and at the••• time is offered a friend'• 

beautifully maintained car at a aurpriaingly low ■um and be refuae■, 

theo we would be inclined to aa7 either that he does not really want 

it, or that he auat ha• • other oppoaina waats. 

But there are other ca••• where it ukas perfectlJ aood ••n•e 

to ••Y that he want• so•thio.a vhlcb he cannot hope to have , or wblch 

it 1• coapletel7 out of bia l>O'Nr to acquire . Por eumple, he UJ 

want prolonged peace for the world. Here there i• little he caa do to 

fulfill hia want. aaauming he 1• not a leader of a world power, and 

little anyone can do to fulfill tbe want for indefinitely prolonged 

peace. However there are still certain actiou be muat refrain froa 

performina if hi• clalu to vat peace are to be acceptable . ror 

eD11ple, he muat not indula• in any belligerent action, militant 

activity. etc. , or encourage euch action on the part of other•, unles1 

he cu show that he believes that such action 1• aoing to lead 

ultiaately to world peace. Otllervue ve would simply deny the 

validity of the claim that be vaata peace. Nevertheless, it still 

make• ••n•• to apeak of vantina aomethina • e.g. second sight• where 
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one knows of no action llhich will fulfill the want. 

It remains, however, that where a 'want to have X' is involved 

in the explanation of action on the part of the agent who entertains the 

want, which is the only type of case particularly relevant to my subject 

matter, then it seems to make no sense to say ' He wants to have X, knows 

he has no conflicting wants, knows he has every opportunity to acquire X, 

is not irrational about connecting his wants and beliefs, does not 

change his mind, and yet he does not intend to perform any action to ob­

tain X'. I think it would then be appropriate to wonder what can be 

neant by 'He wants to have X' . 

Any aspects of (7) which are relevant to the explanation of 

action, will appear in my discussion of (4) and (5) below - although I 

shall leave this as understood, and no longer re er to cases of 

'wanting to have X' . 

To return to cases (4) and (5): One may have a higher order 

want (5) to do whatever one wants (4) - that is, to do whatever one has 

a pro-attitude towards doing because one would find it immediately 

gratifying, pleasurable, enjoyable. 

I do not wish to sugges t that (5) is a sense of 'wanting' 

distinct in kind from (4), but rather that wanting in sense (4) is 

wanting in sense (5) for one particular kind of end - that of 

enjoyment or immediate gratification, The reason why I have separated 

the two and distinguished wants for this end, from wants for any other 

end, is because frequently 'to want' is used as if it only referred to 

having pro-attitudes towards actions for this type of end . Want is 

being used as if it referred exclusively to the inclination to pursue 

an action for the end of enjoyment in such aforementioned claims as: 



'He intend• to do X, but he doesn't want to. He wants to do Y' - i.e. 

he would find Y more inaediately gratifying than X, or a more leuant 

activity than X. 
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Possibly the reason why so much wei ht is attached to thia 

senae of 'want' , ia because of a human tendency towe.rds gratifying 110n 

ianmediate ands more often, rather than long-term ~oals. It is easier to 

imagine an e.ent in the near future, than one in the far future, and 

thua the prog,pect of a more imaediate gratification is often more vivid 

to the imagination than that of a diatant fulfillment. It can often 

occupy our thoughts more readily - although I do not by any means wish 

to claia that this is always, or neceaaarily the c e. Thus there :la 

perhaps a tendency to think of a want for this end, as soraethitt 110re 

'tangible', •ore readily detected, than a want for other ends - and 

thus to take 1 t as the 'true' aense of 'wanting' • Thia ia only a 

tentative suggestion aa to th poa■ible paychology behind the tendency 

to think of 'wanting' u being only appropriate to describe the 

inclination to do something for enjoyment, or immedi te gratification -

and the tendency to think that th test for whether one wants to do 

something is one's expressions of joy, pleasure or excite11ent at the 

l prospect. 

A further possible xplanation of the tendency to think of 

'wanting' in this sense as primary, ta that a youn children our only 

wan ta are immediate wants, - before ve have learnt to pursue long-term 

policiea, and hence we first learn to apply the term to want 

exclusively in this sense. Por e 

learn that you can't alway• do 

are instructed, 'You must 

t you want' , imp lyin , that what we 

vill choose to do instead,•• • take others into consideration rather 
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than gratify our own immediate want s on all occasions, is not what we 

want to do. I n an important sense however it is what we want to do. I 

would maintain that there is some description of t he action und r which 

one must want to do it. There is a perfectly good sense in which one 

must want to do hatever one does intentionally , otherwise one simply 

would not do i t, and it is this sense of 'wanting' which I am referring 

to under (5). 

I would claim that the inclination to argue otherwise stems 

from taking 'wanting' only ins nse (4) - as i diate wants. 

'That we do not use 'wanting' exclusively in sense (4) however 

is seen by the fact that it makes perfectly good sense to say, e.g. 

'Ue wants to nee that film, but he novs he won't enjoy it' - where 

nevertheless he feels it is 1 ortant for some ot er reason that he ee 

it, - or ' He wants to do X s hia duty but he does not welcome the 

prospect', or 'he wants to k phis promise by doing X rather than lose 

a friend, but he is not looking forward in the least to doing X', - one 

could add, 'He does not want (sense ( 4)) to do either,' 

I have referred to wants ( ense (4) and (5)) as 'pro-attitudes'. 

I wish to make it clear that I o ot intend t he term 'to have a pro­

attitude' in the sense in vhicb it is often used, to an 'to consider 

valuable'. I do not mean it in thi sense, because I do not consider 

' wanting ', and 'considering as valuable' (morally or otherwise) as 

synonymous. One may wan t somethin without considering it valuable 

( orally or othe?Vise) except int e trivial sense that it is valuable 

to for its own s ake - in other ords because I want it. And one aay 

consider somet hing to be valuable thout wanting it. For example, I 

may judge certain actions to e v luable for the velfare of the 



community as a whole, but if I am not remotely interested in the 

welfare of the community, I will not want to promote those actions. 
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One may want what is valuable (morally or otherwise) just as 

one may reject what is valuable (morally or otherwise) but if one wants 

it, then one wants it because one considers it valuable, it is not that 

one's considering it valuable is wanting it. 

A want need not be explicit. Often we just perform certain 

actions, particularly habitual actions, without reflection. It only 

occurs to us that we want to do the action, in the sense that it occurs 

to us to do the action as opposed to remainin in whatever state we were 

in. In other words a want need not occur to us in the sense that the 

thought 'I want to do X' is present in our minds, before doing the 

action. One might only have this thought, if prevented from doing it, 

unexpectedly. 

A further point I should like to make about 'wanting' at this 

juncture, is that when we speak of the 'strongest' want producing the 

action, it does not seem that we can rely very much on introspective 

evidence as to which is the strongest want, before the action is 

performed, I may judge that my want to smoke a cigarette at this 

moment is stronger than my want to give up smoking, where I may in fact 

succeed in refraining from smokin it in the end. 

Wanting and Wishing 

It will be useful at this point to draw some distinctions 

between 'wanting' and 'wishing'. It is appropriate to speak of wanting 

or wishing to X when we envisage having the ability to X, but it is 

inappropriate to speak of wanting to X when we are quite certain that 



we lack the ability - we can only wish. The difference is that 'I 

wish' can be followed by the construction 'I could' whereas 'I want' 

cannot. I may want or wish to walk, but can only wish I could fly. 
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This claim could be challenged on the grounds that one may want 

to have something, where one knows it is not in one's power to acquire 

it, or that it is unattainable. I would agree that the above 

distinction does not seem to exist in the cases of 'wanting to have' 

'wishing to have' which may mean 'would welcome; but I would maintain 

that it does exist in the cases of 'wanting to do' and 'wishing to do', 

- and I am only concerned with 'wanting' and 'wishing' with regard to 

action. From now on I shall be referring to 'wanting' and 'wishing' to 

do X. 

The notion of wishing in the fairy-tale context of 'making a 

wish' implies that we envisage lacking the ability or opporttmi ty, in 

contrast to wanting. It would seem pointless in 'making a wish' in the 

hopes that it would be granted, to wish for something that one does 

have the ability to do. To say 'I wish I could walk' , where one ~ 

walk, and then express delight and surprise to find oneself walking, 

seems a rather pointless exercise. Although even here there would be a 

difference between wanting and intending to walk and walking, and 

wishing to walk and 'walking', if the 'walkin 'seemed to be a result 

not of one's own efforts, but of some magical powers, - where the 

'walking' seemed to be 'not under one's control' - a feeling perhaps 

something like the feeling when one starts running down hill too fast, 

and then finds one cannot stop 'running'. 

The fairy-tale wish, it ay be argued, is not a fair candidate 

to contrast with wanting. 'Makin a wish' in a fairy-tale context is 



an action one may perform in order to achieve an end. It is an action 

which one could perform intentionally. 'To want' and 'to wish' in the 

normal sense are not actions like this. 
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I would still hold however that in the normal case it i 

appropriate to say 'I want to X' only if we believe we have the ability 

to X, although we may also say 'I wish to X'. If we do not believe we 

have the ability we say I wish I could do X. 

There are some nuances in the use of 'I wish to X' which 

distinguish it slightly from 'I want to X'. 

One can say, 'I do not wish it' meaning 'I do not want it'. 

'I wish to go out' meaning simply 'I want to o out', or 'I wish to be 

left alone' meanin 'I want to be left alone'. However even in these 

cases, the utterance has the suggestion of a command where one only has 

the power to bring about what one ants in the sense that one has the 

authority to command, and hopes the command will be obeyed. These 

utterances can also have the i lication of a plea. Where the person 

expressing the wish recognizes that he does not have the power to bring 

about the object of the wish, but is appealing to someone else, who has 

the power, to ' grant' his wish - to carry out what he wishes. 

One can say, 'I wish I could be left alone', where there is a 

direct implication that it is not in my power to be left alone. 

If I did come to believe that I had the ability to do X, I 

would no longer be said to 'wish I could do X', but rather to 'want to 

do X'. If on coming to believe that I have the ability and the 

opportunity, I do not want to do , then what was being expressed was 

an 'idle ish' or a 'whim'. 

The distinction is not always very explicit in ordinary usage. 
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It seems more natural to say, 'I wish it would stop raining', rather 

than 'I want it to stop raining'. The latter has some implication that 

one thinks one has the ability, to bring about the object of the want. 

It would sound more appropriate uttered by a small child who thought he 

could command the rain to stop, - or at least, who has not yet grasped 

the distinction between those things which can be brought about by his 

own efforts, and those which cannot. 

The distinction is very clear however when the reference is to 

the past. One says, 'I wish I could have done X', 'I wish I could have 

been there', 'I wish it had been fine' etc. We never use 'I want' with 

reference to the past - only to the future immediate or far. 

Here it is clear that it is appropriate to use 'I wish' rather 

than 'I want' when the object wished for is not within one's power to 

bring about. One cannot alter the past. Whereas 'I want' implies that 

the object wanted may be in ones power to bring about. In as much as 

it is still in the future, the capacity and the opportunity may obtain. 

We sometimes say, 'I would like to do X'. It seems that this 

expression can be used to mean either 'I wish I could do X', or 'I want 

to do X' depending upon whether one envisages having the ability, and 

the opportunity to do X. It see to indicate a belief that 'I would 

enjoy doing X' which may be claimed whether or not I~ in fact do X. 

In so far as 'I wish I could' indicates a lack of ability, it 

cannot be logically connected with 'intention' in the way that I shall 

argue 'I want to do X' is connected with the intention to do X. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SOM! PICtJLIAllITIES or A DISPOSITIO AL ANALYSIS OP WANTS 

1 Many philosopher& following Ryle' s lead have analysed 

explanations in terms of 'vant•' aa dispositional explanationa. It 1• 

open to the nallet about 41epoaitioua to claim that if wan.ta are 

41apo■ition9 then they may be di■poaitional caue••• If a au.batanca has 

a certain diapoaltion. thia diapoaitiOl'l •Y haw a physical bub which 

i• a cauaally sufficient and neu•••xr condition of its exhibiting that 

diapoaition under certain extemal conditions. 

In an iaportant ••n••• want•.!!!. diapositiona. Often vhat ve 

mean by aaying 'h• ia diapoa 4 to doin1 A' is 'he feels inclined to do 

A', 'he baa a bent toward• doing A' or in other vorda, 'he wants to do 

A'. The tenia 'ctiapoaed to' and 'inclined to' have t ir pri•ry uae 

here. 

Ryle never clearly diatinguiahee between the above ••n•• of 

'being diapoaed to' (1) and tho•• ••n•e• of 'being disposed to' ••iag 

(2) being in the habit of, and (3) bein of the constitution for doing 

A readily. 

If one ia 'diapoeed to'. 'tend9 to' or '1• inclined to' do A, 

Malling 'ia 1n the habit of doin& .' than one doea A frequently. That a 

aubatuce haa a diapoaitioa doe• not •an that it ia necesaarily in the 

habit of doing A. A subetance •Y haft a phyalcal dispoaition even 

although it ie neftr in fact aanif ated, if the condition• for its 
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manifestation never in fact obtain e.g. a glass may be brittle even 

although it never in fact breaks. 

S3 

He is inclined to forget things, means he frequently forgets 

things. He may be inclined to do A, when he is not disposed to (1) 

i.e. does not feel inclined to do A, or does not want to do A. He may 

want to break a habit . 

He may be disposed to do A (sense (3)) i.e. of the constitution 

for doing A readily. For example, if he 1s irritable, he is of the 

constitution for being easily ruffled, under fairly normal conditions. 

Similarly, if an object is brittle, it is disposed to, i.e. of the 

constitution for breaking readily under fairly normal conditions. It 

possesses a physical disposition, If a man is irritable - disposed to 

being easily ruffled (during that time) this does not mean that he is 

disposed to (sense (1)), i.e. that he feels inclined to be easily 

ruffled, or that he wants to be easily ruffled, Certainly if he is 

irritable, he may be disposed to (1), feel inclined to e.g. reply 

sharply if he ii disturbed. But he may be irritable without ever ,!!l 

!!£1. wanting to reply sharply - without ever having an 'active want' to 

reply sharply - if the conditions for his wanting to do so, do not in 

fact obtain - i.e. he is not disturbed. In other words, one can be 

disposed (sense (3) ~ the Rylean sense) to want to do certain thinas if 

certain conditions obtain. But, I shall argue, wants do not exhibit 

the characteristics of dispositiona in the Rylean sense. 

First of all, however, I shall indicate some respects in which 

they are like physical dispoaitiona. 

(1) {a) To possess a disposition to X is not necessarily to be Xing; 

it is to be liable to X, to have a tendency to X if certain 



conditions obtain. A substance may have a disposition to do 

X, and yet never in fact do X, if some of the conditions for 

its Xing never in fact obtain. 

(b) To have a 'want to do X' is not necessarily to be Xing. It 

is to be liable to X, or to have a tendency to Xing, if 

certain conditions obtain. One may want to do X, and yet 

never in fact do X if some of the conditions for Xing (e.g. 

the opportunity) never in fact obtain. 

(2) (a) The response to certain test conditions justifies the claim 

that a substance has a certain disposition, and can form the 

grounds of a prediction of what it is liable to do under 

certain other conditions. 
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(b) Similarly, certain test situations can justify the claim that 

a man has a certain want, and can form the basis of a 

prediction of what he i• liable to do in certain other 

situations. 

For example, if a man, when offered the opportunity to 

join a number of clubs, joins most of them; when invited to 

social events accepts those invitations in preference to 

invitations to other activities, etc., it can be concluded 

that he, e.g. wants to et people, and that given the 

opportunity of further introductions he is liable to accept 

readily. 

(3) (a) If a substance under normal conditions dissolves when placed 

in water it follows that it is soluble. 

(b) If a man, given the opportunity, does A intentionally then it 

follows that he wants to do A. 
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It may be noted at this point that those who .. 1nta:1n 

that wants are dispositions to act, must be maintaining that 

wants are dispositions to act intentionally. Otherwise, they 

are immediately open to the objection that a man may do X 

e.g. twitch, under relatively normal conditions without in any 

respect wanting to X, whereas it could not be claimed that a 

substance dissolves in water under fairly normal conditions, 

but it is not in any respect water-soluble. Hence they must 

be claiming that wants are dispositions to act intentionally. 

One could not claim that a man does X intentionally under 

normal conditions, but he does not in any respect want to X, 

- (argued in Chapter V} • 

(4) (a) In the case of physical dispositions, the external 

2 conditions provide a 'recipe' for producing the actuali-

sation of the disposition. Certain of the external 

conditions necessary for the actualisation of the disposition 

are 'background' conditions - e.g. normal conditions of 

temperature and pressure, etc. - and one or more further 

conditions necessary to fill out a sufficient condition, are 

'foreground' conditions, e.g. the hitting of the glass with a 

hammer. 

A comparable model can be constructed to some extent in the 

case of wants. 

For example, if the agent wants to travel to Europe, and does 

so, then the 'background' external conditions of opportunity would be 

e.g. the existence of a flight to Europe, the money to pay for the 

flight, etc., and the 'foregrowd' condition might be e.g. his 
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employer' a unexpected offer to him of a fortnight's holiday: Just as 

the hammer causes the glass to break at a certain instant, so the offer 

of the holiday that particular fortnight results in the agent 

travelling to Europe at that particular time. 

3 
As Ryle points out, 

We are perfectly familiar with the sorts 
of happenings which induce or occasion 
people to do things, otherwise ordinary 
dealings between people could not exist. 

Hence to some extent a 'recipe' of external conditions under 

which an agent, if he wants to do A, is liable to do A, can be produced, 

but I shall argue that whereas in the case of physical dispositions, 

this 'recipe' gives the sufficient conditions for the actualisation of 

the disposition, given that the substance has that disposition, in the 

case of 'wants', the 'recipe' is incomplete. It does not provide 

sufficient conditions for the action given that the agent has that want. 

One cannot produce a law-like proposition of the Rylean 

variety for 'he wants to do X', comparable to that attributing a 

disposition, because a denial of any conflicting wants must appear in 

the conditional giving the conditions tmder which be will do X. It 

will be shown that if a clause denying the presence of a 'conflicting' 

disposition appeared in the law-like proposition attributing a 

disposition, it would be redundant, irrelevant, or simply not fully 

analysed. 

First of all it is necessary to indicate what I mean by 

'conflicting wants' and 'internal' and 'external' conditions. 

Conflicting Wants 

I mean by 'conflicting' or 'opposing' wants, a set of two or 



more wants whose fulfilling actions are causally incompatible. Either 

they cannot both be performed at once - e.g. lack of opportunity, or 

the performance of one is contingently also a case of performing an 

action which is unwanted. 

e.g. (a) I want to go to a concert 

(b) I want to visit a friend 
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I cannot do both, e.g. there is not time to do both, - the friend leaves 

tomorrow, and it is the laat night of the concert. The actions are 

contingently incompatible. I must choose. 

e.g. (a) I want to go rock-climbing - I know that this will upset my 

parents. 

(b) I do not want to upset my parents. 

I cannot fulfill both wants. They are contingently incompatible. It 

so happens that my parents are upset by my rock-climbing pursuits. I 

must chooae. 

Cases of holding logically incompatible wants may be somewhat 

anomalous and rare. They are perhaps exemplified in love-bate 

relationships, (although here it could be argued that they are not held 

simultaneously but are oscillating) or in cases of split-personality­

cases involving a strong element of irrationality. 

Internal and Extemal Conditions 

I shall define an intemal condition as any condition of the 

substance which is a necessary or sufficient condition of a substance or 

object having a disposition and is causally operative in the actualisa­

tion of that disposition. An external condition is any condition which 

is a causally necessary or sufficient condition of a disposition of a 



substance being actualised, and is not a necessary or sufficient 

condition of its having the disposition. 
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For example, the structure of the fibers of a cloth is a neces­

sary condition of its being flammable. This is an internal condition. 

The application of a flame to the cloth is along with the 

appropriate standing conditions sufficient condition of its bursting 

into flames - but not a condition of its having the disposition to burst 

into flames. This is an external condition. 

A dispositional analysis of wants would require a law-like 

proposition giving 'Che conditions under which if he wants to X, be will 

do X, corresponding to 

e.g. It is soluble entails if it ia placed in water, etc. (conditions 

a, band c), it will dissolve. 

In the case of wants, if he wants to X then if he believes (without a 

doubt) that he has the opportunity and capacity to X and no conflicting 

wants, and he has the opportunity and capacity to X and no conflicting 

wants, and he is rational and does not change his mind, he will do X; 

or in other words, 

I. He wants to X entails if he believes (without a doubt) that he has 

the opportunity and capacity to X, and he believes that the 

fulfillment of any of hia other wants will not conflict with Xing, 

and he has the capacity and the opportunity to X, he is rational and 

does not change his mind, and (D) he does not want to Y where Ying 

is contingently incompatible with Xing, he will X. 

If a clause corresponding to (D) appeared in the analysis of a 

dispositional statement, then either it would be irrelevant, or it 

would be redundant, or else the statement would not be fully 



analy11ed. 

E.g. in 

II. It ia aoluble entails if it ia put in water etc. (condition••• b 

and c) and (D1) if it i• not diepoaed to T (e.g. •wplode) re 

Ying i• contingently incompatible with dissolving, then it will 

diaaolve. 

Here either (1) (D1) is irrelevant1 

If the condition• of it• Yin (e.g. explodins) differ from 

a, band c, then it will dieaol under cenditiou• ••band c 

wh th r or not it ta alao •· • exploaive (i.e. it explodes under 

other conditiona) - hence tbia conclition te not required at all. 

It ia in thia aenae irrel t. 

or (2) (D
1

) is redundant: 

If it denies that it •• explodes and hence can not 
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diasolw und r the !.!!!. COllditiona •• b and c, th n it ie redundant 

- because if it doe• explode un r theae condition•. then 1 t ia not 

eoluble but explosive un r these conditions, in hich case the 

clause amount• to denytn that it la not eoluble - i.e. 'it does 

not not dissolve under tbeae conditions'• and ta in this respect 

red\Dldant. 

or (J) If the clau.e (D
1

) ia tranalatable u 'and there are no 

external condition• alao pruent under which (along with •• b and 

c) it vtll explode, rather than di•sol ' - then the clau.e is 

simply not fully analy•ed, but can in principle be analysed•• 

'and external conditioua d, a and f (the conditions under which it 

would explode) r not allo resent'. 

or (4) If thia clause caunot be analysed out - i.e. if the 
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conditions sufficient for its not Ying when conditions a, band c 

are present cannot in principle be specified, then the disposi­

tional statement and analysis should be indeterministic in form, 

and should be expressed: 

e. g. It is disposed to either X or Y entails if conditions a, b 

and c obtain it will either X or Y. 

But the corresponding statement in the case of 'wants' would be 

III. he wants to either X or do something incompatible with Xing 

entails if he believes he has the opporttmity and capacity to X 

or do something incompatible with Xing, etc., he will either X 

or do something incompatible with Xing. 

This does not correspond to the statement I. above. 

The clause (D) in I. is neither irrelevant nor redtmdant in 

the respect specified, nor is the statement I. equivalent to III. above. 

It remains then to see whether it corresponds to case (3); that is, 

that it is simply not fully analysed but can in principle be analysed 

out as in case (3), giving the conditions sufficient for his not Ying 

(doing anything incompatible with Xing) which along with the conditions 

of opportunity and capacity to X etc., are sufficient for his Xing, 

without reference to the absence of a want to Y. 

I shall argue that it seems that clause (D) cannot, in 

principle be analysed out as in case (3), - that it is difficult to see 

how in an anlysis of the statement 'he wants to X', one could specify 

distinct conditions which along with the other conditions of opportunity 

and capacity etc. for Xing, are sufficient for his not Ying and for his 

Xing, without reference to the absence of a want to Y. It is 

sufficient for his not doing Y that he does not have the opporttmity and 
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capacity to Y - but this along with the other conditions is not 

sufficient for his doing X (intentionally) when he wants to X. He may 

believe he has the opportunity and capacity to do Y, want to do Y and 

try to do Y (and fail) but as a result not do X (intentionally). In 

order to specify conditions sufficient for his Xing, it must also be 

mentioned that he does not believe he has the opportunity and capacity 

to do anything incompatible with Xing - which involves refraining from 

Xing. But here I would claim that it is difficult to see how this 

condition could enter into an analysis of 'he wants to X', because it is 

difficult to see in what sense he can be said to want to do X 

(intentionally) if he believes that he cannot do anything but do X -

i.e. if he believes that he cannot in any way refrain from Xing. No 

matter what conditions are specified which are sufficient for his not 

Ying (incompatibl with Xing) any analysis of 'he wants to X' must allow 

that he at least believes that h can do something incompatible with 

Xing, and as long as he believes this, he may always try to do Y, and 

h nee not do X (intentionally), unless he does not want to do Y 

(anything incompatible with Xing); - and no matter how this is analysed, 

if wants were dispositions, then it would refer to the absence of 

conflicting dispositions, and it is any reference to conflicting 

dispositions in the conditional of a dispositional statement which is 

objectionable as specified in cue (1) and (2) above. However (D) is 

not irrelevant nor redundant. 

It may be argued that (D) could in principle be analysed out 

by giving sufficient conditions of his not wanting to Y. - But this 

would not be like case (3). It would be equivalent to giving 

sufficient causal conditions of its not having a disposition which 



conflicts. This would be to deny the presence of internal conditions 

aucb that it would e.g. explode rather than di•solve. However, this 

would fall to the criticism in cue (2) - It would be redundant if 

equivalent to 'and it does not have intemal conditions x, y and z 

sufficient for its being e.g. explosive under conditions a, b and c'. 
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To say that it is soluble is already to say that its internal conditions 

are not such that it will do something incompatible with dissolving 

under these conditions. It is soluble does not mean if its intemal -
conditions are such that it is not e.g. explosive, it will dissolve if 

conditions a, band c obtain. 

Hence even if an analysis of he wants to X were given in these 

terms, it would not be equivalent to the dispositional analysis. 

Statement I could be restated as follows: 

Either he wants to X or (exclusive) he wants to do 

&01Dething incompatible with Xing, (Y), entails if he 

believes (without a doubt) that he has the opportunity 

and capacity to either X or Y and he has the opportunity 

and capacity to X or Y, and he does not change hi• mind, 

he will either X or Y. 

It could be claimed that this is still a dispositional analysis, 

- but nevertheless it demonstrates that there is an indeterminacy 

involved and in this respect it ia not amenable to analysis in terms of 

a ltylean law-like proposition. 

A further difference may be noted here. In the above 

proposition, one of the conditions required to be stated in the 

conditional ia that 'he has the capacity to do X'. In the case of 

physical dispositions, however, to state that the substance has the 
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disposition in the first place is to state that it has the capacity to 

e.g. dissolve, under those conditions. In contrast, to state that an 

agent 'wants to do X' under certain conditions of opportunity is not to 

state that he has the capacity to do X - (althought I would maintain 

that he must believe that he has the capacity). He may want to do X, 

believe he has the capacity to do X, when in fact he does not have the 

capacity, in which case he will not do X. 

A physical parallel to the case of conflicting wants can be 

produced. This would be an indeterministic physical system. where the 

extemal conditions and the two internal physical baaea of the 

tendencies provided necessary but not sufficient conditions for the 

actualisation of the tendencies, and where either actualisation could 

occur under those external conditions - but the actualisation of the 

one, would pnclude the actualisation of the other. 

Wants are tendencies. It can be claimed that we may explain 

another man's action by saying that he performed it because of a 

certain want, without having any knowledge about how the man tends to 

behave normally in similar circumstances. As has frequently been 

pointed out with reference to motive explanations, in oppo•ition to 

Ryle'• dispositional analysis, a aan may act from a certain motive only 

once wider circUlll8tance• and ne.er again act out of that motive in 

similar circ\DDStancea. Similarly a man may act from a certain want 

only once and never again act fTom that want in a like situation. Yet 

the want, though unlike a disposition in this respect, see118 nonetheless 

to be a tendency in that had the circumstances been slightly altered, he 

might have altered his course of action accordingly, if possible to as 

3 still to satisfy the particular want. For example, if he wants to 
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visit a friend some distance away, he may as a reault of this want, nt 

off to the station to c tch train - only to be faced with the 

discovery that because of a 'work-to-rule'• the train will be three 

hours late. So he y t hen decide to take the plane instead - in order 

to eatiefy th original want. 

Wanta eeea to be much more inti tely tied up with the 

particular cire\lllStaneea, in vhich thy arlee, than physical diaposi­

tiona. Thia has been shown in the examples of conflicting wants. It 

may be that the particular ti that I am offered the opportunity to go 

climbing, I haw very aped.fie: r aaon1 fo't wanting to etay in nay 

parents' favour. I have other wants which beco active on pr sentation 

of thee circU11&tancee. The,-e be several ••ts of conflicting wants• 

which occur s1multaneoUBly ia that articular aituation, and which 

conflict only in th t situation. Thia particular combination may newr 

occur aaain. 

In the following chapter• I •hall be corisidering th• 

relationship between the want d th intention to ct. I shall 

indicate that this relationahip ta quite unlike that of dbpoaitional 

cauae to ita effect. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE LOGICAL CONNECTION BETWEEN 'WANnNG' AND 'INTENDING' 

My aim in the following chapters is to show that an agent's 

wants and corresponding beliefs do not constitute caUBally necessary 

and sufficient conditions for his intention to act. The initial step 

will be to demonstrate the nature of the connection between 'wanting' 

and 'intending'. I shall argue that there is a strong logical 

connection. between 'the want' and 'the intention' of a kind which 

forbids a contingent relationship between the two. 

The notions of 'wanting to do' and 'intending to do' seem to be 

intricately bound up with one another. It seems that 'I intend to do X' 

logically entails that 'I want to do X', in that we could not make 

sense of the claim that 'I intend to do X, but I don't in any respect 

want to do X'. 

'l'here are a number of cases where the claim that 'I intend to 

do X', logically entails 'I want to do X' may be questioned. 

Firstly it could be claimed that where I intend to X as a 

means to an end, I may want the end but I may not want the means. 

However I am taking 'to want to X' in the sense 'to have a pro­

attitude towards doing X' and I am claiming that if I intend to X, I 

must have~ pro-attitude towards doing X. In the above case, if I 

intend to X, I must have a pro-attitude tow8:rds doing X in so far as 

it is a •ans to the desired end. I may not want to X in t he sense 
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that I do not have a pro-attitude towards doing X for th• ra•GG that I 

shall find Xing enjoyable, 1 diately gratifying etc. 

Similarly it could be claimed that I u.y intend to do an action 

which I know to have certain unavoidable side effects which 1 do not 

want. Por example, I uy intend t .o remove a splinter fl'Oll your hand. 

and I know it will hurt you. 1 may ••Y 'I am going to hUl't you, but I 

don't want to'. Here it might be claimed that 'I aa going to hurt you' 

is not an expression of intention at all in this instance, but an 

inductive pnd.ictiou of on of the causal effect• of my intended action 

based on observation of causal condition.a. But it canuot be clai•d 

that I do not intend to hurt you. If I know that this 1• one of the 

cauaal effects of my removin the ll)linter, th n if 1 intend to remova 

the splinter, I alao intend to produce the known causal effeeta, aa 

argued 1n Chapter I, in oppoaition to An•combe. Here, if I intend to 

perfofll the action I must haft a pro-attitude towards doing that action 

along with all ita aide effects as oppoaed to avoiding the aide effecta 

but no~ perfond.ng the action. If I intend to remove the splinter, I 

auat regard the situation of fl1 r .. oving your aplinter and hurtin you 

aa t>Nferable to the situation of not hurting you but leaving the 

eplinter intact, and in this raa~ct I have a pro-attitude towarde the 

action of removing the splinter and hurting you. Once asd.n, I do not 

want to hurt you in the aenae chat I do not have a pro-attitude towarda 

hurting you for the reason that I aball find it enjoyable, etc. to do 

ao, - but I do have a pro-attitude toward• hurting you for the aake of 

relieving you of the splinter. 

soae1 would claim th t in soma instances e.g. where I intend 

to do.,. duty, I uy intend to do what I do not neceasarily want to do. 
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Here I would maintain that one must have a higher-order want to 

do one's duty. Although one may not want to do the action under 

another description, one must want to do it under the description, 'a 

case of doing one' a duty' • For example, X may not want to fight, but 

if he sees fighting as a case of serving hie country, and aerv:l.ng his 

country as a case of doing his duty, then he must want to do the action 

under one of these descriptions, or he simply wouldn't do it. He must 

have some pro-attitude towards the action. He may not want to do the 

fighting in itself, seen purely as the activity of fighting. He may 

not enjoy the prospect of having to fight, but if he is not compelled 

by some external authority to do it, then he 11l\18t want to do it under 

one of the other descriptions - and if he is compelled by some 

authority to do it, then he 11l\18t want to do it under the description of 

avoiding the consequences imposed by the authority for refusing. Thus 

he intends to do X entails he wants to under some description. 

I have claimed that 'I intend to do X' logically entails 'I 

have some pro-attitude towards doing X' but this does not preclude the 

possibility of 'the want' being a causal condition of the 'intention'. 

For example, 'this bar attracts iron filings' logically entails 'this 

bar is a magnet', but the presence of a magnet is nevertheless a causal 

condition of iron filings moving. 

It must be shown that the converse is true - 'he wants to do 

X' is a logical condition of 'h• intends to do X' and that this 

logical connection is a kind which i1 not also a causal connection. 

'He intends to X' entails that, ~f he has the opportunity and 

capacity, he believes he has the opportunity and capacity, he is not 

irrational about this belief and he does not change his mind he will 
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do X. ' If these conditions obtain and he does not do X, then it followa 

that he did not intend to do X. We could not make sense of the claim 

that he intended to X. 

'He wants to X' does not entail that 'if he has the opportunity 

and the capacity, he believes he has the opportunity and capacity, he 

does not change his mind, he will do X.' The further condition is 

required in the conditional, that 'he has no conflicting wants' - that 

is that he does not want to do an action whose performance is 

contingently incompatible with ling. 

He may, of course have a conflicting want and nevertheless 

intend to X and do X. He may want to do his duty and intend to do his 

duty while still having the conflicting want to enjoy himself in some 

other acti v1 ty. 

'He wants to X' entails that ~f he believes he has the 

opportunity and the capacity, and no conflicting wants and he is not 

irrational about this belief, he intends to X; and if in addition he 

does in fact have the opportunity and the capacity and no conflicting 

wants and he does not change his mind, he will do X.' Thia is a logical 

entailment. We could not make aenae of the claim 'I want to X, I believe 

I have the opportunity and the capacity and no conflicting wanta, but I 

do not intend to X'. - We would ab1ply say that in that case either I do 

not really want to X, or I muat haw some conflicting want. 

Shaf fer2 claims that 'one•• reasons typically consist of one's 

beliefs and wants• and then continues. 

Some philosophers ••••• hold that it could 
not be the case that even though people had 
the best of reasons for doing so•thing, no 
reason not to, and nothing to prevent them 
from doing it, still they never did it. But 



I would disagree. Consider the desire to 
kill oneself - many people have reason and 
opportunity but just don't'. 
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I would claim on the contrary that if the person really has the 

desire to kill himself, he knows he has the opportunity, including the 

capacity, but does not, it must be maintained that he must have 

conflicting wants - even if he simply does not want the means to the 

end. It may be that he does not do it because he is in a state of 

lethargy, or inertia. But here there is a conflicting want - i.e. the 

want not to do anything which involves any effort. It may be that a 

condition denying him the opportunity has been over-looked. If all 

these possibilities are denied, then I do not see that we can accept 

the claim that he wants to do it. If I say I want to do X, but Xing 

involves Ying which I do not want, so I do not intend to do X, then if 

it is subsequently demonstrated to me that Xing does not in fact 

involve Ying, but I still refrain from doing X, then the tendency on 

the part of others is to start to wonder if I really.!!.£. want to do X, 

and I think that if it were then shown that I had no other conflicting 

wants, they would then deny that I really do want to do X. I would be 

indulging in an idle reverie about doing X. 

The logical connection here is stronger than that whereby the 

description of the object of the want is contained in the object of the 

intention. It is not simply that 'wanting to do X' contains the 

description of the object of the intention to do X, but that the 

occurrence of the intention is a logical condition for the validity of 

the claim that the corresponding want is present. 

But it still remains to indicate more fully how this logical 

relationship differs from other logical relationships which appear to 
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be similar and which are nevertheless also causal relationships. 

Firstly it could be claimed that we could not make sense of the 

claim that 'this is a magnet, it is placed close to iron filings, there 

are no opposing forces in the vicinity, and yet it does not attract the 

iron filings'. We would similarly be tempted to say that either it is 

~ a magnet, or there must be opposing forces in the vicinity after 

all. Nevertheless, despite this logical connection, the presence of a 

magnet is a causal condition of iron filings moving. 

However a want cannot be a cause of an intention of the 

mechanical kind, as a magnet is a cause of the movement of the iron 

filings, for the following reasons: 

In the mechanical causal model, like that of the magnet and 

iron filings, there is a composition of forces, so that the presence of 

other forces in the vicinity may modify the effect of the magnet, and 

if they are acting in opposition to the magnet, will modify the effect 

of the magnet, - i.e. modify the movement of the iron filings - unless 

there are other forces present to cancel out the opposing forces. In 

any case, the effect is the 'action' of the resultant force. 

In the case of a 'want to X', the presence of other wants need 

not modify the 'intention to X', even if there are opposing wants -

i.e. wants tending to produce action,which are contingently incompatible 

with Xing, If one intends to X b cause one wants to X, then the 

intention is to satisfy~ want. The object of the intention is the 

same as the object of the want in an unmodified form, even if there are 

conflicting wants present. The object of the intention is not to 

satisfy a compromise between the objects of the several wants; it is 

to satisfy that want to do X sim:pliciter; In other words, the intention 



ha• undergone no mdification. There ia no composition of wanta (in 

relation to the intention) equivalent to the compositi011 of fore•• iu 

the mechanical caual del. 

Armtrona argue■ 3 , 

Of course j'Ullt es a nunber of pbyaical 
preaaure• acting on a •terial object 
•a, ieaue. not •i ly tn the object 
IIOring in the UD• dictated by one of 
the prea11urea. but rather along a line 
determined by a aua of all the force• 
at work, ao competins duires may 
produce action that ia a eoaprondae 
betwee the different lines that each 
duire would haw Wtiated if it had 
been in the fiel ' • 

'ftli• aTsu-nt considers the relation between wants and the 

action rather than between wants and the intention to act, but I visb 

to ahc,w that an euenaton of the argument considerln the relationahip 

between wants and the intention, could not be maintained. 

The dtf ferenee between th case of the chant cal model and 

that of the wants and intention, is that in the mecunical model. the 

'action' muat be the product of the reaultant force, - even a1thouah 

this uy in e0111e ca e• be equivalent to.!!!!_ of the force• present, 

when the others cancel the•elftS out, in which caae the 'acticn' ia 

an m110dified effect of~ force. In the caa of conflicting want•, 

howewr, it is conceptually posaibl that the intention be to ■atiafy 

any !!!!. of the wants without aod1ficat1on, or to compromiae between 

them. Thia latter ea•• would 1n any cue be an inteution ~ 
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compromise entailing a want to compromise. not a compromise want 

coneapondin to a resultant force. The resultmtt fore i not a force 

owr and above the forces pftaent. v reu a want to compnndse i• a 

want over and aboff the other ta pres~t, and the intention i• to 
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satisfy that want without modification. 

Even in the special case of the mechanical model where the 

other forces present cancel each other out, so that the introduction of 

the magnet produces as unmodified effect of that force, there is 

nothing which fully corresponds in the case of wants generally. 

Firstly, it is not obvious that the forces which cancel to zero oppose 

the magnet. In so far as the resultant of these forces is a zero 

force, there is no force opposing the magnet; in that respect, the 

effect is the same as it would be if there were no other forces 

present at all. However it may be claimed that, in so far as they tend 

to produce inaction, a state of rest, or tend to maintain the 'status 

quo', which is contingently incompatible with the movement produced by 

the magnet, they oppose in the same sense as conflicting wants may 

oppose in the situation where one want involves a want to refTain from 

the action - i.e. a want to maintain the 'status quo'. Here, if the 

want to X is fulfilled, rather than the want to refrain from Xing, we 

may allow that we have a case parallel to the above. But then what of 

the case where the want to refrain from Xing is fulfilled, as opposed to 

the want to X? It is impossible to construct a parallel to this case 

in the mechanical model. This would require the wmodified effect of a 

force tending to produce inaction, or to maintain the status quo, in 

the presence of opposing forces. It cannot be claimed here that the 

opposing forces may cancel to zero and allow the unmodified effect of 

the force tending to produce inaction. If the other forces cancel to 

zero , they also tend to produce inaction or to maintain the status quo, 

and hence do not oppose the first force in the required sense. Thus 

if there are opposing forces, i.e. forces which tend to produce action 
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and do not cancel to zero, then the effect llUSt be the modified affect 

of the opposing forces and the force tending to produce inaction - i.e. 

the effect of their resultant force. 

In other words, the case in the mechanical model where the 

'opposing' forces cancel to zero, and the effect is the unmodified 

effect of a further force - e.g. a magnet, is a special case, and there 

is only~ possible effect, the £feet of the resultant force which in 

this case is equivalent to the unmodified effect of the magnet. There 

seems to be only one type of case of conflicting wants which 

corresponds at all, if we can make sense of the respect in which the 

zero force can be said to oppose. 

On the other hand, the case of conflicting wants where the 

intention is to satisfy one of the wants without 1110dification is not a 

special case, and there seems to be no parallel in the mechanical model 

except in the one limited instance mentioned. 

Thus the relationship of the 'want' to the 'intention' does not 

completely reseni>le the sort of relationship between e.g. a magnet and 

the iron filings, or mechanical forces, and so the two statements do not 

exactly correspond. 

It remains to show that the 'want' is not a dispositional 

cause of the 'intention'. 

It could be argued that just as I have claimed that, 

(1) 'He wants to X' 

entails 

(2) 'If he believes (without a doubt) that be has the opportunity and 

capacity and no conflicting wants, he is not irrational about this 



belief, and he does not change his mind, then he intends to X.' 

so, 

(1') 'It is soluble' 

entails 

(2') 'If it is put in water etc., then it will dissolve.' 
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These two relationships seem at first sight to correspond to 

one another, and if we accept the realist account of dispositions, 

(argued in Chapter II) then its being soluble - i.e. the categorical 

basis of its solubility is a causal condition of its dissolving. Thus 

even although the connection between the statements (1') and (2') is 

logical, it refers to a contingent relationship between the categorical 

basis and the substance dissolving. 

Similarly, it could be argued, that although the connection 

between the statements (1) and (2) 1s logical, his want to do X may 

also be a causal condition of his intention to do X. 

However, I have claimed that (1) entails (2); and in addition 

(1) entails that if the conditions ntioned in (2) obtain and he also 

does have the opportunity and capacity and no conflicting wants, then 

he will do X. If this entailment holds, then it follows that an agent 

cannot consistently entertain a want to do X and at the same time 

believe that he will not do X if he has the opportunity and capacity 

and no conflicting wants. In other words, if the agent wants to do X, 

implicit in hia want is a belief that ha is going to do X if he has 

the opportunity and capacity and no conflicting wants. But this 

belief cannot be simply a prediction that he is going to do X if the 

conditions obtain. A simple prediction is not what is implicit in a 

want. This can be seen if we consider the firat person expressions of 



th• want and belief, which this third person atateaent assigns. 

'I want to do X' entails the b liQf 'I am going ta do if 

conditions C obtain '. 

But this belief i not suply a prediction; a imple 

prediction does not contain the illlplications of th expression of a 

?!!!.• If the belief i s implicit in the expresoion of a~. it must 

be t he expre sion of an intention - t provisional intention, 'I am 

going (to do X if condit ions C obtain). 
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Iu other words I am claiming that the agent cannot consisterttly 

enter tain a ant to do X, and d ny that he intende (to do X if he has 

t he opportunity, and capacity, nd no conflicting wants). 

(3) 'He wanto to X' 

entail 

(4) ' ha intends (to do X if conditions C obtain) ' 

This i not nt of a law-like proposition to the 

effect of w· at ~ occur under eert11in conditions, but rather it states 

that if he wanu to do X th n be !!. int ading (to do X if coiiditiODs C 

obtain). 'It i, soluble ' on the other hand oes not meal'l 'it ie 

dissolving '. 

A furth r minor dissimilarity between dispositional etatAlllllllt•• 

and statements relating the waat to the intention is that 'he wants not 

to do X' entails 'if he b-eliena {without a doubt ) that he has the 

capacity and the opportunity and no conflicting wants. he is rational 

and does not change his ndnd, • 1 tend not to de X'. Th re se ... to 

be no quivalent to this 1n tb cas of dispo ition. 'It is soluble' 

entails 'if it ls put in water tc., it 111 dissolve '. 'It 1- not 

soluble' entails 'if it i& put in w t•r etc., it wil l not dissolve', but 
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t'.18 latter is ef'uival(~nt to ' 11e docs :10t (.ran t to ·.)' I'leaninq 'ti.e i-ant 

to has not occurred. to ,,ir· ' entai b I if i·,e 1 clieves (without a douht) 

t l1a t .ie ·1 as t '1e canacity and the onport1mitv etc . , 1e har; no (intention 

to Jo .~)' . '11..ere -:eems to -:.ie no equivalent to 1 11c u,mts not to .. , 

entails 'T.f ,1e relieves (i:-itnout a clou-i- t) t'.rnt ·,P ·,c1.s t 1 0 can:tcitv :mc1 

t 1e opnortunit7 etc . , :1e intend:-:: not to · ' in t'1e cas~ of t11e di;;-

_no:,itional •_,tatem,.;nt . 

It rray be noted ncre t.1at tnere are tr •o 1 incls of nrovisional 

intention . 

e . ~ . (a) I s'•::ill rn for a Fal( if it's fine 

(b) I shall flv tonig;1t if t 1-:cre is a -.lane . 

Iri t:1e first tyrye, t'1e nroviso sti~mlatec- t1-·e concl.it:ioris under 

whic h the arent ,,ill undertake to rerforr0. t 1~e actiC1n - t'1e con di ti one: 

uhic i.1 he favours . 1 ,e re the agent could (i .e . r-ca'' 11avc the onnortuni t,1 

and abili t;,' to) ,...erfC1rm tI1.e action, even if t l;.e conditions do not 

apnropriate or dcsiro.:,1e for perforninr. t 1,e action . 

In t lie second type of 'Jrovisional i-ritention, t 11e nroviso states 

the coaditions of onrortunity or caoacitv un:ler ,,Jl-iic1
1 ' 1 e Fill l-10. 21,le to 

carry out ··,is intention - TT
11ere he believes t>at if tl1er;~ condit:Lons do 

not obtain t:1en he caff10t nerfom t·,e actj on . ore fene rallv, tLc 

second type can ho expressed 'I ;:;r;all T· :if the opnortunj ty nre<1ents it­

,_;e lf', or 'I s.1all ,· if I 1iave t '1e ahilitv', or sil'.'71)' ' I ·,hall "< if I 

' ... "1e ryrovisional inte,tion im,:ilied "c,y :1 •·Tent is a r,ixture of 

t~H~ t v o t:L1cls . 'I s' 1.all { if I :lave the on,ortunity and canaci ty and 



no conflicting wants'. The 'no conflicting want s ' claus ia of the 

first kind, the other conditions of th second. 
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It may b noted here that juat as yle indicates that tn a 

dispos itional s t t enient the conditions in the hypothetical 'l!1ay never be 

fully specified, o n the case of t h provis ional i nt ention the 

conditions of the provfao y neve r e full apec1f1 d. 

In the next chapt er I shall indicate t h peculiariti s hich 

would r e: ult if the provisi.onal int ention alon with t e el1ef t hat 

conditions C obtain ~era a cauaal condition of the categorical 

intention. 
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CHAPTB'l VI 

TllE llLATIONSKIP BETWERH ?HE PilOVISIONAt IMTBNTION 

AHD THE CATEGORICAL INTENTION 

Before coneiderlng •ome of the characteriatics of the 

provisional intention and ita relation to the categorical intention, 

it will N uaeful to make a few obaenatione about the nature of 

categorical intentiona.
1 

If I categorically intend to X, this implies that I believe 

that I • going to X - I could not can•i•t•ntly cla1• that I intend to 

X (or to try to X) and I do not bellew that I aa l()ing to X (or try to 

X). If I do not baliew that I aa going to X (or try to X) then I 

cannot be eaid to intend to X (or try to X). I IMl8t be aware that if I 

intend to X (or u:y to X) I llUlt believe that I aa aotns to X (or try 

to X). If I undentand what it •a:na to intenc! to X (or try to :X) then 

I understand that I cannot both 1ntn4 to X ( or try to X) and aot 

belieft that I u going to X (or try to X). 

If I kaov that I have the opportmity and capacity to act in 

ay vay contrary to -, preaent acti..-1.ty, then it 1■ a nece.a■ary and 

■ufficient condition of..., acting in any other way, that I intend to eo 

act. My belief that I ua going to ■o act, implicit in my intention. ia 

to that extent ••1f-fulf111ing. In the ca• of apur-of-tha..., .. nt 

action• (aa diatinct fl'OII refln action.a), the belief that I a going 

to X may occur .:>re or 1••• eiaultanaoualy with the 11011e11t of 

initiation of the action, but this belief 1• still necessary for the 
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action to take place. 

I must recognise that my believing I am going to X, implied by 

my intending to Xis operative in this way if it is to qualify aa the 

belief implicit ln an intention. E.g. if it is necessary to fill out a 

sufficient condition of my voiding a car that I intend to avoid it, and 

I believe I am going to avoid it - but do not see '1111 believing this as 

in any respect necessary to fill out a sufficient condition of ay 

avoiding it - I think thi:tt I will avoid it regardless of whether I 

believe I am going to or not, - in other words I do not distinguish my 

belief from a 'hunch' or pure prediction that I will avoid the ear -

then I shall be somewhat surprised by the ensuing colllaion. 

In other qords it is a neceasary condition of my belief being 

self-fulfilling, that I recognise it a.a such. 

I shall now relate the above cmaideratiorut to the case of 

proviaional intentions. Firstly• I shall try to bring out l!IOl:'8 fully 

the varioua beliefs involved in provisional intent1011e, by incticatta1 

the a11111arities and distinction.a between provt.ional intentioaa and 

non-intentional quasi-self-tulfilling conditional anticipations. I 

shall then ahow that because of the nature ot the beliefs implicit in 

the proviaional and categorical intentions respectively, certain 

anomlies would result if th• connection between the provieional and 

categorical intention were cauaal. 

If I have a provisional intention e.g. I intend to jump if the 

branch cracka, this implies that I believe I a going to jump if the 

branch cracks and I believe that-, believing that I am going to jump 

if the branch cracks will be op rati in bringing it about that I jump, 

when I beli ve (without doubt) that the branch is cracking. 
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In the case of a non-intentional anticipation where e.g. I 

believe that I am going to fall if the branch cracks, I do not believe 

that my believing that I am going to fall if the branch cracks is 

operative in bringing it about that I fall, when I believe (without a 

doubt) that the branch is cracking (unless 1 believe that my falling is 

caused by my fear of falling). 

In the case of the provisional intention to X if C, because the 

'if-clause' is within the scope of the intention, the conditions of my 

Xing are 'intended' in the sense that I intend that conditions C 

obtaining be sufficient, along with my intention, and the neceasa%)' 

condition• of opporttmity and capacity, for my Xing. I must however 

recognize that it is only if I believe (without a doubt) that C is the 

cae that my believing that I am going to X if C is operative in 

bringing it about that IX. 

In the cue of the non-intentional anticipation, on the other 

hand, I believe that if C is the case, regardless of whether or not I 

believe it i• the case, I am going to X. 

In the provisional intention, or the non-intentional 

conditional anticipation, the 'if-clause' may of course contain 

reference to my believing C, - but that is a different case. 

To illustrate the distinctions, consider the following: 

Provisional intentions: 

(1) 

(2) 

I will jump if the branch cracks 

2 
I will leave if I beliew there is an impending 

earthquake. 

(3) I will go to the psychiatrist if I believe I am 

Napoleon. 
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In (1), I must recognise that I will in fact jump if I belie"Ve the 

branch is cracking - but my intention is to jump if it !!. cracking. If 

having jumped on believing that it is cracking, I discover that it was 

not in fact cracking, I will consider that in a sense I have not 

fulfilled my intention, - my action was inappropriate; and if it is 

cracking, but I do not realise that it is and so do not jump, I will 

have failed to carry out my intention. 

In (2), my intention is to leave if I believe there is an 

impending earthquake. I consider that my believing this, whether or 

not it is true, is sufficient reason for me to leave. If I do leave 

on thinking there is an impending earthquake and then discover that no 

earthquake occurs, I will not consider my action inappropriate - I 

carried out my intention. 

In (3) 3, my intention is to go to a psychiatrist if I have 

reason to believe I am entertaining a certain belief - that I am 

Napoleon. This is more like case (1), but of a peculiar kind. In this 

case, the condition is a belief of mine, but in a different respect 

from case (2), in that here, case (3), I must step outside my belief. 

As 1n case (1), I must believe that I believe I am Napoleon - in other 

words I must be self-conscious of my belief and what it implies, before 

I will act on it. It cannot be a current belief. 

Contrast with the above: 

Conditional non-intentional anticipations: 

(I) I will faint if you inject the needle 

(i) I will faint if I believe you are preparing to use the needle 

(3) I will suffer a nervous breakdown if I believe I am being 

persecuted - i.e. if I develop a persecution complex. 



In (1? I believe that my physical reaction to the physical 

process of the injection fluid entering my bloodstream, if you inject 

the needle, will be fainting. If I do not faint if the needle is 

injected, my belief was false, and if I do faint in believing you are 

injecting the needle, when in fact you are not, then this does not 

constitute a fulfillment of that prediction (l?. 
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In (2? I anticipate that my reaction to my believing that you 

are preparing to use the needle, whether you are or not, would be to 

faint. If I faint on believing you are preparing to use the needle, 

when you are not doing so, my prediction was true. 

In (3? I anticipate that if I develop a persecution complex, 

I will suffer a nervous breakdown, not in this case as a result of 

believing X, Y and Z are persecuting me, but as a result of being 

plagued by beliefs which I realise are irrational, ae a result of 

realising that I am mentally 111, - where the complex is seen for what 

it is, from a standpoint 'external' to the beliefs involved in the 

complex. 

Cases (3) and (3? are somewhat unusual examples of case (1) 

and {l?. They need no longer be individually treated, but were 

introduced to keep them distinct from cases (2) and (2?. 

A non-intentional conditional anticipation 'I am going to X 

if C' could be operative in bringing it about that I do X on believing 

C is the case, because I am convinced that I am going to X if C. For 

sake of brevity, I shall call these quasi-self-fulfilling conditional 

beliefs. Strictly speaking they are not self-fulfilling at all. They 

are not operative in bringing it about that C is, along with the 

standing conditions, a causally sufficient condition of my Xing, - but 
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rather the conditional belief along with the belief that C obtains is 

sufficient together with the standing conditions to bring it about that 

IX. 

If I co111e to recognise (1') as a quasi-self-fulfilling belief, 

however, I must also recognise that it is in fact if I believe you are 

injecting the needle, regardless of whether you are or not, that I will 

faint. 

In order for a conditional belief to operate in a quasi-self­

fulfilling manner, the person who entertains the belief must believe the 

conditions referred to in the 'if-clause' to obtain, otherwise the 

belief cannot become operative, simply because the person does not see 

the situation as appropriate to the fulfillment of his belief. Thia is 

the case regardless of whether or not he is aware that the anticipation 

is operating in this manner. 

It may be that if I am aware of the self-fulfilling nature of 

a belief of mine, that I recognise that it only operates in a self­

fulfilling manner if certain conditions obtain, but where there is no 

means of my ascertaining whether the conditions E.2. obtain. E.g. in a 

situation where as a result of my conviction that I will survive, I 

will survive but only for a limited amount of time - I may believe that 

I will survive and that this belief will be self-fulfilling only if a 

reacue party is on the way, but where I have no means of knowing 

whether this condition obtains. But here the condition is not included 

in my belief - the self-fulfilling belief must be that I will survive, 

not that I will survive if a rescue party is on the way - or, in any 

case I must work on the assumption that the conditions do obtain, that 

a rescue party is on the way, if I intend to 'use' my belief in order 



to survive. In other words, once again, I must believe that the 

conditions obtain. 
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Also, if a conditional belief is to operate in a quasi-self­

fulfilling manner, I must connect the beliefs: If I believe (a) I am 

going to X if C, and I believe (b) C is the case, but I forget that I 

believe (a) or I am not sufficiently rational to connect the two 

beliefs, then my believing (a) cannot be operative in bringing it about 

that IX. 

In other words, it is essential for any non-intentional 

conditional belief that I am going to X if C to be operative in 

bringing it about that IX, that a categorical belief that I am going 

to Xis formed on the basis that I believe C is the case. 

Similarly, it is essential for my provisional intention to X 

if C to be operative in bringing it about that I X, that there is a 

categorical intention to X on the grounds that I believe C is the case. 

There are, however, several differences between the role of 

the 'if-clause' in the provisional intention, and the role of the 'if­

clause' in a non-intentional quasi-self-fulfilling conditional 

anticipation. 

Firstly, if I am unaware of the quasi-self-fulfilling character 

of my anticipation (1'). I will not realise that I must believe that you 

are injecting the needle before I will in fact faint, whereas in the 

case of a provisional intention to X if C, I must recognize, at least 

implicitly, that I must believe C to obtain before I will X - otherwise 

I do not recognize that the conditions of my Xing are part of my 

intention. 

Secondly, in t he case of anticipation (1'), the belief which is 
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quasi-self-fulfilling (provided I believe you are injecting the needle) 

is that if you inject the needle, I shall faint as a direct result of 

the injection of the needle. If I come to recognise the quasi-self­

fulfilling character of my conviction, then I realise that in fact I 

will faint if I believe you are injecting the needle, whether you are or 

not, and this because I am convinced that I will faint if you inject the 

needle. But even if I recognise all this, and continue to uphold my 

belief, in order to be maintaining the ~belief, I must continue to 

believe that if the needle is injected, I will faint as a result of the 

injection, regardless of the irrationalities involved here. 

If my quasi-self-fulfilling anticipation is (2'), 'I shall 

faint if I believe you are preparing to use the needle', - then on 

recognising the quasi-self-fulfilling character of the anticipation, I 

will realise that I will faint if I believe you are preparing to use the 

needle because I am convinced that I will. But if I am to maintain the 

.!!!!!. belief, I must continue to believe that my believing you are 

preparing to use the needle is causally sufficient, together with the 

standing condition for my fainting. - Not that it is only sufficient 

together with the standing conditions and my conditional belief, for my 

fainting. 

In the case of the provisional intention (2), on the other 

hand, I believe that my believing the conditions to obtain is sufficient 

only together with my intention, and the conditions of opportunity and 

capacity, for my Xing. Similarly in the case of provisional intention 

case (1), I believe that my believing the conditions to obtain ie, 

along with my intention and the conditions of opportmity and capacity, 

sufficient for my Xing. But there is not the irrationality involved 
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here as in the quasi-self-fulfilling conditional anticipation (1'), when 

recognised as such, because the self-fulfilling belief in the case of 

the intention is that I shall X 'in the light of' C obtaining, and 

t here is no i nconsistency in realising that before I can act 'in the 

light of' certain circumstances, I must believe that they obtain. In 

other words, the recognition of the self-fulfilling character of the 

provisional intention is built in to the implicit beli f. 

It still remains that we would consider our action in­

appropriate if performed on the false belief that C obtains, or if we 

fail to X on not realising that C does obtain . However generally we 

assume when we form an intention case {l ) that our belief concerning C 

will be true. If we are uncertain that our beliefs concerning C will 

be true we usually express our intention as in case (2). 

It seems that it would be impossible to form a provisional 

intention which would exactly parallel the non-intentional quasi-self­

fulfilling conditional anticipation. The conditional anticipation is 

that certain conditions if t hey obtained would be directly sufficient 

together with the standing conditions for my Xing . I cannot intend that 

if certain conditions obtain t hey will be directly sufficient, in the 

same sense, together with the standing conditions for my Xing. I can 

intend that I will bring about certain conditions which are causally 

sufficient together with the standing conditions for my Xing - but that 

is not the same and these conditions do not enter the conditional. E.g. 

I may intend to wear a rope in order that if I fall, I will survive -

but it makes no sense to say that I intend that if I wear a rope I will 

survive. 

It seems to be similarly impossible to think of a non-
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intentional self-fulfilling conditional belief where what is 

anticipated is that I will X 'in the light of' C being the case - 1n the 

same sense as the provisional intention - where I do not regard C aa a 

suffici nt cause together with the standing conditions. of my Xing. 

Perhaps the closest would be a superstitious belief - e.g. 'I will 

succeed if a black cat crosses my path' - where I do not believe that 

the black cat, by some sort of magic, causes my success - but that in 

the light of this occurring, my success will simply follow. If any 

sense at all can be made of this notion, it seems that in the case of a 

superstition, if we do not believe that the black cat causes the 

subsequent success, then we regard it rather as a 'sign' that success 

is to follow: - but here it seems we must introduce some third party 

giving us the sign and causing the success. This does not resemble the 

case of a provisional intention. 

A further point may be noted about non-intentional quasi-self­

fulfilling conditional anticipations. It may be the case that the 

anticipation is only partly r spouaible for bringing it about that I X. 

E.g. If I anticipate that I will escape the fever if I receive an 

injection. it may he that when I receive the injection, I escape the 

fever partly because of the physical action of the injection and partly 

because of my belief that I will be protected if I receive the injection. 

li0'117ever, 1n order to correspond to the provisional intention, the case 

must be such that the conditional anticipation is, along with the 

belief that I receive an injection, and the standing conditions, fully 

eesponsible for my protection, and the physical action of the injection 

plays no part in my protection. In this case, if I come to recognise 

the quasi-self-fulfilling natur of my anticipation and I come to regard 



the situation more rationally, I will realise that I escape the fever 

because I am convinced that I trlll, and the injection is in that 

respect U!lnecessary. I could equally well believe I will escape the 

fever, no conditions attached. However I may realise that I am only 

sufficiently confident that I will avoid the fever, if I receive the 

injection, in which case what I recognise is that my believing that I 

receive an injection is sufficient to give me a categorical belief 

which is capable of being self-fulfilling. I require to believe that 
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I am receiving an injection in order to make my categorical belief 

sufficiently strong to be self-fulfilling. There would still be a hint 

here that I had not completely shaken off the original belief that the 

physical action of the injection makes a contribution to my protection. 

However it might be possible that I should come to regard the operation 

of the conditions in this slightly different light. In other words, 

there would be a slight difference between being convinced that I shall 

escape fever if I receive an injection, and believing that if I receive 

an injection, I will be convinced that I shall escape fever, - and that 

I may remove ~ of the irrationality involved by coming to believe 

the latter, on recognition of the self-fulfilling character of the 

anticipation. 

There is, on the other hand, no question of my regarding the 

conditions in the provisional intention in this way. When I have a 

provisional intention, I do not believe that my believing the 

conditions to obtain is sufficient to bring about my action by 

bringing about a categorical intention (argued below). I believe 

rather that T!l'J provisional intention is together with my belief that the 

conditions obtain, and the opporttmity and capacity, including my belief 
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that they obtain, directly sufficient to bring about my action . 

It seems that in the case of a provisional intention to if C, 

the absence of a logic 1 condition of its being self-fulfilling 

opposed to what I have termed quasi-self-fulfillin - namely the 

recognition of its self-fulfilling character incorporated into the 'if­

clause' - would render it inoperative in bringing it about, under the 

appropriate conditions, that IX. (-assuming the claims made on 

p. 81 are correct). It might be expected however, that if it were 

causally operativ in bringing it about, under the appropriate condi­

tions, that IX, the absence of a logical condition of its being self­

fulfil l ing would simply (logically) render it quasi-self-fulfi lling 

rat er than causally inefficacious . 

As a result of the 'built -in' awareness of their self­

fulfil l ing character, provisional intentions if causally self-fulfilling, 

would not exhibit some of the irrationalities, relating to the 'if­

clause ' , of the quasi-self-fulfilling non-intentional conditional 

anticipations when recognised as such. Provisional intentions would, 

however , if causally self-fulfilling, be irrational given the 

recognition of their self-fulfilling character, in the respect that the 

presence of the belief that I am going to X in the light of C would be 

the grounds for its own justification. In addition, because, in the 

case of intentions, it is essential to their being self-fulfilling that 

they are recognised as such, at least implicitly, they would be doubly 

irrational, compared with the non-intentional quasi-self-fulfilling 

anticipations, if held with complete recognition of their nature. They 

would, if causally self-fulfilling involve the further irrationalities 

of the type of non-intentional self-fulfilling beliefs which are held 
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to be ••lf-fulfilling on.ly if one ha■ faith in the 'power' of ••lf­

fulfillmet\t of tho e belief•. The faith aod the anticipation eacb 

require th ir ow presence u rounds fer the•elve■• If. hov wr. 

under the 81' roprlate conditions. 1IIY b lievtn" that I am otn~ to X in 

tb• 11 ht of C were a lo teal condition of oint to X in the light 

of C, then there n ed be no que•tion of i~r■t1enal1ty in"YOlved in 

recogniti0tt that thie ie the case. There need be no inatiO"Oality in 

recogniain that , under certain condittone , believf.n~ I a ~tng to X 

in the light of Ci■ to be goin to X in the light of C - that it ie 

itllPlicit in my goin to X in the light of C that t beliew I am going 

to X in the light of C. In the cue c,f the lo tc 1 entdl•nt in e.g. 

if thi• is red, then it is ~•loUTed, it• bein coloured 1• a lof(ically 

necessary condition of ite 1,ein red, but that it is coloured ie not 

one of the truths vbicb would c titute the ~n,und■ for inferring 

that it i red. To be red is eiaply to be coloured. 

I shall now indicate th 1"!Cu1.iarlties hieh would reeult if 

tbe provieional intntion, alon with the belit!f that the condittou C 

obtain, were a causal condition of the cat• orlcal intention. 

'nloea who ay vt•h to ar that the relation betwen the 

provieional intention. the belief th.at C, and the cate~rlcal intention. 

1• cau•al, would liken the connection to that between the 'believing•' 

in any proce•• of inference, vhi they likewise take to be causal. 4 

The pattern of the infarenc procedure frMt provi•icm.al to 

categorical intention, t:hicb thy take to corr•• ond to the pattern of 

inference procedure between •• . pre ictive beliefs , 1• u follows: 

my believing (1) I u gointr to X in the light of C and wr, believing 

(2) C te the case,(if I am ratiotlal) to ther c W1a.,, believing (3) 



therefore. I am going to X. 

The connection between the premises (1) and (2) and the 

conclusion (3) is, of course, logical, but the relation between 

believing (1), believing (2) and believing (3), they claim, may be 

causal. 

93 

It emerges from the previous considerations that if my belief 

expressed by (1) is cawtally self-fulfilling, then it is irrational if 

I am aware of its self-fulfilling character. If my belief expressed 

by (1) is the belief implicit in a provisional intention, then it!!,. 

self-fulfilling and I am. aware that it is. If my belief expressed by 

(3) is the belief implicit in a categorical intention, then it is self­

fulfilling, and I am aware that it is. The fulfillment of my belief 

implicit in the categorical intention is the same when I believe C is 

the case, as the fulfillment of the provisional intention from whic:h it 

is inferred when I believe c. nte fulfillment of my belief expressed 

by (3), when I believe (2) , is the an11 as the fulfillment of my belief 

expressed by (1). 

If my belief expressed by (1) causes my belief expressed by 

(3) when I believe (2) then my belief expressed by (1) is causally 

self-fulfilling, - because if, when I believe (2) my belief expressed 

by (1) causes my belief expressed by (3) which is sufficient (whether 

logically or causally) together with the conditions of opportunity and 

capacity, for its own fulfillment, and that fulfillment is the same 

when I believe (2) as the fulfill.amt of the belief expressed by (1), 

then my belief expressed by (1) causes a condition which, together with 

the standing conditions, ia sufficient for ita (i.e. the belief that 

(l)'s) own fulfillment. 
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But if my belief expressed by (1), implicit in the 

provisional intention, 1a causally self-fulfilling, then it 1• 

irrational, as indicated above - thus, either the provisional intention 

is irrational, or it does not cause the categorical intention. 

In addition, certain other peculiarities would be involved if 

the provisional intention were a causal condition, along with the 

belief that C, of the categorical intention. 

As indicated above: When I provisionally intend to X if C, I 

believe C is the case, and thus categorically intend to X, my beliefs, 

implicit at least, include: 

(A) I believe that my provisional intention, together with my belief 

that C obtains, and the conditions of opportunity and capacity, 

including my belief that they obtain, is sufficient to bring it 

about that I X. 

(B) I believe that, when I believe C is the case, my categorical 

intention together with the conditions of opportunity and capacity, 

including my belief that they obtain, is sufficient to bring it 

about that 1 X. 

However, the categorical intention, along with the condition• 

of opportunity and capacity, and my belief that they obtain, is 

neceesary and sufficient for my llng as a result of my provisional 

intention. Hence belief (A) would be ill-fomided, unless I believe that 

the provisional intention is, together with the other conditions, 

indirectly sufficient for my Xing: - i.e. that it is sufficient, along 

with my belief that C, for my cate orlcal intention, which in tum is, 

together with the other conditions, directly sufficient for my Xing. 

This would be consistent with the theory that the provisional 
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intention, the belief that C obtains, along with the other conditi.ons, 

and the categorical intention form a causal chain to the action, with 

the categorical intention as the final link. The provisional intention 

would bring about the action via the categorical intention. But I would 

maintain that belief (A) does not involve a belief that the provisional 

intention is indirectly sufficient . along with the other oonditiona, to 

bring about my Xing only via the categorical intention; but rather, that 

the provisional intention is directly sufficient, along with the other 

conditions, to bring about my Xing. If belief (A) did involve a 

belief that the provisional intention is indirectly sufficient to bring 

about any Xing only via the categorlcal intention, it would involve 

intending to intend. 

On the principle that if Q is brought about by an intention of 

mine, and I know it is brought about by an intention of mine, and I know 

that the bringing about of Q is necessary for the fulfillment of my 

intention, I must intend Q; then if I believe that my provisional 

intention brings about my Xing indir ctly via the categorical intention; 

- i.e. by first bringing about the categorical intention (Q) and I am 

aware that the categorical intention (Q) is necessary for my Xing as a 

result of the provisional intention, then I must intend the categorical 

intention, when I hold the provisional intention. 

I would maintain however that in holding the provisional 

intention, I do not intend that if CI will (c tegorlcally) intend to X; 

I simply intend to X if C. The i licit belief is that the provisional 

intention is, together with the other condition and the belief that C 

obtains, directly sufficient for my Xing. 

If the provisional and categorical intentions were causally 
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related, then the provisional intention would be an intention by virtue 

of an ill-founded belief, while the categorical intention would not 

exhibit this peculiarity - which seems very odd. 

These difficulties are all avoided if we abandon the causal 

hypothesis and instead regard the categorical intention,~ as 

something over and above and caused by the provisional intention and 

the belief that C, but rather as constituted by the provisional 

intention and the belief that C. The intention carries right through. 
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Chapter Vi. References 

1. 'lbe following points have been developed more fully by IC. W. Rankin 
in "The Non-Causal Self-fulfilment of Intention", American 
Philosophical Quarterly, November 1972. 

2 • Whenever I uae 'believe ' I mean 'believe with out a doubt ' • 

3. Suggested by Rachels' example referred to in Chapter I, p. 2. 

4. E.g. Goldman "A Theory of Human Action' Ch. IV, p. 100. 



CHA.PT VII 

EXPLANATIONS IN TDMS or MOTIVIS AND IMOTIO s 

H. s. Sutbarland1 arguea that motiv explanation• cannot be 

Heiailated to diapotitioaal explanationa, becaue of the teleoloaical 

character of explan tiona in terms of 1110tivea. 

If to give a tive explanation ia 
to explaia an aetion by referrtna 
to the end it eerv••• then there 111 
a b11 difference betve•a a aotive­
explaaation ad a di1poaitional 
explanation of the ,ort " the al••• 
broke becawse it u fragile" 

Thia arsument however ia o to th objection previously 

stated that a teleological ex.pl tion cu be reetated in teraa of 

efficient caue,, and the1e J be diepoaitional cauaea. Thua if 

explanation• int TIil.i of motives could be reetated in teru of 

dilpoaitional cauae1, Sutherland'• co c.luaiona would not anawer the 

que1tion at iaau. If, however• it ean be 1hown that aplanatiou in 

terma of aotive• are appropriately reatated in terme of waQta and 

beU.efa, th n it un be axa d that t y are not diapoait1ona1 

explanation•, because •llPlaDat~ 

diepoa1tioul explanations••• . 

Some 1110tlve explanatio • 

iD tenu of want■ are not liu 

to tranalation in tel111 of vuta. The•• include the otiv•• '••bitton' • 

'revenae' • and 'aratitude'. To ••J that an action ii done out of 

ambition ie to aay that th• •I t wuta to a in or •ucceed, and that 

be believe• thi• ction ta a to aa141na or auceeedilll• or ta 
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ltaelf • cd of t•ln or aucce••. To ••J tut ea action u for 

r•veo.a•, ia to ••r Chat t •1aat •• ta co do hara co a0111toa.e 1a 

retrl vtio for ura doae to biuelf bf that pe.-ao ; wt:a.nu to act out 

of pattc ta to nat to thank or r•~Y aoae · for bueflt doae to 

biMelf , that ,-raoo. C.n.iA &Nla Ila•• bffa r•copind to 'be 

fa1rlJ c.OIIIIDD.lJ pur•ud l,y IIIM, ad tlwa a• eclftc tera bd betrll 

coined le •bl'..e tba approp1l•t• ••t• • 't••-..•, ••b1t1oo.'. 11 ta 

ao •r• tlla tbe wat that la Nial da•crU,e4. Aa eabittoua action uy 

N cool ad eelculated vltb DO .. cs.oa■ lavolved, •r•l1 the 

pertlateat .S.■ue to •IIOCNd. Ga the other bud certala eaotloc• •1 

accoapay aetlou done.•·•• out of rffNP • for euapl• artef, anpr 

ol' hatr•d, • bllt tile..,,.,_ 11 aot the •Uv. fol' ta. aoUon here. 

tu •t1ve for tbe ace ol •••ap 11 apeoiflcally the vut to re aJ u 

iDJvr,. 

OtlMlr wata •1 bl tov•l••d •r1e1q &oe ta. acca-, ••11aa 

nou ... • a.nd ..,. be barely lat tea.It le fr• • waat to r• ·. J tbe 

toJUJJ for •HIIPl•, the dNln t 1'ut tile P4JI'• aru1Q fr• 

batnd. C on.o• qaia a a t of revena• aq be qutta 11Jap.lJ a cool17 

•U.IMlr•tecl puree it of tu fulf Ulaut of Che wot. 

Other aotlve explaattou uae ..,tloaa •• cu illetqaton of 

a t:loa. Jtor exaaple: lon. uuu, f••r• ..... arlef, dae,au, ecc. 

'lh4t U.ak vtth vaata la pallep,1 1-• appa:l"eat la tlMt ca•• of ._,10•, 
.,. ..... eJqMtrleaclD& •• ._, - ...., to to.volve •r• tb.m •taplJ 

waaitaa to do uruiA tailip. 

pap, throbe, it.cbN, 1l01M, eu. • • to eaplo, ayle'a tenil • 

re ... llq the bodilJ ••••tloal ell ace-,., peta, ua1er, etc. 
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These feelings accompany the emotions, but they do not characterize the 

emotion . The emotion does not consist in the bodily sensationa, which 

may be the same for a number of emotions . For example, the aenaations 

characteristic of fear are similar to those characteristic of anger, or 

grief. The particular emotion experienced may not be recognized unl••• 

it is known what is eliciting these sensations. For example , one may 

not recognize the sinking feeling in one's stomach as anxiety until one 

remembers that the date for an important interview is approaching . 

The object of the emotion is not a cause of the emotion. The 

object of the emotion may be a future event. - For example, in anxiety 

about the oncoming interview, or excitement about a forthcoming holiday . 

This future event cannot cause the emotion. It may never take place. 

Nor does t he belief that the event will occur cau•e the emotion. 

Rather it is part of the emotion. Peeling anxious is in pa~t 

believing that one is going to be confronted with a testing experience; 

feeling excited is in part believing that one ia going to have an 

enjoyable experience; feeling afraid of a face at the window is in part 

believing that the face could be harmful . 

There may be a cause of an emotion ; for example, a 

physiological cause; but this is not the object of the emotion. 

Indigestion may cause one to wake up in the night feeling frightened -

but indigestion is not the object of the fear. The object of the fear 

may have been a bad dream. Thia is complicated by the fact that i t is 

probably the indigestion which causes the fear-like sensations, which 

in turn causes one to have the fearful dream in the first place. 

However it still remains that the sensationa are not in fact sensation• 

of fear until one believes one has something to be frightened about . 
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I would argue that explanations of actions int rma of tbeae 

motive-emotions can also be restated in terms of wants, and the 

appropriate beliefs that the action fulfills these wants. 

We could hardly make sense of the claim that a man is angry, 

does not want to do any of the things which an angry man usually wants 

to do, including saying that he is angry, and has no conflicting wanta. 

We would probably maintain that he is not in fact angry at all. It is 

true that someone may be experiencing an emotion, e.g. love, when all 

he wants to do is indulge in daydTeams, • but he still wants to do 

something, and does it. 

Even if a person is overcome by such intense fear that he 

remains 'rooted to the spot', it may still be the ease that he wants to 

do something, e.g. run away, but the physiological conditions are auch 

that he lacks the capacity to do what be wants, - or perhap• they are 

such that he cannot rationally formulate bia wanta. Here th re is a 

causal explanation of the 'action' - or rather 'ffan•action' • the 

involuntary physiological reactions. 

Emotions may be accompanied by certain 'agitations' or 

'cODIDOtions', to use Ryle's terms,• e.g. excitement, convula1on•• 

shock, flurries, etc. - but these in themselves are never motives for 

action. and they serve as the explanations of the unintentional aspects 

of the actions performed. e.g. the stuttering, stammering, or 

trembling. 

It may be that theae 'a1itation1' take over in the eaae of 

extremes of emotion, - e.g. paralysing fear, temper-tantrums, sudden 

intense grief, etc. - but they are phyaiological reactions which 

provide a cauaal explanation of the involuntary actions, or the 
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untntentioul aapects of illtentional actione. The intentional actioU 

performed fTom an emotion are actions eatiafyioa soaae character1at1c 

wants. Actlona performed out of love are cl\aracteri1t1eally ection1 

fulfilling the vaat to pi-omote happiae•• for, or aaf guard th welfare 

of, the person loved. Action• pe~formed out of hatred, 11:lclude action• 

eatiafJing the want to injure the hated. Action• performed out of pity 

eatiafy the want to console eomeoae, or alleviate their llliaery. 

In aome inat.mcea, the want may ataply be to display that 

emotion in .tn appropriate unner. For eXU1ple, be may hit her out of 

acer, becauae be 11 ao aqry that he want• to hit her, or elae becaue• 

he waat• to •how her that he la angry, in wbich cue he may eqllally 

wll tiave thumped the wall. It aay be that when he ia anaey, be bu an 

oppoatna want to hide bis anaer, in which caae hia action• will not be 

thoM fulfilliaa certai.A vanu cbal'acteriatic of aqer. but ratur t!MJ 

will be aetions fulfilliq the de1ire to coaceal hia aqer. It atill 

rema1na that there are certain tbiagl be want• to do becauae be 1• 

ensrJ, and it ii theae thlD.a• that be 1a at pain• to conceal, ud 

pre eat lai.••lf from dotna. Ilia action• are not however done out of 

eqer, althouah it may be true to, ••Y that lf h were not UPJ it 

would not oceuT to him to .-., act, or it would not be neceaury for hia 

to ao act. 

The intentional action fonaed from an emotion u7 aillpl7 

Item from a want to relieve t 'a,itationa' which acc0Glpen7 the 

e1110tion . For e ple, if I aa n&r7 becauae a tree haa blown over ud 

cruaud my favourite ahruba, I M:J' display anger•behaviour, e.g. kick 

and cur•• the tree• while ao 1a around to be in any way lmpr••••• 
by -, action•. Heye however it 1• •ipiflcant to note that hequently 
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hi aitution& of ccidents we -s ay, •tntat ia the point of b f.lla anary?' 

• certainly we may be upset , but anger •e • t o be pointl••• becaut• 

no oru, ia responsible and thua no want■, e .g. to retaliate . or hurt the 

offender, characterietic of anger un be eatiaf1ed. Ana r ••- to be 

a miaplaced motion in auch situations• but one may a1 ply want to 

relieve th 'aaitationa• . 

It see that when w clahl that a peraon ia e,q,eriencina a 

certain ea:>tion in the face of 1ome attuaticn, we are in part ••Yinl 

that there are certain characteriatic action• which he probably want • 

to p rform (even if it ii aiapl y the want to dtaplay that particul ar 

emotional behavioff to those c011-cen1ed) , and which he will perform 

provided thAt he baa no conflicting wants . When we explain an actioo 

a, performed out of an motion, ve are explaining it •• an act ion 

'lthieh fulfill• the wantl or ant8 cbar aet•riatlc of that ..:,t ion. 

R. . s. P tera2 araue• apinat thit type of cooceptual acheM fox 

the emotions . He claims that to e-xperieraae an ..aeion ia .. aeatially 

a paa,1ve activity as opposed to the active atatea of vantlq, deatrilla, 

etc. Be claims that for an agent to experience an _ tlon t• for him 

to hav I thin& happtQ to him. aaeiailates the experience• t o 

tbo■e of involunt.ary action• and feela that t e7 would fit more 

appTopriately into the category of hL11141l involuntary aetiona, which can 

be explained iD Freud' a model of conacious wishes , • 'act10A9 from 

'al ipa of the tongue ' t o the neurotic' a convula iona ' • 

Peter• maintain• on tlaia ••1• that there l • not the 

conceptual link betwe n emotiou and action , a• implied in the previoua 

argument• above, becauee 'vi•luna; u not link d with actlon in the 

same way•• 'wantina'. One can v11b for 10 thing; e.a. the DlOOll ; or 
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to do something, where there is no corresponding action one can perfora 

to fulfill the wish . 

He further substantiates his claim by ms.intaining that 

philosophers who have wanted to support the above conceptual scheme, 

linking emotions with wants fulfilled in action, have chosen to 

analyse emotions like anger, or hatred, but have neglected emotion• 

like 'sorrow', 'grief', and 'despair', which he claims do not fit into 

the pattern. Re argues that these emotions are intimately connected 

with 'wishes' rather than 'wants'. E.g . grief and sorrow can be 

connected with 'the wish that the dead person were alive again' . No 

action can fulfill the wiah, and thus there is nothing that the agent 

can want t o do, on the basis of this emotion. Rather he is 'overcome' 

or 'over-whelmed' by grief, and his actions are passive, involuntary 

reactions . 

I would agree that certain of the physiological reactions to 

e.g. news of a sudden death, are involuntary, passive reaction•; e.g. 

trembling, violent sobbing, breathlessness, stuttering, turning pale, 

hot and cold, etc. I would agree also that grief or sorrow ie 

intimately connected with a wish, e .g. that the dead person were alive 

again . 

I would still maintain however that t here are certain 

intentional actions which the agent may be said to perform because of 

grief, or out of grief, which he chooses to do, and which are the 

fulfillment of certain wants characteristic of these particular 

emotions, and it is by implicit reference to these wants that the 

emotion explanations explain the action . E.g. he may want to be alone, 

want to be out of the company of people, and thus withdraw himself . He 
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ID87 ant to relleve the 'teoa1ona' and cry. Heu:, want to• ek 

c peny of other& to comfort Ill.a. •te. These are the kinda of 'want•' 

which aay be fulfill d in the act1on1 p rformed out of ari f; and 

certainly there ia a wish intimately connect d witb the tion • the 

wish that the dead peraoa were altve. It 1a int tely conn cted la 

that the situation would aot be one to arieve. over if he did not wiab 

that the dead peraon vere alive. In other word•• the situation about 

which he ia grievioa ia the lltuation of'• one bein& dead vho he 

wiebea were alive'. That 11 what make · the situation an objeet of 

arief. The fact that aomeoae ta dead is aot uoup for • one to 

ari v over• unleaa it 11 alao • fa~t that the epDt wiabea that peraoa 

were 9J2l. dead. It could be that the aaent doea not wiah that the dead 

pe~•on were alive, • t t the peraon'• death 1a to his areat advantap, 

in wb.1c.ll c:aae the tioa e,q,eri ced on realizi4a hie death ma7 be 

Jo,. 

The object of anpr be a co pan1on 1 1 f00U.1h behaviour• -

the wi1h involved b iq the wi•h that the person had not behaved ill 

that way i the want to ttrik• the raoa. and the ¢008equent fulfUlJleat: 

of t he want in 1trikin1 bim beiD& t expre111on of the anaer 1D 

int · tional action. 

Similarly with ari f: ~ object of arief may be the deatb of 

someone who one wiaha• wer alive; t e want to be aloae and 

fulfil l t oft at want by 1huttina oneaelf away aDd refuaiq coapaa7, 

1• the expreeeion of arief in in~ional action. 

Tbua Peten' araument do not aea to establiah tbe eoncluaion 

h claiml. It aerv a rather to ill trat• that certain wiabu are 

intimately conn ct d with ti , 1D that certain aituatioaa will 
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only be the objects of particular emotiol18 in so fr•• the a t 

re td those situation• in t he l ight of c rtain wieh •• ~ e tioa 

cu be expressed by intentional eU.one fulftlU.ng certain want • 

charact ristic of the motions , providing tbe ag nt bas no conflict.in& 

wanu . 

I do not wish to uud.ntain that i t 1a poaaible t .o ap c ify 

preet eel7 t he set of wants which wil l be act d upon for any part i cular 

emotion. Tb ae will depend upon the situation. I a ei l y claimina 

that if an agent 11 aa i d to have act ed out of a certain 1110t ion - whewe 

the emotional state is offered aa an explanation of intent ional action, 

then that action ii explained by implici t reference to ome want whieh 

18 characteris tic of a man xper1encing that eJDOt iPA. 

HgtiJ!•, lfeod•, yd Cbt1•01t1·tr11v 

Stanley Pa11tacm3 clam that there are two typea of aotive 

ezplaution, vllich he eall• dt.atbeU.c (diapoaitio.ul) aad adlathetio 

(noa--dupoaitional). Be cla:la tut th• forMr 1ive aotlve 

explaation1 ill the fora of cbara ter•traita , •••• 1n 'becauee be 11 

pNdJ' , vher••• th• ••coad do aot adllit of • di1poaitton1l fora; 

e. I• in 'becauee be u pataful' • 

lie •• , •• 

TlloJle pa7caoloaial eapl'UllOU wbo1e 
adject ival and• tantival forms ere 
ueed to atve aoti ft-espluatioa1, but 
which have o fo us d to ascribe 
dilpositf.Olll, l 1bal1 call adiathetic 

xpres ions . 

He points out that diat tic xpresaiont admit of b in& 

pr dicated of a person when ther ii no object , or objects wltb reapect 

to which the person '1• P' at t t t ; . , . in 'he is areedy' . 'If 
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tt a. aot ,ualble coneod7 to ptedlcau tu ••J•ettval fftll of •p• ill 

data unaer, cha 'P' i. 1dt.aclletic 1a tM atateaat ta quut:l•'. 

Paulaon claial to IHt ,oataa • aon • ·. 1tatW olaJ•oti• to 

1,1••• dU,oalt10Q•1 aulpf.• of •tlv.•, tbaa tbac u••ly m:au4 to 

t• •fleet oat ...... t -, ••• • • •""1• oocuioa hoa a •11.ve, 

wbeff tt 1a aot true to ••1 -., ·tu •tiw attribute• a claaract•r­

Uait l • wbue Sa faet tile aotloa la quite unebar•eteriatlc of tllat 

Wbat Sa fac, ••rp• fr•• ooutdaretloa of Pautoa•• 

•s.•cu.•t•, ii tut .._._. • ., Sa 0. ••• of tlaoM -,rn•lou wbicll • 

lUII •• dlaehetie, • 1"1wliDII PHdi aldtloat valt7; __, .. ,too; 

•••rla t • the a4J•••l••1 fOl'II Yi tbe pre .. at hlU• ta ua.aallf uaad 

•lJ co da1ba a ebaraotu-•lralt, •'•••the -4Ject1••• • tile le, 

u ••• 00.11 • • di.atutlc ea:pnNf.oa; a the ota..r bad, la a. caa• 

of._. lie claa ..... ••t•U.tle• the adjectl••l Iona aa Ul-4 

eilbttl' u • a41atta.tl or•• ftatlMlclc ••••••• • •'•• tlaa 

e-.ptf.ea ,-rllape l • patltude'. 

Pavlloa, bownu • for tlae aoat put ..... to .,.., to uke • 

air...- clata Cba-t t_.. Mtl 

Ii .. aclUt.lletlc upr••tou• U.uelae haft DO dupoattl-1 ffflli • 

Deir a4Ject1val fona aan acu tu· • cbuaca,•ta-ait. 

• ,_. adalt tbal ' t•tc,• aod 'J••l--1•, aaa.c of l>olb 

••t oft••• •tt .... -, .... , u mdHt wbffe u •••••- tlMt 

l7le•1 aaaaaoeuta laave •lthd , 

oall tnco • c . . • cael.t .. ,-,,1oa 
of tllat ca,i.•e) tMffJ • tbat all et 
• ,-,aoloatul e11pftfflou u.aed to 
pve •tlff eaplaacs.o. uv. fone 



which ar• uaed to ascr1b dispo81t1on1. 

Paul on ••Y•, oft 01 he liata as adiathetic, 

Expr aaiona oft ia • cond type are 
alao uaed to aive •tive eXplanatiou, 
bot they v QO fo which are uaed 
to ucribe dupoatt1ona. 

He claima that over and above the afor ... nticmed objection 

norully levelled b7 lyle'a oppcmenta. 

A very different reaaon 1a tbat • uy 
be able to •J1:Plain the aaea.t's 
behavioul' b7 •PP••lina to • motiv• !!.lll1, 
r •aest to Jfh1.s .\ht G••t&oa of a 
dif29f iUga ,1,1, dot• AAS •rife. 

Tbeee claiml ••em to u liat uelude11 
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1raU.t11de; a iration; qvy; b.etred; ln•• pitJJ ruorae; and ay,apathy. 

1, an• that, with tha exceptf. of sratitude vbich do.• .... to be 

peeutUr in thie respect, all of the1a motive .. xpre11i0At b.ave foru 

whicb are used to ascribe charac r•tr ita; •••follows: 

'admirat1oa'; a rever t p rao 1 'hatred'; a aalio1ou r ulipmt 

person: • 1ov ' ; a lovtna, roua or affectionate pel"aoa1 

'sympathy'; a a)'lapathetic peraon: 'p1ty1 
• coapaHionate perao11. 

What d1•t1.nguishe• a few, an ooly a few, of tbeae expre11i 

the adjeetival fona with the pr•• t aay alao be u1ed •• u a ut tic 

expr ••ion i e. • in 'b cauae 1a •711P•thet1c' 1 ereaa c 

adjeetival for• of eoae 110ti ea •1 be uaed only•• a diathetic 

exprua ton; e. I• in 'because 1a vain• • aowe er the latter poillt 

uauall7 appliea alao to, e •• ' tred', 'lov' d 'a4rairatlon' • 

A further differenc uy 

h . baa cl eed •• diatbetic, 

~oted between tao•• motive• which 

oae claaaed •• aduthetic. Tlut 

charaeter•traita 'ambitioua', 'sr dy', 'vain', ad 'iAqutaitive' are 

aore ofteu attributed to peopla1 1n t tllll object• of the 
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corre•poading vanta need not be very apecific. If h• u abitiouet h• 

vanu ta lllcceed a•nerall7; p-eedy, he wants to acquire more thaD hia 

ahare of moat tbinga; va1A, he want• to be admired by almo•t anyb~J 

irlqubltiv , he vanta to diacover •bout aoythin • It 1• not so uaual 

on Che other hand for people to ve •uch general wuta connected with 

hat, lo~e, admiration, pity,• altboup they have, in which•••• 

it will be character-trait. For x.aG1ple, love 19 ueually felt 

towat"d1 pai-ticular people . aad 10 with hatred. Adairatiou ie aiven 

for particular achieveme11t1. Paulson impliee that tbos-e listed aa 

ad1athetic can only be directed tove.rdt a p rticular peraon or object, 

but thia 18 not ao. They ru7 be character .. traita, •• ehowa above. 

A further Nlated difference ia that 1n the ca•e of ambition, 

vanity, greed, and lllquiaitiv ••• Che peraOG u7 acU:vel7 aeek out 

tituatiou in wbich hit want• ca.n he fulfilled. la the ea,e of 

gratitude; •ympathy, remorae, a tratioll 1 in contra•t, the aituatioo• 

in which the correapondiq wuta arise• ar not aetivel7 1ouaht out. 

In fact if they are, we would auapect that the aotive 1a not reallJ, 

••I• pity, sympathy, or r.-or•. 

Al10, a peraon may b ayapathetie per1on without ever beilll 

given the opportuaity to act out of •J11P•thy1 - 11ke a al••• ma7 N 

brittle without ever breakJ.Aa ► but a peraon cannot be uabltioua ritbou-t 

ever actin& out of amhitioa, or be vaia without ever acttaa out of 

vanitJ, althouah bi• Ulbiti ox vain action.a may 11ot be detected by 

othera. 

To return to Paul••'• UIU1a11t1 It •••• that be ha• •bowa. 

that aotive-explanationa uy el r attribuu a character•trait, or 

explain a 111111• uncharacteriatic wtuce, btit e ha• not ahowa, •• 
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be elahll • tbat e01H eau explain sal1 •tnale inatenn• • ud aot 

attribut charaeter-traite. 'Grat1twie' 11 perhap• an excaptl•i 

althoup ther• ••• t o be no rea•oa why a peraon ahould oot bave the 

dlaractar•trait attributed to hill of beina very ready to atve tb.aa.u 

where due. We cu certatal7 epeak of a uapateful ~raoo. 

The eubaua~al fon of lhoa• be lillta •• diatbetlc aor• 

r .. dilJ tapl7 tlMa character•tra,c • •• I• 'out of ar••cl' l 'out of 

vanitJ' 1 vber••• tboae lieted u a.diatbet:J.e do aot ao readUJ uapl7 th• 

cbuactn•trait. ••I• 'out of 1,-pathy' i 'out of adairation'. But; the 

fonier tlMd aot be a obara4ter•tratt, •• l.7le'• oppoaeata po1nt out, 

u4 the latter u7 be. A difference. •• Paul■• polnta out. ill that 

acta of ayapathJ, adairaU.011, b.acred1 love, etc.• auat be dS.reeted 

toward• m object, vbereu W• la ot the cue with aalt1on •d 

vanit71 but ao IIU8t ••I• act.a of rneap; vbich he u .. u •• diattMCS.c. 

I 1hall briefly coaaidar ~ dtffereac.a betwen axplainf.Da 1A 

tera of • aood, and explainiq la teiwa of • cbaraeter•ti-ait, a, Mia 

ala betas to •bow how the, too are iatiaately connected vt.tb •vat•'• 

aad •z.platA b7 attributiq VUlU. 

Tu dlfferenu becveeo olaiaiaa that a per1oa ii irriubl•• 

••lna dlat he 11 1n an irritable IIOOd, ad 'irri~ble' .... , .. be 11 

an irdclble peraon, 1• tb•t to .. , • peraoa la la an irritable aood 

la to claia that b• ia ... u, ruffled, and aqered for Chia abort 

period, but that thia ill not hia •ual reaetioa. To ••1 that acaeone 

ta aa irucible per•°"• on tbe o band, ii to claila that h• ii 

liable to be eaUy ruffled or uaen ••t of the tiM, ad tbat vlwn 

h• t•• he ia not ill • aoo4 but la eJda:lbiaiq • ebaraeter•tralt. If he 

vut chreup • abort period of tille be waa not ually ruffled or 
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angered, we might then say, he was in a tranquil mood; whereas ve might 

not want to say this of the first person, because hie perioda of 

tranquility are the norm. He may be a tranquil person. 

An intermediate case would be aomeone who tends quite 

frequently to fall into irritable moods. This irritability would not 

be a character-trait provided that there remained many more frequent 

periods of calm. But bis tendency to be 'a man of moods' would be a 

character-trait. 

To explain a person's actions by saying that he ia an 

irascible person is not to claim that bis irascibility causes these 

actions. It is rather that we call him iraacible because be 

frequently wants to do the sorta of things an angry person wants to do 

in certain situations, which for moat people do not so readily incite 

anger. In other words the connection is logical. Someone who 

frequently wants to do these things 1• called irascible. 

On the other hand, if we say that someone ia in an irritable 

mood, we are saying that he is at that time disposed to do certain 

things characteristic of an angry man; but to call it a mood is to 

point out that the behaviour is not in character - that he does not 

normally do these actions in theae circumstances. He may haw a 

headache, or have just received disturbing news. 

A person may be in an irritable mood without realizing that be 

is. He may simply be aware that he is angry about a aeries of 

situations in tum, without realizing that these an situations which 

would not normally anger him ao readily. In other words, to say that 

he ia in an irritable mood is to deaeribe his actions in those 

particular circumstances, and to iaply that they do not normally 
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warrant the behaviour on the part of that penon. 

¥bat the agent feels and acts out of as each situation arises 

is anger, and the connection between this anger and his actions can be 

analysed as before - the emotions. It may be that the anger is not 

justified but it is still anger. 

In other words, I am claiming that explanations of the actions 

in terms of moods, are often simply explanations in terms of emotions, 

with the added implication that the same emotional response is being 

exbibi tad towards a series of situations over a period of time, and 

that this is not the agent's normal response to these situations, but 

arises from a particular disposition of comparatively short duration to 

do certain things. Certainly a full explanation of the behaviour has 

not necessarily been given ootil an explanation for his having that 

particular diepoaition to behave in that manner is given. Thie may be 

a causal explanation, e.g. a severe headache. 

The above treatment of moods and character-traits is not 

intended to be a full account of their characteristics, but merely to 

indicate how they are bomd up with wants. 

That all these kinds of explanations in terms of motives, 

emotions, mods, and character-traits can be restated in terms of 

wants. and corresponding belief•, means that they share the 

characteristics as explanations, of explanations in terms of wants. 
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CONCLUSION 

In the preceding arguments, I have set out to show that 

necessary and sufficient causal eonditions for the intention to act, 

and subsequent action, cannot be given in terms of the agent's wants 

and corresponding beliefs ; (1) because of the characteristics of 

conflicting wants, which seem to render en assimilation to any of the 

causal models inappropriate; - there is an indeterminacy in the case of 

wants on the conceptual level; and (2) because the connection between 

the 'wanting' and the 'intending' seems to be a strong logical 

connection which would be subject to certain anomolies if it were also 

causal. 

In this respect I have touched on the problem of the 

determinacy or indeterminacy of human action ; the problem to which the 

question of the explanatory nature of reasons for action is most 

pertinent. But this is only a beginning of an answer to the former 

problem. Firstly a full analysis of the nature of intention is also 

required. The categorical intention is not one of the reasons why he 

did it, - when we ask for the reasons why he did it, we are asking for 

the reasons why he bad the intention of doing it, - we presuppose that 

it is an intentional action. Nevertheless the categorical intention 

may be one of the antecedents to the action, and hence must enter into 

a full account of the nature of the prior conditions for action. 

Secondly, it is still open for the phy icalist to clai that, even if 

wants seem to exhibit an indeterminacy on the conceptual level, there 
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may be an explanation in physical terms which provides necessary and 

sufficient causal conditions for the action. 

It seems that the line of attack must be directed against the 

physicalist claims; - but that is another very large problem. 
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