
The Logical Structure
of Reasons4

What is a reason for an action? This question is supposed

to be frightfully difficult , so difficult that Phillip a Foot
once wrote , " I am sure that I do not understand the idea of

a reason for acting , and I wonder whether anyone else
does either ." l But why should it be so hard ? After all ,
don 't we deal with reasons for action every day ? How can

there be a mystery ? In a Wittgensteinian style one might
say: nothing is hidden .

Well , nothing is hidden and no doubt the answer is in
plain sight . All the same we have to look to find it , and it
will turn out that the answer is more complex than we

might have expected. We can infer from previous chapters
that certain formal features would be possessed by any

entity that was a reason for an action. For example, its
existence and operation would have to be consistent with
the gap . That is, it would have to be the sort of thing that
could rationally motivate an action in such a way that an
agent-self could act on it , though it does not cause the
action by sufficient conditions . Furthermore , it seems it
would have to have a content that was logically related in

1. Quoted in G. Cullity and B. Gaut (eds.), Ethics and Practical Reason,
Oxford : Oxford University Press , 1997, p . 53.
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certain specific ways to the contents of a prior inten -
tion and an intention -in-action (both of which have the
upward direction of fit ) for which it was the reason. But
how exactly? All this is very vague, and I think we cannot
say anything very substantive until we work up to our
problem more slowly . So let us start by asking, how can
anything be a reason for anything and what is a reason
for anything , anyhow ? A good first step is to look at the
ordinary use of sentences containing the word "reason"
and related terms such as "explanation ," "why ," and
"because." The project is initially to ask: under what con-
ditions does a statement S state a reason R for a phenom-
enon P? With the answer to that in hand we can then go to
the next step, which is to ask, under what conditions does
5 state R for a person to have an intentional state, such
as belief or a desire? And , because prior intentions and
intentions -in-action are intentional states, if we can answer

the question about intentional states in general, it looks as
if the answer should lead us to an answer about the spe-
cial cases of intending to do something . And that answer,
if we can get it , is already an answer to the question,
J"'Under what conditions does S state a reason R for an

agent X to perform act A?"; because a reason for intending
to do something or for trying to do something is, other
things being equal, a reason for doing it .

A reason is always a reason for an agent, so it seems we
are trying to complete the following biconditional .

A statement 5 states a reason R for an agent X to perform
act A if and only if . . . .

But even this formulation seems to leave too much slack,
first because it does not distinguish between good and
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bad reasons, between those reasons that are rationally

acceptable and those that are not ; and second, because
our account of reasons must distinguish , as this formula -
tion does not, between those reasons that are available to

the agent and those that are not . One may have a good
reason for doing something without knowing it . For
example, for a long time people had a good reason not
to smoke cigarettes- smoking causes cancer- without
knowing that they had such a reason. Third , the use of
the apparent referring expression, "act A" is at best mis-
leading , because at the time of planning a future act, no
such act yet exists, and indeed it may never exist. So a
reason for a future action is a reason to perform an act
of a certain type A . Let 's try another formulation of the
bicondi tional :

A rational agent X correctly takes a statement 5 as stating
a valid reason R for X to perform an act of type A iff . . . .

Later on in this chapter we will see that even this way of
formulating the question is inadequate. As usual in phi -
losophy , the big problem is to get the right formulation of
the question. However , at this point , we are still thrashing
around .

Notice that such reason statements are relational in

three ways . First , the reason specified is a reason for
something else. Nothing is a reason just by itself . Second,
reasons for action are doubly relational in that they are
reasons for an agent-self to perform an action; and third ,
if they are to function in deliberation , the reasons must
be known to the agent-self. To summarize , to function in
deliberation a reason must be for a type of action, it must
be for the agent, and it must be known to the agent. Such
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statements are typically intensional -with -an-s because
they do not permit the inference that the thing the reason
is a reason for actually exists. One can, for example, have a
reason for performing an action that one never performs .
(More about intensionality later .)

I What Is a Reason?

The notion of a reason is embedded in at least three other
notions, and the four can only be understood together as
a famil y. The other notions are 'I why," "because," and
"explanation." Stating a reason is typically giving an
explanation or part of an explanation. Explanations are
given in answer to the question "Why?" and a form that is
appropriate for the giving of a reason is "Because. . . ."
To the question, "Why is it the case that p?" the answer,
"Because it is the case that q" gives the reason why p, if q
really explains, or partly explains, p. That is the reason
why all reasons are reasons why. Both "reason" and
"explanation" are success notions in the sense that there
can be good and bad reasons/ explanations but if a puta-
tive reason/ explanation is really bad enough, it fails to be
a reason or an exp lana tion at all.

"Because" is a non-truth-functional sentential connec-
tive. It connects entire sentences. "Why" also takes whole
sentences. The requirement of entire clauses is disguised
from us by the fact that sometimes, in the surface gram-
mar of the sentence, the "why" question contains a simple
expression or phrase, and the "because" answer contains
a prepositional phrase. Question: "Why now?" or "Why
the beard?" Answer: !'Because of Sally" or !'Because of
laziness." But in all such cases we must hear the shorter
expression as short for a whole sentence. For example:



"Why are you leaving now ?" Answer , "Because Sally
needs me now ." "Why are you growing a beard?"

A,nswer, "Because I am too lazy to shave."
The syntax of both "Why ?" questions and "Because"

answers, when fully spelled out , always requires an entire
clause and not just a noun phrase. This syntactical obser-
vation suggests two semantic consequences. First , the
specification of both explanans and explanandum must
have an entire propositional content, and second, there
must be something outside the statement corresponding
to that content. Reason-statements are statements, and

hence linguistic entities, speech acts with certain sorts of
propositional contents; but reasons themselves and the
things they are reasons for are not typically linguistic
entities . With some important exceptions I will mention
in a minute , the statement of a reason can give a good or

adequate explanation only if both the reason statement
and the cIa use specifying the thing to be explained are in
fact true . But then, what makes the statement and the
clause true will be something independent of language.
So, if I am asked, "Why does California have more earth-
quakes than any other state?" My answer, "California
is the state with the most earthquake faults ," can be an
explanation only if California does in fact have more
eathquakes than any other state and is in fact the state
with the most earthquake faults , and these faults are
causally related to earthquakes. There is a general term to
describe those features of the world that make statements
or clauses true, or in virtue of which they are true, and
that term is " fact." An explanation is a statement or a set
of statements. But a reason is not a statement or a set of

statements, and the thing that the reason is a reason for is
not a statement or a set of statements; rather, in the cases
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we have considered , both explanandum and explanans

are facts . A fact is a reason only relative to the fact it is a

reason for , and it is a reason for that fact only if it stands

in an explaining relation to that fact .2

It is tempting then to think that all reasons are facts . But

what about cases where I am mistaken about the facts , but

can still offer an explanation ? Question : " Why are you

carrying an umbrella ?" Answer : " Because it is raining ."

Both question and answer meet the requirement of prop -

ositional content , but suppose I am mistaken and it is not

raining . All the same there is a true explanation implicit

in my response . In making my statement I expressed the

belief that it is raining and that belief can be a reason for

my action even if the belief is false . In such cases we can

say either the fact that I believed it is the reason or my belief

is the reason for my action . Furthermore , I can have a

reason for doing an action that I never in fact do , but if

I offer the reason as an explanation , then it can be an

explanation of my intention to perform an action , even if

the intention is never carried out . What such examples

suggest is that both reasons and the things they are rea -

sons for can be either facts in the world or intentional

states such as beliefs , desires , and intentions . So , for

example , the explanation of why I said that California has
�

2. Speech act fans (bless them all ) will no doubt have wondered why I do
not just give an analysis of the speech act of explaining . After all ,
explaining something is a speech act . The reason is that such an analysis
would not give us answers to the questions that we want answered in

this discussion . " Explaining " does not name a separate illocutionary
point . Explanations are typically sets of assertive speech acts but in order
that they be real explanations they must be true , and the facts that make~

them true must stand in explaining relations to the thing they are sup -
posed to explain . So, no speech act analysis by itself will answer the
questions that we need to answer here .
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the most earthquake faults may be that I believed that it
had the most earthquake faults . And my belief may be a
reason for my action, regardless of whether the belief is
true . The formal contstraint on being a reason is that
an entity must have a propositional structure and must
correspond to a reason statement.3

The hypothesis that these examples suggest is this : All
reasons are propositionally structured entities: they may be
facts in the world such as the fact that it is raining, or they may
be propositional intentional states such as my desire that I stay
dry. They can also be propositionally structured entities that
are neither facts nor intentional states, entities such as obliga-
tions, commitments , requirements , and needs. This feature of

the ontology of reasons explains the syntactical fact that
reason statements require a " that " clause , or some other

equivalent form , which will express a whole proposition .
We do not have a single word in English to name entities
of all these sorts . " Fact " and " factive " are too suggestive of

truth to cover both beliefs , which may function as reasons

for someone even when they are false, and facts in the
world . "Proposition " and "propositionally structured en-
tities " are too closely suggestive of linguistic and inten -

tional entities . I propose to use the old grammatical term
" factitive " to cover entities that have a propositional
structure , whether they are intentional states , facts in the
world , or entities that are neither , such as obligations . I
stipulate that by " factitive entity " I mean any entity that
has a propositional structure , a structure specified by a
" that " clause . All reasons are factitive entities , or factitives

for short . Thus the fact that it is raining , my belief that it is

3. For an interesting defense of the thesis that all reasons are facts , see

Joseph Raz, Practical Reason and Norms, London : Hutchinson , 1975, ch. 1.
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raining , my desire that it rain , and my need that it rain can
all be reasons. But rain by itself cannot be a reason. The
point I am making here is not the trivial point that all
statements have to express propositions , but rather that

the specification of a reason is essentially propositional ;
and the reason itself , the very entity itself , has a factitive
or propositional structure . Such factitive entities include
not only facts in the world such as the fact that it is rain -
ing , but also beliefs, desires, needs, obligations , commit -
ments , and a host of other factitive entities .

Thus, for example, suppose I am asked "Why are you
carrying an umbrella ?" I can give the following sorts of
answers .

1. It is raining .

2. I believe it is raining .

3. I do not want to get wet .

4. I am under an obligation to do so.

5. I need to stay dry .

All of these statements specify factitive entities in the
sense I have introduced . The first , if true , states the fact

that it is raining . But the belief, desire, obligation , and
need are also factitive . Some reasons represent other fac -

titive entities . Thus a belief represents a fact in the world ,

but the belief may be a reason for something even if it is
not true, that is, even if the corresponding fact in the
world does not exist .

Why do reasons have to have a factitive structure ? I
don ' t know . My guess is that you have to be able to reason

with reasons and you can only reason with something that
has a propositional structure .



Our next question is : what makes a factitive entity a
reason for something else? Given what we just said, that
amounts to asking: under what conditions does such an
entity stand in the explaining relation to something else?
On the one hand , there is a class of factitive entities , rea -

sons , and on the other hand , there is a class of factitive

entities that need explaining , and that class can include
facts about just about everything from wars to earth-
quakes, as well as such factitive entities as desires, beliefs,
etc. We can explain members of the second class by stating
certain members of the first class . So what features of the

first class enable them to explain the members of the sec-
ond class? The varieties of explaining relations correspond
to the indefinite varieties of explanations one can give for
phenomena - ca usal, logical , justifica tory , aesthetic, legal,
moral , economic , etc . What , if anything , do all these have
in common, other than the trivial feature that they provide
explanations ? I do not know , and perhaps they have
nothing in common . It would seem that explanations form
a family , in Wittgenstein 's sense, united by family resem-
blance . There is a huge number of different types of ex-

plaining relations , but there is a common formal element
that runs through many of them, and that is the element of
modality : the modal family includes why something had
to be or had to happen, or should have or must have, or
ought to have have happened, etc. The explaining relation
includes making something happen, causing, necessitat-
ing , making more probable , justifying , bringing about,
doing something for the purpose of or for the sake of . . . ,
and others . I think the most primitive notion here is that of

making something happen and our paradigmatic forms of
explanations are causal explanations . The most common
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respect to substitutability.
Consider:

way to make something happen is to cause it to happen,
and the most common way to explain something is to
specify its causes.

Because the explanatory force of reason statements
depends on how the explaining phenomena are described,
reason statements are nonextensional . The point is not just
that the connective "because" is nonextensional , but that
substitutability fails within the reason statements. Reason
statements, in short, are intensional -with -an-s not only
with respect to existential generalization but also with

California has more earthquakes than any other state

beca use California is the state with most earthquake

faults .

This together with the identity statement :

The state with the most earthquake faults is the state with

the most movie stars

does not permit the inference :

California has more earthquakes than any other state- .
because California is the state with the most movie stars.

The failure of substitutability in such reason statements is
a consequence of the fact that the explanatory force of the
statement depends on how the phenomena in question
are described, it depends on the aspectual shape or mode
of presentation . If the specification of the explanatory
aspect- in this case, the causally effective aspect- is not
preserved under substitution of coreferring expressions,
then truth is not preserved.



(2) gives an adequate reason and therefore an explana-
tion . It does so by specifying a cause of the collapse.
The earthquake, the event of damaging the foundations ,
and the event of the collapse of the freeway are three
events related causally . Earthqake caused damage, dam-
age caused collapse. (2) specifies that sequence and thus is
an explanation of the third event. The statement of the
reason in stating the facts gives an explanation . The cause
of the collapse is an event, the earthquake. The reason for
the collapse is the fact that there was an earthquake that
damaged the foundations . The statement of the fact spe-
cifies the cause, but the cause is not the same entity as the
reason.

So far we have made a little progress, but not much : rea-
sons are entities that have a factitive structure . Explaining
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Years ago there were debates about whether reasons
were causes. I always thought the debates were con-
fused because they failed to take into account the obvious
grammatical differences between reason statements and
causal statements. Causes are typically e,rents, reasons are
never events. You can give a reason by stating a cause, but
it does not follow that the reason and the cause are the

same thing . To make this clear, let us go through an
example.

(1) Why did the elevated Oakland freeway collapse?

This question asks for an explanation , and therefore a
reason. It is typically answered by specifying a cause, for
example:

(2) The Lorna Prieta earthquake caused damage to the
founda tions .
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Vlhen we introduce explanations of intentional phenom-
ena, such as actions, beliefs, desires, and hopes, as well
as wars, economic policies, love affairs, and novels, we
introduce a new component, rationality , and with the
demand for rational explanations there typically comes
a demand for justification . Intentional phenomena are
subject to constraints of rationality , and a demand for an
explanation of an intentional phenomenon- a belief, a
desire, an action, etc.- is typically a demand to show how
it is rational and how justified . That is, when we ask for an
explanation by asking, "Why did you do it ?" "Why do
you believe that ?" "Why do you hope for that?" "Why do
you want that?" - as well as "Why are you in love with
her?" "Why did you go to war ?" "Why did you lower
the interest rate?" "Why did you write that novel ?"- we
are introducing questions that are not only of the family
"What made it happen?" but also of the family "What
justification is there for its happening ?" and "On what
reasons did you act?" Rationality in intentional phenom-
ena is not the same as justification , because an intentional

Intentional Phenomena

is a speech act that consists in the giving of reasons . The
statement of a reason will explain only if the reason itself

stands in one or more of the explaining relations to the

thing it is a reason for . But even this little progress has
turned up an interesting result . Though the statement of a
reason will often specify a cause, it does not follow in such
cases that the cause is identical with the reason , because

reasons are always factitive entities and causes are typi -
cally events , not facts .

II Some Special Features of Explanations of
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state may be unjustified without thereby being irrational . I

might buy shares on the stock market " on a hunch " where

my hunch in no way justifies my choice , but my action

is not thereby necessarily irrational . Both rationality and

justification are normative notions , but rationality is much

more general than justification . In general , justified inten -

tional states are rational , but not all rational intentional

states are justified .

Why does the introduction of explanatory reasons for

intentional phenomena automatically introduce the nor -

mative categories of rationality and justification ? Because

it is constitutive of intentional phenomena to be subject to

such norms . Being subject to rational criteria of assessment is

internal to and constitutive of intentional phenomena , in a way

that winning and losing are constitutive of football games .

You don ' t first have beliefs , hopes , desires , and intentions ,

and then external to them introduce rational forms of

assessment ; rather to have the beliefs , etc . , is already to

have phenomena that are subject to these norms . Further -

more , different forms of intentionality have their own

forms of normativity . Thus , for example , beliefs are sup -

posed to be true , and for that reason they are subject to

special constraints of rationality and justification , involv -

ing , for example , evidence , other reasons for truth , and

consistency . Rationality requires that one cannot know -

ingly hold inconsistent beliefs . Rationality has no such

requirement for desires : One can rationally want that p

and want that not p .

Like any other real empirical phenomenon in the real

world , intentional phenomena may be given straight

causal explanations that have nothing to do with ratio -

nality or justification . For example , " Jones believes he

is Napoleon because of a brain concussion . " Such an



explanation is a causal explanation , but it does not give
any reason that would justify Jones's belief or show it to
be rational . It gives a causal reason why he has the belief ,
but does not give his reason for holding the belief . The
peculiarity of intentional phenomena is that they are, in
virtue of their very nature, also subject to constraints of
rationality , and as part of those constraints they are sub-
ject to the demand for justification .

All good reasons explain , and all explaining is the
giving of reasons. But this point has to be understood
precisely . One may have justifying reasons for believing
something or for having done something even though the
statement of the justification does not give the reason why
one believes it or why one did it . The reasons that justify my
action, and thus explain why it was the right action to perform,
may not be the same as the reasons that explain why I in fact
did it . Thus if asked to justify voting for Smith, I might say
I was justified in voting for him because he was the most
intelligent candidate . But so far I have not answered the
question of why I voted for him . I might justify my vote by
saying he is the most intelligent candidate even though
the reason I acted on is that he is an old drinking buddy of
mine, and that has nothing to do with intelligence . In such
a case the justification that I can give for my action is still
not an answer to the question, iiWhy did you do it ?" To
take a case of more gravity , much of the public discussion
of whether Truman was justified in dropping the atomic
bomb is not about the reasons he acted on, but about

whether the act was justified , whether it was a good thing
on balance. All reason statements are explanations, but the
point I am making now is that the explanation of why
something should have been done or is a good thing to have been
done is not always the same as why it was in fact done. In
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this book we are primarily concerned with explanations
that explain why something happened, with explanations
that state the reasons that the agent acted on or will act on.
Weare interested in justifications only insofar as they also
explain why the agent acted or will act. Therefore I will
distinguish between justifications and what I will call
"justificatory explanations ." Justification does not always
explain why something in fact happened, but an explana-
tion of its happening , whether justificatory or not, has to
explain why it happened. A subclass of genuine explana-
tions, therefore, are justificatory explanations .

So far we have found four kinds of explanation of
intentional states.

1. Straight causal explanations . Example: Jones believes
he is Napoleon because of a brain concussion.

2. Reason explanations of why something happened.
Example: Jones voted for Smith because Smith is an old
drinking buddy of his.

3. Justificatory explanations . Example: Jones was justified
in voting for Smith because Smith was the most intelligent
candidate, and that is the reason he voted for him .

4. Justifications that are not explanations of why the act
occurred. Example: Jones was justified in voting for Smith
because Smith was the most intelligent candidate, even
though that is not the reason why he in fact voted for him .

With all this in mind I want now to make a crucial

point : the introduction of normative constraints on reason
explanations of why some intentional phenomenon occurred
does not remove the causal constraints. Because of the gap,
the causes of actions and of many other intentional phe-
nomena do not normally give sufficient conditions , so in a



more precise formulation we should say : where intentional
phenomena are concerned, the normative constraints on the

explanation of why an action occurred, why an agent accepted a
belief, why an agent formed a desire, why an agent fell in love,
etc. do not remove the causal constraint that an explanation of
why the agent did it must state the reasons that were effective
with the agent. You can have causal explanations of inten-
tional phenomena that are nonrational , but you cannot

have rational explanations of why some intentional phe-
nomenon occurred that do not contain the notion of causal

effectiveness . In the case of actions the agent makes a rea-
son effective by acting on it . In the case of belief the agent

accepts the belief because of a reason he also accepts .
In the case of motivated desires , the agent forms the
desire on the basis of a reason. Thus, for example, if asked,
"Why did you vote for the Democratic candidate?" some-
one might say, " It 's just an irrational obsession I have. I
cannot help myself , I was brought up always to vote
for Democrats." Such an explanation gives a causal, but
not a rational , much less a justificatory , explanation . But
if someone says , " I voted for the Democratic candidate

because the Democrats will be more supportive of the
labor unions , and I am committed to supporting the labor
unions ," that explanation , in order to provide a rational
explanation for his action, must also be a causal explana-
tion . The agent acts on the belief and the commitment . One

can give justifications of intentional phenomena that are
not causal, but to the extent that the justification does
not state a reason that was causally effective, it does not
give an explanation of why the intentional phenomena
occurred . This is as much true of beliefs , desires , and

emotions as it is of actions .
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To summarize : so far I have made three substantive
claims. First , that all reasons are factitive entities that

stand in one or more explaining relations to the things
they are reasons for . Second, that intentional phenomena
are, in addition , subject to certain normative constraints .
Third , if we are explaining why someone did something
or has some intentional phenomena, these normative con-
straints do not remove the causal constraint . Reasons and

rationality , in order to explain , must function causally
(modulo the gap, of course). The peculiarity of intentional
phenomena is that they admit both of nonnormative
causal explanations and normative explanations . But the
normative explanations, in order to explain the occurrence of
the intentional phenomenon, must also be causal. Noninten -
tional phenomena, such as earthquakes, admit only of
nonnormative explanations . For this reason, justifications
of an intentional phenomenon are not always explana-
tions of why it occurred . So, to repeat, we have at least
four kinds of cases. First, nonintentional causal explana-
tions : for example, he believes he is Napoleon because of
a brain concussion. Second, rational explanations of why
it happened that are not intended to justify . Third , jus-
tifications of why it happened that also explain why it
happened. And fourth , simple justifications that do not
explain why it happened.

III Reasons for Action and Total Reasons

So far, everything in this chapter has been a matter of
preliminary ground clearing . Now we have to go to work
on the constructive part . The heart of the argument of this
chapter is in this section, and for the sake of total clarity I
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am going to layout the argument as a series of numbered
steps. I begin with some of the points we made in the
previous two sections.

1. Reasons are both propositional and relational . In order
to be a reason an entity must have a propostional struc-
ture and it must be related to something else that also has
a propositional structure and for which it is a reason. Thus
all reasons are reasons only relative to the things they
are reasons for . This trivial and grammatical point has
the consequence that where intentionality is concerned, a
reason is always a reason for an intentional state. It is
a reason for believing a proposition or a reason for having
a desire, or a reason for forming a prior intention , or a
reason for an intention -in-action, that is, a reason for
actually performing the action . In the special case of rea-
sons for action, a reason is also a reason for a certain per-
son to perform an act, and if the reason is to function in
deliberation , it must be known to the agent.

2. Reasons are factitive entities . The reasons for my action
can be facts in the world , such as the fact that it is raining ,
or they can be intentional states with a factitive structure ,
such as beliefs and desires, or they can be factitive entities
in the world , such as duties, obligations , and commit -
ments, all of which have an upward direction of fit .

3. We need to distinguish external and internal reasons.
An external reason, in my sense of the expression, is a
factitive entity in the world that can be a reason for an
agent, even if he does not know of that entity , or knows of
it but refuses to acknowledge it as a reason. Thus, the fact
that it is raining , or the fact that one has an obligation , is
an external reason. In order for such an external reason to

function in actual deliberation , it must be represented by



some internal intentional state of the agent. The agent
believes that it is raining , or the agent recognizes his obli -
gation . So in an ideally rational situation , there is a match
between the internal and the external reasons, because

insofar as there are external reasons that playa role in
delibera tion , they will be represented as internal reasons
in the mind of the agent. The agent's deliberation can
operate only on internal reasons, but the internal reasons
often are valid reasons only because they represent exter-
nal reasons. Thus, for example, if I decide to carry an
umbrella because I believe that it is raining , my belief is an
internal reason, but it is a valid reason only if it corre-
sponds to an external reason, only if it is, in fact, raining .

4. A reason for an action is a reason only if it is, or is part
of, a total reason. I have said that reasons for action are at
least three ways relative , but there is a fourth way that
requires emphasis as well : a statement is a statement of a
reason for an action only insofar as that statement is sys-
tematically related to certain other statements. You can
see this by considering examples. My reason for carrying
an umbrella is that I believe it is going to rain . But my
reason is only a reason because it is part of a total reason
that includes such things as my desire to stay dry , and my
belief that if I have an umbrella I can stay dry .

A total reason is a set of factitive entities. These may be
beliefs, desires, or facts in the world such as the fact that it
is raining or the fact that I have an obligation to go to
Kansas City . Thus in response to the question, "Why are
you carrying an umbrella ?" I can say such things as lilt is
going to rain ," III believe it is going to rainif or 1'1 don't
want to get wet ."

5. A total reason, in principle , might be entirely external .
For example, someone might have a reason to eat citrus
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fruit without having any of the relevant intentional states.
Thus, suppose it is a fact that citrus fruit contains vitamin
C; vitamin C prevents scurvy ; scurvy is a terrible disease.
All of these might be the elements of a total reason to eat
citrus even for someone who knew nothing about any of
them or was indifferent about disease.

In what sense can an entirely external total reason be
said to be a reason for an agent, if it could not possibly
motivate the agent? The answer is that the motivational
force of an external reason is defined counterfactually : if
the agent did have the appropriate knowledge , that is, if
he knew about his health needs, and knew about how to

sa tisfy them, then he would , if rational , recognize these as
reasons for an action . So though there is ideally a match
between the external and the internal reasons, we still
need a distinction between the two . A perfectly rational
agent might act rationally on a rationally justified belief
that turned out to be false, and a fact in the world might
be a compelling reason for an agent to act even in cases
where the agent had no knowledge of the fact in question,
or had knowledge of it but refused to recognize it as a
reason.

6. In order to function in rational deliberation , and in the
rational processes leading to action, every element of
an external total reason must be matched by an internal
element. That is, the facts that constitute the external rea-
son must be believed, known , recognized, or otherwise
acknow ledged by the agent in question . Thus a health
need, or an obligation , or the fact that it is raining can
function in deliberation that motivates an action only if
the agent in question believes or otherwise recognizes the
fact in question . The fact that it is going to rain can be a
reason for me to carry an umbrella , regardless of whether
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I know that fact. But the fact that it is going to rain can
only playa role in my deliberations if I am aware of the
fact. Furthermore , the belief that it is going to rain will
pIa y the same role in my deliberation whether or not the
belief is true . This makes it look as if what really matters
is not the fact itself but the belief . But that is wrong . The
belief is answerable to the facts. Indeed in some cases

rationality can require one belief rather than another. Thus
if I look out the window and see that it is raining , it would
be irrational of me, other things equal, to refuse to believe
that it is raining .

It might look as if an infinite regress threatened: ratio -
nality requires the belief , but the acquisition qf belief itself
requires rationality . Why does this not lead to an infinite
regress?

7. In order to show why such cases do not lead to an
infinite regress, I need to introduce the notion of recogni-
tional rationality . Rationality may require that an agent
under certain epistemic conditions simply recognize a fact
in the world such as the fact that he has undertaken an

obligation or that he has a certain need, or that he is in
a certain kind of danger, etc., even though there is no
rational process, no activity of deliberation , leading to the
rational result . The acquisition of a rational intentional
state does not always require a rational process of delib -
eration , or indeed any process at all .

We can see that these acquisitions are rational by con-
trasting them with their irrational denials. Indeed, a com-
mon form of irrationality is called II denial ," where the
agent persistently denies something in the face of over-
whelming evidence. For example, I once had a friend who
became an alcoholic . For a long time he persistently
refused to acknowledge that he was an alcoholic . He just
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thought he liked to drink a little bit more than other peo-
ple did . Other examples are cases where people simply
refuse to recognize the obligations they have undertaken ,
or refuse to believe that they have been betrayed, or that
they are in danger. The point of such examples is that the
irrational attitudes are departures from a simple rational
recognition of the facts. But rational recognition of the
facts does not necessarily require deliberation . I may sim-
ply look and see that a truck is bearing down on me, or
look out the window and see that it is raining . I recognize
in both cases that these facts provide me with reasons for
action. So rationality in these cases requires that I believe
that it is raining or that the truck is bearing down on me,
but I do not have to engage in a process of rational delib -
eration in order to reach these rational conclusions. Many
internal reasons are based on the rational recognition of
an external reason. The rational recognition of an external
reason in many cases does not require any additional
deliberation . Recognitional rationality is not necessarily a
matter of going through steps.
8. The set of factitive elements that constitute a total rea-
son must contain at least one element that has the world -
to-mind direction of fit . Let us call these elements that
have the world -to-mind direction of fit and that are at

least potentially able to function in total reasons motiva-
tors: Every total reason must contain at least one motivator.
Why ? Because rationality in deliberation about actions is a
matter of finding ways to satisfy motivators . The simplest
argument for the claim that a total reason must contain at
least one motivator is that a total reason must be capable
of rationally motivating an agent. A total reason has to
provide a rational ground for a prior intention to perform
the action or for an intentional performance of the action .



In order to do that , there must be some entity in the total
reason that has the world -to-mind direction of fit , and that

provides the ground for the world -to-mind direction of fit
of the prior intention and intention -in-action .

Where the motivator is an epistemically objective fact in
the world , such as that the agent has certain needs or cer-
tain obligations , the external motivator can function in
deliberation only if it is recognized as such by the agent.
And , to repeat the point I made in the previous section,
recognitional rationality may require that the agent rec-
ognize the motivator as a motivator . The man who refuses
to acknowledge that there is a truck bearing down on him ,
putting him in great physical danger, is to that extent
simply irrational , even though he has not gone through
a process of deliberation . But the point for the present
discussion is that for external motivators to function in

deliberation they must be recognized as such by the agent.
Motivators can be either external or internal . Desires,

for example, are internal motivators , and needs and obli -
gations are external motivators . But, to repeat, the external
motivators can function in deliberation only insofar as
they are represented as internal motivators . A total inter -
nal reason for action must contain at least one recognized
motivator .

9. The requirement that reasoning has a motivator is as
much true of theoretical as of practical reason. Thus sup-
pose I believe propositions of the form that p and that if p
then q. What has all that got to do with my accepting,
recognizing , or believing q? If beliefs are just neutral
objects, sets of causal relations according to one fashion-
able (but mistaken) theory , then why should I, this self,
care about q? The answer is that a belief is a commitment
to truth . And when I have a belief I am committed to all of
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its logical consequences. And a commitment is a desire-
independent external motivator , which has the world -to-
mind direction of fit . This is the real reason why there is
no principled distinction in this regard between practical
and theoretical reason. Theoretical reason is that branch of

practical reason that concerns reasons for accepting, rec-
ognizing , believing , and asserting propositions .

10. The list of motivators seems at first sight dauntingly
heterogeneous. It includes such internal motivators as
desire, hope, fear, shame, pride , disgust , honor , ambition ,
love, and hate, not to mention hunger , thirst , and lust . It
includes such external motivators as needs, obligations ,
commitments , duties, responsibilities , and requirements .
Notice that both of these sets of motivators are factitive in

the sense I explained earlier .
11. External motivators are factitive entities in the world .

Under the descriptions that identify them as external
motivators , descriptions given in such terms as "need,"
"obligation ," II commitment ," II requirement ," "duty ," etc.,
they are always observer-relative . It is only relative to
human intentionality that some state of affairs in the
world , for example, can be identified as a health need.
Observer relativity implies ontological subjectivity , but it
does not necessarily imply epistemic subjectivity . What
that means is that the ontology of observer-relative
phenomena always contains some reference to the inten-
tionality of the observers in question . Hence the ontol -
ogy is subjective. But it is quite possible for statements
about ontologically subjective entities to have epistemic
objectivity . It can be an objective fact that I have a cer-
tain health need, though its identification as a "need" is
observer-rela tive .
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This is an important point so let us go through it with
an example. Suppose I have a certain level of vitamin C in
my body . That is simply a brute , observer-independent
fact about me. But suppose that level is such that it is
insufficient to prevent disease, thus

(a) I need more vitamin C.

Now , what fact corresponds to the claim that I need more
vitamin C? What facts are constitutive of that fact? The

brute facts in the world are such things as that I have a
certain level of vitamin C in my body , that my body
has certain causal processes, and that the level of vitamin
C is insufficient to maintain these processes. Together
those facts constitute the need, but under the description
"need," those facts have the upward direction -of-fit . This
is shown by the fact that a need can be fulfilled or sat-
isfied, but not true or false. A need is fulfilled or satisfied
if and only if the world comes to match the propositional
content of the need. The brute fact in the world , that I
have a certain level of vitamin C, has no direction of fit .
But that fact is sufficient to constitute an observer-relative
motivator : I need more vitamin C. And under the de-

scription "need" the fact is a motivator capable of func-
tioning as a reason for action.

Statement (a) states a fact that is a reason for action .
That reason is an external motivator , my need. Needs
are observer-relative . It is only relative to my health
and survival that I have such a need as this . Even though
the need is observer-relative and thus onto logically sub-
jective, it is an epistemically objective fact about me that
I have such a need: that is, it is not just a matter of
opinion that I have this need, it is a plain objective medical
fact.
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12. Desire-independent motivators , under their descrip-
tions as motivators , always have the upward , world -to-
motivator direction of fit . For this reason their recognition
under these descriptions , that is, their recognition as moti -
vators, is already a recognition of them as reasons for
action . The agent does not first have to recognize an obli -
gation and then figure out that he has a reason for action,
because to recognize something as an obligation is already
to recognize it as a motivator in the sense explained .

13. Rationality in decision making involves at least the
following three elements. First, the recognition of the var -
ious motivators , both external and internal , and an ap-
praisal of their relative weights . Suppose I promised to
come to your party next Wednesday night . I clearly have
an obligation to come to your party , and this obligation is
a desire-independent reason, and has nothing to do with
my desire to come to your party . But suppose also that it
is very much opposed to my interests to come to your
party , that if I do I will lose a business deal that will cost
me my entire fortune . That interest is a contrary external
motivator whose force also has to be reckoned with . Often

moral philosophers , Kant for example, say that in such a
case of selfish interests versus duty , duty should always
triumph . But that seems to me simply ridiculous . There
are many cases where I have a minor obligation , such as
my obligation to go to your party , and I also have very
deep interests that are in conflict with that obligation .
There is no reason why the desire-independent motivator
should always triumph .

Second, there must be a correct recognition and ap-
praisal of the nonrnotivational facts that bear on the
case. Thus, for example, I have to be able to know how I
am going to be able to carry out all of my various obliga-
tions . Is it even physically possible for me to fulfill all the
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obligations that I have undertaken ? Roughly speaking we
can divide these nonmotivational facts into two kinds .

Those that have to do with "by-means-of " and the "by " or
"by-way -of " relations , in the sense explained in chapter 2.
In plain English these are facts about how to satisfy the
motivators and what constitutes satisfying the motivators .
Let us call them respectively effectors and constitutors. And
once again we have to distinguish between internal and
external effectors and constitutors . A simple example will
make these distinctions clear . Suppose I owe you some

money (external motivator ). Suppose I know this (internal
motivator ). Suppose I can discharge this debt by driving
over to your house and giving you the cash (external
effector and constitutor ). Suppose I know all of this
(internal effector and constitutor ). Knowing all of this I

might decide to drive to your house and give you the
money (practical reason).

Internal effectors and 'constitutors are always beliefs .

They are beliefs about how to do things causally (effec-
tors), or how doing one thing constitutes doing something
else (constitutors ). As beliefs , internal effectors and con -

stitutors are responsible to how things are in the real
world . They have the downward direction of fit . Thus
they are valid reasons for action only to the extent that
they correspond to real facts in the world . The fact that I
can fire the gun by pulling the trigger is an external effec-
tor . Hence , if I have a reason to fire the gun , then I have

a reason to pull the trigger . The external effector will be
effective in my reasoning only if there is a corresponding
internal effector, my belief that by pulling the trigger I can
fire the gun .

It is this combination of features , the existence of the

motivators and the recognition of the facts that bear on

the case, that gives people the illusion that somehow



all reasoning is means-ends, or belief -desire reasoning.
The motivators provide the (desired) ends, and the non-
motivational facts provide the (believed) means. But this
way of looking at things blurs the distinction between
internal and external motivators , and correspondingly it
blurs the distinction between desire-dependent reasons
for action and desire-independent reasons. The great gulf
between humans and chimpanzees, as far as practical
reason is concerned, is that we have the capacity to create,
to recognize, and to act on desire-independent reasons for
action . In the history of Western philosophy the great
puzzle of rationality has always been: how is it possible
that an agent can be rationally motivated by a desire-
independent reason? For if every action is in some sense
the expression of a desire to perform that action, then
w here does the desire come from if the reason the agent is
acting on is neither itself a desire, nor itself grounded in
other desires? How can desire-independent reasons ever
rationally provide the ground of a desire? The standard
answer to these questions given by the Classical Model is
that the agent must have some overriding or higher -order
desire to act on these desire-independent reasons. So the
agent must hav.e some general desire to speak the truth or
to keep his promises or to carry out his obligations . But
this must be the wrong way to look at these matters,
because it implies that in cases where the agent does not
have these higher -order desires, he has no reason at all to
speak the truth , to carry out his obligations , or to keep his
promises. What we need to show is how the mere fact that

an agent recognizes something as a statement, a promise ,
or another form of obligation is already grounds for a
motivation . How is that possible? The short answer is that
all of these have the upward direction of fit , and to recog-
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nize certain sorts of factitive entities as having an upward

direction of fit , and as having the agent as the subject of

the propositional content , is already to recognize a reason

for acting on that propositional content . I will discuss this

point further in chapter 6 .

The third element in rational decision making , once you

have assembled the total reason , is to appraise the set of

motivators and nonmotivational facts in such a way as to

arrive at a decision . Decision theory seems to me to give a

remarkably superficial account of this because it assumes

that I have a well - ordered preference schedule in advance ,

and that it is just a matter of making probability estimates

as to how to get on the highest rung of my preference

ladder . But the real difficulty is in setting the preference

schedule . Most of the difficulty of rational deliberation is

to decide what you really want , and what you really want

to do . You cannot assume that the set of wants is well -

ordered prior to deliberation . Furthermore , it is not the

case that all the motivators are on the same level .4

On the Classical Model we assume that the set of ends

is given prior to deliberation . These ends are all , broadly

speaking , things that the agent desires . Deliberation then

is a matter of selecting means to these ends , ways of

satisfying the desires . In most accounts the set of desires is

assumed to be consistent . On the rival account I am pro -

4. There is an anecdote told about a famous decision theorist . He was

offered an attractive job at another university , which tempted him ,

though he was deeply committed to the university where he was then
employed . He went to discuss with a friend whether or not he should
accept . His friend pointed out to him that as he was a famous decision
theorist , he ought to be able to apply his decision theory to making this
decision . What the friend did not know is that decision theory , for the

most part , only applies after the hard parts of the decision ha ,re already
been made .
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posing, all of this is hopelessly mistaken . The really hard
part of practical reason is to figure out what the ends
are in the first place. Some of these are desires, but some
are rationally compelling desire-independent reasons for
action. For these, the reason is the ground of the desire; the
desire is not the ground of the reason. That is, once you see
tha t you have a reason for doing something you do not
otherwise want to do, you can see that you ought to do it
and a fortiori , that you ought to want to do it . And some-
times, but by no means always, that recognition will lead
you to want to do it .

Furthermore , even after you have figured out your
motivators , your reasons for action both desire-dependent
and desire-independent , the set is seldom consistent. You
can't do all the things you want to do, or all the things you
ought to do. So you have to have some way of appraising
the relative strength of the motivators . But even if you can
solve that problem to your rational satisfaction, you still
can't make a clear ends-means distinction , because some
of the means involve ends of their own and some means

IV Decision Making in the Real World

In a typical case, such as me now trying to allocate my
time in writing this book, I have a series of conflicting
motivators that bear on the case. I have an obligation to

interfere with other ends. To take the simplest sort of
example, if one of your ends is to save money, you will
find that the means to many of your other ends involve
spending money .

I want to make all of this clearer in the pages that fol -
low , but right now I turn to presenting some examples.
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finish this book . But I have other writing obligations that
have to be fulfilled before this one. I regard this work as
more important , and I have promised to have the manu-
script ready at an absurdly early date. My obligation to
write this book conflicts with my obligation to produce
two other articles that are due this month . On the other

hand I have only a very unclear conception of what has
to be done with this manuscript , and some of the other

writing obligations look like they will be easier to finish . I
expect to be paid more for this book than for the articles. I
also have teaching and family commitments that abso-
lutely have to be fulfilled . For example, I have to give
lectures in my university courses and I have to show up at

home by dinnertime . Doing philosophy is satisfying , but
so are a whole lot of other things , and I can ' t do all of
them .

This is what practical reason is like in real life . Notice : I
cannot make a clear distinction between duty and desire ,
nor between ends and means . For the most part I would
not have these duties if I had not wanted to have them

and 'if I had not wanted to do the things they obligate me

to do. My desires produced these duties . Is writing this
book an end or a means ? The answer is that it is both , and

both in several different ways . But what is the maxim of

my action , and shouldn ' t I check to see if it can be willed

as a universal law ? Again , I can form a lot of different
maxims , some universalizable , some not , and it does not

seem to matter much . The idea that in order to be a ratio -

nal agent in such a case I would first have to have a well -
ordered preference schedule and then make probability
estimates as to which courses of action will maximize my

expected utility seems absurdly implausible .



But in all this apparent intentional chaos, there is in fact

an order , and the aim of practical reason is to sharpen and
extend that order .

Here is the first serious puzzle : how can facts in the
world , such as the fact that I have a certain vitamin level

or that I uttered certain words , constitute a rationally
compelling motivator ? Well , some of those facts under
some descriptions are already motivators . Thus that
utterance was a promise and thus the undertaking of an
obligation . That vitamin level is a deficiency and thus a
need. Recognitional rationality can require that I recog-
nize my deficiencies and needs under these descriptions
and thus recognize them as motivators . But how ? Don't I

need some other antecedent desire to keep my obligations
or to satisfy my health needs? I said earlier that principles
of recognitional rationality can require that certain exter-
nal facts be recognized as external motivators , and thus
be represented as internal motivators . But more has to

be said about the principles of recognitional rationality . I
said there would not be an infinite regress, but why
not? Wouldn 't I need a motivator for the motivator ? And

wouldn 't that lead to another kind of infinite regress?
The trivial truth that I can engage in reasoning only

with what is internal to my mind is not inconsistent with
the claim that the recognition of objective facts in the
world can both be rationally required and can provide
external rational grounds for internal motivators .

Assuming , then, that a
three sorts of elements,

128 Cha pter 4

V Constructing a Total R
Classical Model

eason: A Test Case for the

total reason must contain these

how exactly do we construct ,
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appraise, and act on a total reason? I want to consider
a case from real life , because it illustrates the difference
between the view I am advancing and the Classical
Model . I believe that the example I am about to give is an

example of irrationality , but the Classical Model cannot
describe its irrationality .

When I was lecturing in Denmark I had a student who
smoked a great many cigarettes. I pointed out to her that
smoking was very bad for her health . Yes, she agreed, it
was. Well , I said, "why then do you continue to smoke?"
She said she didn 't care about her health, that she was

perfectly happy to die much younger than she would
otherwise , but right now she wanted to smoke. She was
right now perfectly willing to do something that she knew
would have the consequence that she would be dead at
sixty years of age. I pointed out to her that when she was
sixty she would not be willing to die at the age of sixty
and would regret smoking now . She agreed that yes,
when she was sixty , she wouldn 't be willing to die at the
age of sixty , and would regret having smoked at twenty ,
but right now at the age of twenty , when she had to make
the decision, she was perfectly happy to die at the age of
sixty , and right now was when she had to make the deci-
sion to smoke or not to smoke.

The interest of the case is that she agreed to all of the

facts I pointed out . She agreed that smoking is likely to
kill her by the age of sixty , that as she got closer to that
age she would regret having smoked, that she would be
unwilling then to die from smoking , but all the same right
here and now , having to make the decision whether to
smoke or not to smoke right here and now , the rational
thing for her to do was to smoke, because she wanted to
smoke right here and now . That is, she was not admitting
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to any form of irrationality . On the contrary , she insisted
that her behavior was completely rational , that the ratio -
nal thing for her to do right now was to smoke.

According to the Classical Model , her action was indeed
completely rational . Her beliefs and desires were such that

she achieved maximum satisfaction of her desires, given
her beliefs, by smoking . It is true that she might have
some subsequent desires that would not be satisfied, but
those subsequent desires could not play any role in the
rational decision making in which she was engaged right
now , because those subsequent desires didn 't even exist
right now . Furthermore , she had no present second-order
desires about those future desires; they were a matter of
total indifference to her. She did not think , " I will desire
such and such in the future , so I desire to desire it now ."
The expected future desires played no role for her at all .

On Williams 's version of the Classical Model , we would

have to say that hers was a case of perfect rationality ,
because she acted only on internal reasons, and the inter -
nal reasons did not include any concern about her future

forty years hence. Anything I might say to urge her to stop
smoking would have to appeal to an external reason,
something outside her present motivational set, and for
that reason, according to Williams 's model , it could have
no claim on her rationality . There was, in Williams 's terms,
a "sound deliberative route " from her existing motiva -
tional set to the activity of continued smoking , and there
was no sound deliberative route from her existing moti -
vational set to the policy of not smoking . On the Classical
Model , hers was a case of perfect rationality .

I think this case reveals the limitations of the Classical
Model quite clearly, because this is a case where some-
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body has to make a present decision, and a rational deci-
sion requires acting on a desire-independent reason. Why
exactly was her behavior irrational ? I do not think this
is a difficult case. The irrationality derives from the fact
tha t the same self that makes the decision now is the self

tha t will die by the age of sixty . It is not enough to say that
right now she had no desires about her future desires, and
indeed she had no desires about her future . The problem

is that , rationally speaking, she ought to have had desires
about her future , because her present behavior is such that
she is both satisfying and destroying one and the same
self. Notice that I am not claiming that "deferred gratifi -
cation" is always the rational choice. It seems to me clear
that there are some sorts of satisfactions right now that it
is worth risking your life to achieve. In such a case one can
construct a total reason where one has to balance out

the present satisfaction against the risk of the cessation of
one's future hopes. But this case is not like that . In this
case there was no weighing of the desirability of smoking
now and the undesirability of dying later . The point is that
on the Classical Model the undesirability of dying later
doesn't count at all , because it is not represented as part of
the motivational set.

V What Is a Reason for an Action ?

Our original question, what is a reason for an action, has
now been transformed : as we have seen, a reason for

an action is any factitive entity that is an element of a
set constituting a total reason. So the target of the anal-
ysis is the concept of a total reason. What then is a total
reason?
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A total reason for an action has to ha ve the follow -
ing components. First , it must have one or more rational

motivators . What makes a motivator rational ? Formally
speaking one can say that a rational motivator must be
either a rational desire, or some rational external moti -

vator , such as an obligation , commitment , duty , require -
ment, or need. For example, my desire to eat lunch and
my need for vitamins are rational motivators . But my
sudden urge to bite a piece out of this table is not a ratio -
nal motivator . In order to function in a rational decision

the motivators must be recognized as such by the agent.
Second, except in some very simple cases where I can

satisfy the motivator by performing a basic action such as
raising my arm, a total reason must contain a set of effec-
tors and constitutors . These factitive entities have to stand

in a relation to the motivators such that they either effi-
ciently bring about the satisfaction of the motivator (these
are the effectors), or they constitute the satisfaction of
the motivator (these are the constitutors ). Rational delib -
eration , then, consists in appraising the motivators for
their validity and for conflicts between motivators , and
appraising the effectors and constitutors in such a way as
to bring about the maximum satisfaction of the motivators

with the least expenditure of other motivators in satisfy-
ing the effectors and constitutors . To put that point in
plain English, to think rationally about what to do, you
have to figure out what you really ought to do, and then
you have to figure out how you can best do it without
frustrating a whole lot of other things you want , or ought ,
to do.

We can now , in light of the discussion, go back to
our original question in section I, and reformulate it as
follows :
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Rational agent X correctly takes a set of statements S,
consisting of individual statements 51, 52, 53. . . , as stat-
ing a valid total reason for himself or herself to perform
an act of type A iff :
1. Each of the elements of 5, 51, 52, etc., are true and are

taken by X to be true .
2. S contains the statement of at least one rational moti -
vator and that rational motivator is recognized by X as a
rational motivator . Rational motivators , as we saw earlier ,
can be either external or internal ; they can, for example, be
desires or obligations , but if the obligation is to function
internally , it must be recognized as such by the agent.

3. X takes S as not stating causally sufficient conditions
for the performance of action A . This is where the gap
comes in . In order for X to engage in rational decision
making , he has to assume that he has a genuine choice.

4. X takes some of the statements in 5 as stating effectors
or constitutors (or both ) for the motivators .

5. Rational appraisal of the relations between the com-
peting motivators , and the various requirements of the
effectors and the constitutors , are sufficient to justify the
choice of A as a rational decision, all things considered,
given S.

So far this characterization is purely formal . We have
not yet said what makes a motivator rational , or how it
can be the case that recognitional rationality can require
that an agent must recognize an external fact as a moti \ra-
tor , or what the procedures are by which we are supposed
to appraise the various motivators , constitutors , and effec-
tors so as to arrive at a rational decision. I will take up

some of these questions in subsequent chapters. However ,



I issue one caveat right now : a theory of rationality will
not by itself give you an algorithm for rational decision
making . A theory of rationality will no more give you an
algori thm for rational decision making than a theory of
truth will give you an algorithm for finding out which
propositions are true . A theory of truth tells you what it
means to say that a proposition is true, and a theory of
rationality will tell you what it means to say that an action
was rational .
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