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ABSTRACT

Donald Davidson’s analysis of weakness of will exmpd the possibility of weakness of
will and the cause of weakness of will. Davidsoowes the compatibility between the existence
of incontinent actions and the principle that aaraglways acts on what he judges to be better
through describing an incontinent agent as an agbkatfails to detach an all-out, unconditional
judgment from his all-things-considered judgment, infers an all-out, unconditional judgment
from another competing prima facie, conditionalgoebnt with an insufficient reason. Davidson
identifies the strong desire causing an incontigy@nt to act as the cause of his incontinence.
Such a mental cause bears a non-logical caus#breiaith its effect and brings about an inner
inconsistency within an agent. The theory of pariéd mind explains how inner inconsistency
is possible under the assumption that no propositiattitude can exist without causally and

logically connecting to other propositional attiésd

My dissertation seeks to explain and defend Davidsanalysis of weakness of will.
Chapter | introduces Davidson’s causal theory tibacChapter Il explains how weakness of
will is compatible with principles or assumptiorcapted by the causal theory of action.
Davidson describes incontinence as a failure isaeiag, and in Chapter Il | argue that
incontinence as a failure in reasoning is posdiBleause there is no implication between an all-
things-considered judgment and an all-out, uncaord judgment, that the mental cause which
is responsible for such a failure could be multipled that probabilistic akrasia as a case of
failure in reasoning parallel to incontinent actisipossible. Chapter IV investigates Davidson’s
taking incontinence as an inner inconsistencygli@rthat the explanatory force of the theory of

partitioned mind lies in the separation of two insistent propositional attitudes, that the theory



of partitioned mind is necessary to account foeimnconsistency, and that inner consistency

can be a standard of rationality. Chapter V isractision of this dissertation.
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BASIC FRAMEWORK: THE CAUSAL THEORY OF ACTION

The concept of weakness of will is defined as fedy Donald Davidson:

An agent’s will is weak if he acts, and acts iniemally, counter to his own best judgment; in such

cases we sometimes say he lacks the willpower totdd he knows, or at any rate believes,

would, everything considered, be better.

An action which fits the description is called agontinent action, and the agent an incontinent
agent. The phenomenon of weakness of will is pngabecause its occurrence seems contrary to
a widely accepted doctrine that when an agentiatdstionally, he acts in the light of what he
imagines or judges to be better. The doctrinestaement of internalism the advocators of

which believe that there is a necessary connebiginveen evaluation and action. At least a kind
of evaluative judgment is capable of moving an ageact. Unless one denies internalism and
holds an externalistic thesis that evaluative judghplays no distinctive role in action and
practical thought, the principle must be true tm lm a sense. Then, given the principle, how is
weakness of will possible? Suppose such a phenamisrazknowledged to be existent, how

does an incontinent agent intentionally act cogttarhis best judgment?

In the history of philosophy, many have tried ttvedhe problem of weakness of will.
Some deny the possibility of weakness of will iderto preserve the truth of the internalist
doctrine. Some provide accounts reconciling boghitibernalist doctrine and the phenomenon of
weakness of will. Davidson also gives a solutioth®problem which defends the truth of a

version of the internalist doctrine and allows plossibility of weakness of will. The significance

! Donald Davidson, ‘How is Weakness of the Will Roe®’ (1969), reprinted iEssays on Actions and Events
(2001), p. 21.



of Davidson'’s discussion on weakness of will, hogrelies not only in the solution itself but
also in Davidson'’s attempt to show how his causabty of action accommodates the
phenomenon of weakness of will. In order to see Dawidson’s causal theory of action does
not rule out the possibility of weakness of willig chapter aims to represent relevant theses in

Davidson’s causal theory of action as a background.

Davidson’s causal theory of action mainly arguedlie view that the reason of an action
is the cause of the action, which is a reactionrsgjaghose who hold that a reason that explains
an action and the action cannot be related as @ngseffect. According to Davidson, a principal
argument the anti-causalists hold is that ‘causlakions are essentially nomological and based
on induction while our knowledge that an agentded on certain reasons is not usually
dependent on induction or knowledge of serious I&wWsiti-causalists take being law-like,
inductive, and predictable as the standard to ifyecdusal relations and thereby deny that
reasons and actions are in causal relations. drctiapter, | explain several theses in Davidson’s
causal theory of action in terms of Davidson’s de&against this principal argument. In the
following, section 1 introduces the anti-causaigfument from Wittgenstein. Section 2
illustrates Davidson’s views on the nature of acémd the nature of action explanation. It
explains Davidson’s theses that an action is pickedy its causal history and that
rationalization is a species of causal explanafavidson develops his thought about mental
and physical events as the anomalous monism, atidrs& explicates the thesis that mental
events are physical events, but there are no ptgilal or psychophysical laws. Section 4
shows that Davidson'’s rebuttal of anti-causaliguarents is mainly based on the truth of

singular causal statements. Section 5 is a comgyu@imark of this chapter.

2 Donald Davidson, ‘Introduction’ ckctions, Reasons, and Caug2801), xvi.
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1. THE ANTI-CAUSALIST ARGUMENT

The view that reasons and actions can be relatedus® and effect is rejected by
Wittgenstein and his followers. Of the various aratusalist arguments, Davidson points out that
the main argument anti-causalists hold is thatalae$ations are essentially nomological, based
on induction, and backed up by laws, but the r@hatibetween reasons and actions are not. Thus,
reasons and actions are not in causal relatioresfifidt section introduces the anti-causalist

argument against which Davidson develops his cdhealy of action as a reaction.

The investigation of the nature of action is tacdiger what distinguishes actions from
purely bodily movements. Wittgenstein believes thiaat identifies an action is its voluntariness.

An action must be a voluntary movement. Wittgemstéaims that,

What is voluntary is certain movements with thermal surrounding of intention, learning,
trying, acting. Movements of which it makes serseay that they are sometimes voluntary and

sometimes involuntary are movements in a speciabsnding’

When a person acts voluntarily, his voluntary attiequires a behavioral context, a normal
surrounding consisting of intention, motivatiorh@t mental states, and the behavior. A person
has no doubt that he acts voluntarily when he\autmtarily because he acts on his intention,
motive, and other mental states, and usually kkenscious of the fact that he acts in such a
normal surrounding. Thus, actions like drinkingireg reading, and walking are voluntary
actions as they occur in normal surroundings. Thiogeoccur in abnormal surroundings such as
in hypnosis or in narcosis are merely what happeantagent. An agent does not know how to

explain these bodily movements for there are ncesponding intentions, motivations, or

? Wittgenstein, Zettel (1967), §577.



expectations with respect to them. To an obsesieijarly, he can tell whether a bodily
movement is an action or not when he knows theestvmt which the bodily movement takes
place. In a context of goal-directed activity, ibadily movement fits in with the context and
appears to be reasonable, the bodily movementastion. By placing the action in a larger
context consisting of mental states such as madivaintention, and the behavior, an observer
understands why an agent does something by gradpemgason in the context that explains the
action. The context provides him with a backgroohthe action and makes the action

intelligible in terms of its reason.

The reason abstracted from the context in whichddion occurs functions as a
justification of the action rather than as its @auRelevant to the principal argument that
Davidson mentions, Wittgenstein contrasts the diffees between reason and cause to support
the view that the reason of an action is not theseaf the action. First, an agent has the first-
person authority to give the reason of his actt,he may not know the cause of his action.
When an agent is asked why he does something,dus mot to observe anything before giving
the reason, but can tell us what he remembers a@hewabntext in which the action occurs. What
he sincerely claims to be the reason of his actamdeed the reason of the action. Even if he
mistakenly believes something and acts on the wbathigf, when he gives the belief as a reason
of his action without causing any obvious contradit, the belief that well explains the action
still functions as a justification. Wittgensteinysa‘The reason may be nothing more than just

the one he gives when askéd.’

* WittgensteinLectures on Philosophy 1932-34.



The cause of an action, however, is an event wbosarrence brings about an action as
an effect and could be unknown to the agent. Wiggn gives an example:

Suppose an engine-driver is asked ‘Why do you B&yp?’ and answers ‘Because the signal was

at “Stop!” ’ This answer is mistakenly regardedstating a cause, when in fact it states a reason.

(It may of course be that the sight of the red aigmused the man, through ‘conditioned reflexes’,

to pull the brake lever, but he need not be awhtki® cause; whereas he knows very well why he

stopped here, this just shows that his answersstagereason for his action.)

Causal explanations of this kind explain actionsfram an agent’s point of view but in terms of
physical, physiological, or other objective perdpas. Observations are required to discover the
cause of an action, and any causal statements e coald be falsified by further observations.
In this sense, what the cause of an action realizd whether the agent knows it are irrelevant

to the rationalization of the action.

Secondly, to give the reason of an action is tei§péhe route the agent has taken, to
describe a singular process, but to give a causeaffer a hypothesis which assumes the
principle of induction. Reasons have logical relas with what they justify. For example, in a
calculation, Wittgenstein claims, ‘To give a reas®to go through a process of calculation, and
to ask for a reason is to ask how one arrivedeatebult.® A person may give certain arithmetic
laws that he appeals to in a calculation to exgdtaww he reasons and reaches a conclusion. The
arithmetic laws are what he believes to be truelaids to derive a reliable consequence.
Whether the answer he reaches is correct or rmgrithmetic laws make his calculation
intelligible. Causes and the phenomenon they exphaiwever, are not in logical relations. We

do not specify a route or a process when we stesise. ‘Stating a cause would be offering a

® Waismann, ‘The Causal Interpretation of Langug@685), p. 121.
® WittgensteinLectures on Philosophy 1932-3.



hypothesis’ A causal statement usually involves a hypothesishvcan be expressed as a
sentence with the form ‘If A, then B’ where A statbe condition of being a cause and B that of
being an effect. Two objects that are claimed todese and effect are believed to instantiate a
hypothesis, rule, or general law to which thererexr@xceptions. Hypotheses, rules, or laws that
back up ordinary causal statements are not kreppiori but are discovered by experiments.
They all assume the principle of induction whicls ti@e nature that, given a sufficient number of
repeated associations between two objects, wexqgatethat the occurrence of a fresh
association of the same kind is highly probable thiatla general law about associations of this

kind is highly probable or almost certainly to beef®

Thirdly, ordinary causal statements are law-likét, $tatements using psychological
terms are not. Reasons-explanations are statemvghtpsychological terms such as ‘believe’ or
‘want’. They do not involve hypothetic elementsgdao there are no laws on the basis of which
we can form a precise prediction about what an tagegoing to do or explain what an agent has
done. On the contrary, that naming causal connegiio/olves hypothetical elements allows that
when we know a hypothesis, rule, or law, and theuence of something that is covered by it,
we can deduce that another thing must follow tauoes an effect. Conversely, when we see
something happen, we can infer backward that tharoence of something else causes it. This
causal relation relies on a hypothesis, rule, wr Bince causal explanations conform to this
deductive-nomological model of explanation and eeasxplanations do not, the reason of an

action must be distinguished from the cause ofctiora

" WittgensteinLectures on Philosophy 1932-3835.
8 Bertrand Russell, ‘On Induction’ (1959), pp. 66-8.



2. RATIONALIZATION AS A SPECIES OF CAUSAL EXPLANATION

Of the points that Wittgenstein holds, DavidsonrekaVittgenstein’s idea that an action
is intelligible when it is placed in a larger caxitevhich makes it rational, but he denies that
merely knowing the context in which an action appeaasonable is enough to distinguish it
from purely bodily movements and that graspingasoe from the context necessarily yields a
correct reason explanation of the action. Thisisanise an action could be shown as reasonable
under different reasons and contexts. In suchuatsiin, the real reason the agent holds for
taking the action cannot be identified, and whethgiven reason explanation is correct or not
becomes unknown. To avoid this difficulty, Davidsuggests that the reason of an action and
the action must be in a causal relation. The caysstween reason and action is crucial to
Davidson’s analysis of the nature of action andation explanation. According to Davidson, a
bodily movement is an action if it is caused byason that the agent has for taking the action. A
reason effectively explains an action only whenrteeson is the cause of the action. Thus, a
reason explanation of an action must also be aatawplanation. This section explains these

theses on the nature of action and action explamati

Davidson explains the thought that rationalizaiga species of causal explanation by
illustrating the idea of primary reason. Davidstairas that, whenever someone does something
for a reason, ‘he can be characterized as (a) §aame sort of pro attitude toward actions of a
certain kind, and (b) believing (or knowing, pexieg, noticing, remembering) that his action is
of that kind.? Pro attitudes are positively evaluative judgmeritsomething, and can be desires,

wantings, urges, promptings, moral views, sociahvemtions, goals, values, and so on. All pro

° Donald Davidson, ‘Actions, Reasons, and Caus&83), reprinted ifEssays on Actions and Eve(2§01), pp. 3-
4.



attitudes, however, can be reduced to desires ptings because an agent’s having a pro
attitude toward something entails that he thinldegirable or wants it. Thus, desire or wanting
can be treated as a genus including all pro adfws a species. When an agent acts for a reason,
the reason could be a complex of various propasitiattitudes, but a pair of belief and desire
can always be found or refined from the comple&xplain the action. The pair of belief and
desire that the agent holds for taking the actsoié primary reason of the action. The role a
primary reason plays in an action explanation iatmnalize an action by leading us to see a
goal the agent thinks attractive and the meankihkg possible to reach the goal. Whenever the
primary reason of an action is given, it is infotima enough for us to understand the action. For
a reason to be a primary reason that correctlya@mxgln action, it must satisfy two conditidhs:
C1.Ris a primary reason why an agent performed theraétunder the descriptiodi only if R

consists of a pro attitude of the agent toward®astwith a certain property, and a belief of the
agent tha#\, under the descriptioth has that property.

C2. A primary reason for an action is its cause.

C1 explicates what reason explanations are, and&ifies reason explanations with causal
explanations. The two conditions together supparti@son’s position that rationalization is a

species of causal explanation.

According to C1, a pair of belief and desire expdaan action only when belief, desire,
and action are described in a proper way whichalsuhe logical relations between them.
Davidson thinks that an action can have variousrg@sons of it. To describe an action in a way

is to place the action in a circumstance to undadstand so re-describing an action enables us

0 bid., p. 5 & p. 12.



to understand the action from different aspectsoAgithe descriptions of an action, some
describe the action in terms of its reason, agfddelief and desire. A description of this kind
exhibits a logical relation with the descriptiontbé action. It helps us to understand the action
by rationalizing it. Davidson gives an exampleflipp the switch, turn on the light, and illuminate
the room. Unbeknownst to me | also alert a protdehe fact that | am home.’ In this example,
only one action occurs, but four descriptions averg My wanting to turn on the light
rationalizes my flipping the switch because mydiig the switch is a reasonable consequence
of my desire to turn on the light and my beliefttfigping the switch is a way to turn on the
light. But it does not rationalize my alerting amter that | am home for it does not make sense
to say that | alerted a prowler that | am home beed wanted to turn on the light. A pair of
belief and desire whose descriptions exhibit aaeaslation with the description of an action is
essential to the rationalization of the action. 8obmes an agent merely offers a belief or a
desire to explain his action, and this single mesttete seems sufficient to rationalize his action.
However, we know that the agent also has a paeédflor desire which is not explicitly
indicated but from which and the paired belief eside the agent forms a conclusion about what
to do. Descriptions that rationalize an action gtiat under these descriptions the action is
intentionally done by the agent. Descriptions fadtto show an agent’s intention to take an
action do not rationalize the action. Intentionai@n can then be defined as one done for a

reason!

What needs to be explained in C2 is why reasona@gpions are causal explanations.
Davidson’s positive reason for C2 is that a primagson truly explains an action only when it

is also the cause of the action. An action carabienalized by various pairs of belief and desire

bid., p. 6.



when the description of a pair of belief and deamd the description of an action are in a logical
relation. However, since it is possible that anogictan be rationalized simultaneously by

various pairs of belief and desire, a rational@atinay not truly explain an action unless the pair
of belief and desire cited in the rationalizatienndeed the reason on which the agent acts. The
causal relation between a reason and an acti@u#es guarantees that the agent takes the action
for the reason. Thus, the causal history betwe®ason and a bodily movement helps to pick

out an intentional action on the one hand, anchkes sure that a successful reason explanation
of the intentional action can be yielded on thesotand. It is only when reason and action are
related as cause and effect, the word ‘because&hdm agent uses to explain his action is

meaningful. As Davidson remarks,

Central to the relation between a reason and aoreittexplains is the idea that the agent
performed the action because he had the reasaoudde, we can include this idea too in
justification; but then the notion of justificatidrecomes as dark as the notion of reason until we
can account for the force of that ‘becau€e’.

When an agent explains his eating by saying theatlthe apple because the unrefrigerated apple
will soon rot’, the word ‘because’ connects therdtgereason for eating and the act of eating as a
cause and an effect. The reason that he givegtaiexis action truly explains the action

because it is the reason that causes the action.

3. ANOMALOUS MONISM

C2 is controversial. The thesis that reason exilamés a species of causal explanation

is what anti-causalists argue against. Howeverjd3aw also thinks that there are no

2 bid., p. 9.
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psychological or psychophysical laws on the bakwloch mental events can be predicted and
explained, so he would assent to Wittgenstein'sréiss that the relation between reason and
action is neither predictable nor nomological. Thew is elucidated in Davidson’s anomalous
monism: ‘monism, because it holds that psycholdgieants are physical events; anomalous,
because it insists that events do not fall undetdaws when described in psychological
terms.*® This section first explicates Davidson’s argunfenthe anomalism of the mental, and

then explains the argument for the physical monism.

A strict law, according to Davidson, ‘may have pgsms limiting its application,” but it
‘allows us to determine in advance whether or hetdonditions of application are satisfi¢dIt
promises that whenever the conditions are satisiednsequence of a kind must follow to
occur. In this sense, a law must support counter&claims about what something would be
like if it were described as satisfying the corah, and must be confirmed by instances
properly described. Such a precise, explicit, arwkptionless law is possible only if it draws its
concepts from a comprehensive closed thédAydomain is closed if nothing outside the
domain will causally affect events within the domaA theory is comprehensive if every event
or phenomenon in the domain can be descried bybubeaes of the theory and be explained
and predicted under that descriptiSrit is only in a comprehensive closed theory thaté are

strict laws on the basis of which we can explaipr@dict events or phenomena in the domain.

What Davidson has in mind here is physics. Causalice is a constitutive feature of the

physical. ‘It is a feature of physical reality thtysical change can be explained by laws that

13 Donald Davidson, ‘Psychology as Philosophy’ (19Féprinted inEssays on Actions and Eve(2601), p. 231.
14 (i
Ibid., 233.
15 Donald Davidson, ‘Mental Events’ (1970), reprintadEssays on Actions and Eve(2601), p. 219.
16 Jaegwon Kim, ‘Philosophy of Mind and Psychologg003), p. 116.
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connect it with other changes and conditions plailsiclescribed?’ As a cause or effect of
other physical events, every physical event hasyaipal explanation which is backed up by a
physical law. The domain of mental phenomena, erctmtrary, is not closed. Davidson
believes that ‘at least some mental events int@agsally with physical event®’For example,
someone presses the button ‘on’ of a remote coatrdithe air conditioner is on. His motive,
intention, decision, and other mental events plagugsal role in the operation of the air
conditioner. Waiting for a while, he perceives aremcomfortable temperature in the room,
which causes him to believe that the air conditioa®perating properly. The lack of causal

closure of the mental is a reason that Davidsodsh deny psychological laws.

There are no psychophysical laws either. Laws ccnpr@perties and kinds, not
individual events. If there are psychophysical lathe laws will connect psychological
properties or kinds to physical properties or kirBliscause psychophysical laws connect the
mental to the physical, there are constraints iragds/ the physical side on the mental re&lm.
That is, the psychophysical laws must be statenweititsphysical predicates, predicates using
guantitative and purely physical concepts to descrelevant properties or kinds. However,
there are no such laws. Mental properties, suchemings or thoughts, cannot be reduced to
properties dealt with in physics. The cognitivédibas a holistic character. Beliefs, desires, and
an agent’s other propositional attitudes are Idyic@nnected, so they assume rationality,
consistency, and coherence in a degree. These heecharacters, rationality, consistency, and

coherence, are constitutive and unique to the réfttare is no way to reduce mental properties

" Davidson, ‘Mental Events’, p. 222.
18 |bid., p. 208.
9 Kim, ‘Philosophy of Mind and Psychology’, p. 121.
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to physical properties because the normative ctemathave no echo in physical theofy'If

there is any way to reduce the mental to the phldice reduction will make the mental lose the
normative characters and then deprives the mehit wature. The mental is nomologically
irreducible. Causal statements connecting the rhenthe physical are not law-like statements,
and there are no psychophysical laws supportingatatatements of this kind. The most that we

can look for are rough correlations between psyagdio&l and physical phenomena.

The lack of necessary and sufficient conditionsafcting on a reason is another reason
which explains why there are no serious laws cammgceasons and actions and why action
predictions cannot be successful. As Davidson atdg; a pair of belief and desire of the right
sort does not guarantee a correct reason explan&mo a man may have a reason to do
something and also take a corresponding actiorthieuteason is not the one with which he acts.
The causality between reason and action is reqaseainecessary condition so that a reason that
is efficacious in producing an action indeed ex@dhe action. The causal connection between
reason and action, however, is not sufficient suea that what is done is done with the
appropriate intention or with any intention becadseiant causal chains exist. For example,
‘Someone might want tasty stew and believe sagddadmthe trick and put in sage thinking it
was parsley; or put in sage because his hand wgteji 2* In the latter case, the action is not
intentional at all. In the former case, the actiais a description in which it is intentional but is

not intentional in the expected sense.

If there were necessary and sufficient conditimrsatting on a reason, laws connecting

reasons and actions could be given. Davidson reanarksuppose we had the sufficient

2 Davidson, ‘Psychology as Philosophy’, p. 231.
% Donald Davidson, ‘Intending’ (1978), reprintedBssays on Actions and Eve(2§01), p. 87.
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conditions. Then we could say: whenever a man bels-and-such beliefs and desires, and such-
and-such further conditions are satisfied, he agtlin such-and-such a way. There are no
serious laws of this kind? A serious law must support counterfactuals, sutijues, and must

be confirmed by instances, but we can easily fivad & man has a pair of belief and desire of
certain kind but does not take a correspondinggactn action is caused by a pair of belief and
desire, and it is a result of a process of reagpimnvhich the agent weighs competing reasons to
form various practical arguments. Thus, to predations on the basis of beliefs and desires,
knowing a single pair of belief and desire is nob@gh. A law for action prediction must be a
guantitative calculus that brings all relevant éfsliand desires into the picture. It must find a
way to evaluate the relative force of various desand beliefs in the matrix of decisfon.
Nevertheless, even if constructing such a law ssiide, the fact that beliefs and desires change

over time would prevent us from getting accuraedpmtions.

To Davidson, there are no psychological or psyclsigial laws but only physical laws,
and all psychological events must also be physeahts. The physical monism is a

consequence of the following argument:

If psychological events cause and are caused bsigalyevents (and surely this is the case) and if
causal relations between events entail the existefhlaws connecting those events, and these
laws are, ..., physical, then it must follow that pisglogical events simplgre (in the sense ddre

identical with physical event§!

There are causal interactions between the mentialhenphysical. For example, a man throwing

a pebble into a lake causes a ripple on the sudattee lake, and the beautiful ripple makes him

22 Davidson, ‘Psychology as Philosophy’, p. 233.
% Davidson, ‘Actions, Reasons, and Causes’, p. 16.
% Donald Davidson, ‘The Material Mind’ (1973), reptéd inEssays on Actions and Eve(2§01), p. 248.
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pleased. For any events related as cause and, ¢ffegimust instantiate a strict law. A mental
event and a physical event that are causally caedacust also instantiate a strict law. Davidson
has shown that there are no psychological or ppltysical laws, all strict laws are physical
laws. Since a mental event and a physical evehatiean a causal relation instantiate a physical
law, the mental event falls under a physical kind has a physical description. Because
physical events are picked out by physical desonsf the mental event which causally
interacts with a physical event, instantiates aspia®f law, and has a physical description, is a

physical event.

4. THE TRUTH OF SINGULAR CAUSAL STATEMENTS

Although there are no psychological or psychoplatdaowvs which back up causal
statements involving mental events and are alpedadict actions from reasons, it does not
follow that causal statements involving mental égs@annot be true. This section explains why
singular causal statements in which particular mextents are causally connected with
particular mental or physical events can be trad,thereby represents Davidson’s response to

the anti-causalist argument.

The fact that there are no psychological or psyblgsigal laws merely rules out the truth
of statements relating a type of reasons and adi/petions as cause and effect. Laws connect
properties and kinds, not individual events. Sithaxe are no psychological or psychophysical
laws, statements claiming that an action of a kst follow to occur whenever a mental event

of a kind occurs cannot be true.

% Davidson, ‘Mental Events’, p. 211.
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However, this does not entail that causal statesnemblving particular mental events
cannot be true. Events are unrepeatable, dateddndis, and can have different properties and
fall under different kinds. Davidson claims thah&truth of a causal statement depend&/loat
events are described; its status as analytic dhstino depends onowthe events are
described?® In a causal statement, if two events causallyedlare properly described by
vocabularies employed by a law as having certaopgties or being a certain kind that is
covered by the law, the statement is shown assannoe of the law. But the truth of a singular
causal statement is not determined by whethenibeadescribed in a way as an instance of a
law. A causal statement is true if and only ifrégerents are indeed in a causal relation. The
causal interaction between the mental and the palysieals with events in extension and
therefore is blind to the mental-physical dichotof{yA reason explanation that explains an
action by giving a reason as the cause of theraeifios to give descriptions in which the reason
and the action are logically related. Although aszd statement with descriptions of this kind
does not instantiate a law, it is a true singuéarsal statement if the reason and the actiontthat i

refers to are truly in a causal relation.

A true causal statement with descriptions of aogeasd of an action does not instantiate
a law, but it entails a law. Davidson believes thatvhere there is causality, there must be a law
events related as cause and effect fall undet sieierministic laws?® For two events related as
cause and effect, some law covering the eventarat bxists. The events, when appropriately
described in a causal statement, fit into the Mig.usually do not know the law covering two

events in a causal relation, but Davidson arguasigimorance of competent predictive laws does

% Davidson, ‘Actions, Reasons, and Causes’, p. 14.
2" Davidson, ‘Mental Events’, p. 215.
*®Ibid., 208.
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not inhibit valid causal explanations. In fact, fkequently make ordinary causal statements
without knowing the laws behind them. We merelyWreorelevant generalization induced by
similar cases, and we predict what is going to kadpy this generalization. Generalizations are
not laws. The function of generalizations is toyide evidence of the existence of a causal law
covering the case at hafitiThe truth of a generalization is confirmed by rebéng single cases,
and the truth of a law is confirmed by generalmadi. For instance, ‘a paper clip, a book, or any
object supported by nothing will fall to the grounthis generalization, and other general
statements, such as those about the revolutiameofarth around the sun or the formation of
tides, together confirm the law of attraction whishioughly understood as ‘objects with mass
attract each other.’ In this sense, it is muchezasi know the truth of a statement about a
particular case than to know the truth of a gefeafibn or a law. We can know that a singular
statement is true while being ignorant of the lawolved. There is a passage in Bertrand
Russell's ‘Induction’:

The probability of the general law is obviouslydékan the probability of the particular case,

since if the general law is true, the particulasecenust also be true, whereas the particular case

may be true without the general law being tfle.

Analogously, in a case in which reason and actierreélated as cause and effect, we do not
know the involved law. We probably know that whenagent genuinely desires something and
believes a certain kind of action is a way to $atms desire, generally he will take a
corresponding action if nothing prevents him froong so. But we can give a genuine causal

explanation of an action even if we do not knowithwlved law.

29 Davidson, ‘Actions, Reasons, and Causes’, p. 16.
% Russell, ‘Induction’, p. 67.
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As to Wittgenstein'’s taking our different accesseknow reason and cause to
distinguish the reason of an action from the caiigke action, Davidson replies that on some
occasions an agent does not have first-person @tytkm give the reason of his action because
he may be wrong about his reason, especially wkdrahk two reasons for an action, one of
which pleases him while the other does Hidtor example, a man killed a murderer and he
thought that he did so because of justice, buaah ie was motivated by his desire to revenge his
dead brother. Davidson agrees that in most casesyent can give his reason for an action
without observation and evidence which are thongieessary for giving a cause. But it is
possible that the evidence available to others avaythrow self-judgment¥. Self-attributions
are not incorrigible, we do not always have indalb¢ or certain knowledge of our own attitudes,
and so the privileged access to our own propositiattitudes cannot be used to distinguish
reasons from causes. First-person authority doelenio the fact that an agent usually has
privileged access to know his own propositionatades and others do not since there are
exceptional cases. It comes from the fact thatterpretations, ‘speakers, but not their
interpreters, are not wrong about what their wonésn.®® Whether or not a speaker uses words
with their standard meaning or misuses words, \ulgtvords mean is what he intends them to
mean. In an interpretation, the interpreter needgasp the meaning that the speaker intends his
words to have. Because the speaker usually knowas g words mean, he knows what he

believes while the interpreter may not.

5. CONCLUSION

% |bid., p. 18.
% Donald Davidson, ‘First Person Authority’ (1984printed inSubjective, Intersubjective, Objecti\@001), p. 4.
# Ibid., p. 12.
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In order to show how Davidson’s causal theory dioacaccommodates his account of
the phenomenon of weakness of will, this chapteregented relevant theses of Davidson’s
causal theory of action as a background. Theseshm® essential to understand how Davidson
thinks about action, reason, cause, action exptanand causal explanation. And | have

explained these theses in terms of Davidson’s respto the anti-causalist argument.

Anti-causalists deny that reason and action camrllated as cause and effect because of
the following contrasts between reason and causegént has the first-person authority to give
the reason of his action, but the cause of themactiay be unknown to him. To give a reason is
to specify a reasoning process one has takenolgive a cause is to offer a hypothesis, rule, or
law which assumes the principle of induction. Tékation between reason and action is not law-
like, but events in a causal relation instantial@waand so their occurrence can be explained and

predicted by laws.

Although Davidson is a causalist, he agrees withcaausalists that there are no
psychological or psychophysical laws on the bakgloch we can explain or predict mental
events and their connections to other mental osighayevents. Physical events with mental
properties are mental events, and events of this &ie anomalous. The lack of psychological
and psychophysical laws is due to these facts: ahements are not causally closed, mental
properties are not reducible to physical propestiegh are described by quantitative and purely

physical concepts, and there are no necessaryudiindeit conditions for intentional actions.

The relations between mental and physical eveets@ther nomological nor backed up
by strict laws, but it does not follow that causttements with psychological terms cannot be

true. Whether or not events instantiate laws dependvhether they are described by concepts
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employed by laws. Because the purpose of reasdaretons is to explain why an agent does
something by giving a reason that rationalizesabtgon, and the psychological predicates in
these statements use phrases that are not emgdgydct laws, reason explanations do not
instantiate laws. When events in causal relatioeslascribed as reasons and actions, there are
no laws instantiated by these mental descriptidbhis fact rejects the view that there are laws
connecting a type of mental events to another ¢fpeental or physical events, but it does not
contradict the claim that particular events cambeausal relations covered by strict laws.
Davidson believes that events in causal relationstimvolve strict laws. Statements relating
events as causes and effects are true if and fordferents of the statements are truly in causal
relations. Thus, although events described as nsamud actions do not instantiate laws, a reason
and an action are in a causal relation when thedoindeed causes the latter. Singular causal
statements connecting reasons and actions arevkreie reasons and actions which the

statements denote are in causal relations.

Singular causal statements which connect reasahacaions explain actions by giving
reasons, rational causes. They are both reasoar@atfmins and causal explanations. Davidson
points out that a reason that causes an actionddigstonsists of a pair of belief and desire. It
rationalizes the action when the descriptions eftiblief, desire and action exhibit a logical
relation which makes the action intelligible. Omifaen an action is caused by its reason, can we
avoid the difficulty that the real reason an adea for his action is not correctly identified when
there are various contexts in which the actiorh®as as reasonable simultaneously. The reason
of an action must also be the cause of the actdhat whenever we give a reason to explain an

action, the reason truly explains the action. Rea&s@lanation is a species of causal explanation.
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Il. DAVIDSON ON WEAKNESS OF WILL

According to Donald Davidson, an action which sheoveskness of will or incontinence
can be characterized as follows:
D. In doingx an agent acts incontinently if and only if: (ag tigent does intentionally; (b) the

agent believes there is an alternative acfiopen to him; and (c) the agent judges that, abth

considered, it would be better to d¢han to dox.*

If an agent once held an all-things-considered nuelgt that doingy is better than doing, but he
no longer holds the judgment when he dgex if he didx and later judges that it would have
been better for him to dpthan do tok, his doingx is not an incontinent action. Incontinence
requires that an incontinent agent simultaneouslgstwo conflicting evaluative judgments

about what to do when he acts.

The existence of incontinent actions is problemia¢icause it challenges a widely
accepted doctrine that when an agent acts intailjphe acts in the light of what he imagines
or judges to be better. The doctrine is a stateminternalism which assumes a special
connection between evaluative judgment and intaeatiaction. Davidson believes that the
doctrine can be spelled out by two principtes:

P1. If an agent wants to &amore than he wants to gaand he believes himself free to do eitker

ory, then he will intentionally da if he does eithex ory intentionally.

P2. If an agent judges that it would be betterda than to doy, then he wants to domore than

he wants to dg.

! Donald Davidson, ‘How is Weakness of the Will Rbe®’ (1969), reprinted iEEssays on Actions and Events
(2001), p. 22.
2 Ibid., pp. 22-3.
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P2 states a connection between value judgment anting, and P1 a connection between
wanting and intention. The two principles togeteetail that if an agent judges that it would be
better for him to da than to doy, and he believes that he is free to do eixary, then he will
intentionally dox if he does eithex ory intentionally. The entailment seems to suggestttieae

is an internal or necessary connection betweemnatraé judgment, motivation, and action in the
sense that whenever an agent makes an evaluatigm@nt, the judgment will guide him to take
a corresponding action. However, if this is theecas agent will never act against his evaluative

judgment, and the phenomenon of weakness of walbivees impossible.

Davidson takes P1 and P2 to be true. He claimsRiiaand P2 derive their force from a
very persuasive view of the nature of intentior@icam and practical reasoningThe view is
originally from Aristotle, and is modified and déeped by Davidson as a part of his causal
theory of action. Aristotle says, ‘The origin otian- its efficient, not its final cause- is chojce
and that of choice is desire and reasoning witlea v an end® An intentional action is an
overt consequence of a practical reasoning in wthielragent weighs reasons for and against
certain courses of action, and finally forms aruangnt about what to do. The conclusion of the
argument is an evaluative judgment about whattieb&or him to do. When it causes the agent

to act, the agent acts on what he judges to berbett

Davidson, on the one hand, defends the truth cirfetlP2. On the other hand, he also

holds P3 to be true:

P3. There are incontinent actions.

3 Ibid., p. 31.
4 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethicd139a 31-32.
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Whether the phenomenon of weakness of will exsst®it a problem to Davidson. Instead,
Davidson takes the existence for granted. Howekierg is an apparent conflict between the
three principles. The truth of P1 and P2 seemal&aut the truth of P3. Eliminating the
seeming conflict between the three principles éntbrucial to the explication of the possibility
of weakness of will. Furthermore, since P1 and e2asential elements in Davidson’s causal
theory of action, Davidson must show how his cattsabry of action can accommodate the
phenomenon of weakness of will. As Davidson indisatif reasons are causes, it is natural to
suppose that the strongest reasons are the sttaagses” When an agent holds two
conflicting evaluative judgments, the agent is siggal to be caused to act by the one with a
stronger reason. Thus, Davidson’s account of tlempimenon of weakness of will is also an

attempt to show how weakness of will is possibleegisuch a causalist thesis.

Another relevant problem that Davidson raisespsodlem about the origin of weakness
of will: Why does an incontinent agent act agahstown best judgment? Although an
incontinent agent acts against what he judges teebier, the action that he performs is caused
by a reason and is intentionally done by him. Tdason explains why he takes the action and
reveals the rational aspect of the action. Howayigen that a reason for an action has the
function of rationalization, the incontinent ageoes not have a reason for his acting against his
own best judgment. The reason that rationalizeat¢hien he performs does not rationalize his

acting incontinently. Davidson clarifies that,

® Davidson, ‘Introduction’ ofActions, Reasons, and Cau$2801), xvi.
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... although the agent has a reason for doing whdideéhe had better reason, by his own
reckoning, for acting otherwise. What needs exjtgins not why the agent acted as he did, but

why hedidn’t act otherwise, given his judgment that all thingasidered it would be bett®r.

In response to this second problem of weaknesslipfDavidson looks not for what causes an
incontinent agent to take the action but what ceuig®m not to take the other available action

which he judges to be better. That is, he looksHercause of weakness of will.

This chapter aims to represent Davidson’s solutiortee two problems of weakness of
will, solutions which constitute a complete pictafeDavidson’s view on weakness of will.
Section 1 begins with Plato’s and Aristotle’s viesvsthe possibilities of weakness of will, for
both Plato’s establishing an internal and necessampection between evaluation and action and
Aristotle’s introducing the form of a practical smaing are influential conceptions to Davidson.
Section 2 shows how Davidson interprets the threeeiples in a way which renders the three
principles, P1, P2, and P3, consistent with on¢hamolt emphasizes that what makes
Davidson’s interpretation achieve its purpose ésdbntrast between prima facie, conditional
judgments and all-out, unconditional judgments.oligh such a distinction, Davidson construes
P2 as a mild form of internalism, and assigns prfiacge judgment as the form of the evaluative
judgment serving as the major premise of a prdctbogism. P3 is then shown as compatible
with P1 and P2, and P1 and P2 are shown to be ssgesonditions of P3. Incontinent actions
are possible because incontinent agents, undedBavs interpretation, do not hold logically

contradictory beliefs when they act.

Although an incontinent agent commits no logicairaler when he acts, he is wrong in

that he intentionally acts against what he judgdsetbetter. An incontinent agent as a thinking

® Donald Davidson, ‘Paradoxes of Irrationality’ (B8reprinted irProblems of Rationality2004), pp. 176-7.
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creature is determined to own fundamental nornratadnality, including the principle of
continence which requires him to perform the acpjimlyed best on the basis of all available
relevant reasonsBecause of the built-in principle of continencéiem an incontinent agent acts,
he simultaneously holds two inconsistent beliefscvimake him irrational: the judgment to take
the action, and the judgment enjoined by the ppleodf continence. Section 3 focuses on
Davidson’s characterization of the concepts obratlity and irrationality. Davidson takes
rationality as constitutive of creatures havinggasitional attitudes and intentional actions, and
takes the attribution of rationality to agents &abasic assumption for understanding their
utterances and actions. Incontinent actions, onati phenomena defined by agents’ holding
inconsistent propositional attitudes, make sensgwhen they are seen against a background of
rationality. Section 4 introduces a theory of gantied mind which is developed to explain the
mental cause of weakness of will, a mental causeisot a reason for what it causes. The
theory has a more general purpose as well forpitagxs how an agent can hold inconsistent

beliefs without putting them together. Section & isonclusion of the chapter.

1. PLATO AND ARISTOTLE ON WEAKNESS OF WILL

Davidson interprets the three principles in a weat shows them to be consistent, and
what makes Davidson’s interpretation work is htidguishing two kinds of evaluative
judgments. The distinction allows Davidson to iptet P2 as a mild form of internalim, which is
different from a strong version of internalism hbldPlato, and to assign prima facie judgment
as the form of the major premise of a practicalargnt, which is different from Aristotle’s

treating the major premise of a practical syllogessm universally quantified conditional.

" Davidson, ‘How is Weakness of the Will PossibleR’41.
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Davidson'’s strategy, in a sense, is a modificatibRlato’s internalism and Aristotle’s concept of
practical reasoning. The aim of this section igite@ some context to understand Davidson’s

modification.

One account of weakness of will is that those wttarecontinently are overcome by
pleasure. In PlatoBrotagoras Socrates denies such an account and claimbé absurd.
Socrates argues that we judge something to be golad not according to the pleasure or pain
it results in immediately but according to the @lkepleasure or pain it brings about in the long
term. Something painful is ‘good, whenever it redie pains greater than the ones it contains or
brings about greater pleasures than pains’, an@iwng enjoyable is ‘bad whenever it deprives
us of greater pleasures than it itself providedyrorgs about greater pains than the very
pleasures inherent in it.The criterion of being good and bad entails thiaatis pleasant is
good and that what is painful is bad. ‘Pleasand’ ‘good’ are co-referential, and so are ‘painful’
and ‘bad’. The absurdity of the ‘overcome by pleasaccount is obvious when ‘good’
substitutes for ‘pleasure’. To say that an ageimtdentinent because he is overcome by pleasure
is to say that an agent is incontinent becausse bedrcome by the good. The agent then does
not make any mistake. For when he is overcome d&gspire, the good, to act, he acts on what is
better. The ‘overcome by pleasure’ account failsitow why the incontinent agent is wrong, and

it even contradicts the description of the phenamnesf weakness of will.

Although Socrates denies the ‘overcome by pleaswwe@unt of weakness of will, he
does not give an account of it. Instead, Socratjests the existence of weakness of will.

Knowing how to weigh pleasure against pain and wéig good against the bad is an art of

8 Plato,Protagoras 355a-b.
° Ibid, 354d-e.
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measurement. The art of measurement is knowledgehws supposed to rule in our behaviors
and not be dragged around by other thiigsguides us to make right choices about pleasure
and pain, good and bad. Socrates assumes thatwéhaat, we ‘pursue pleasure as being good,
avoid pain as bad*. Given such a hedonistic assumption, no one gdésghy toward the bad

or what he believes to be bad. Weak-willed acteonat possible. With the knowledge of
measurement, an agent who is assumed to hold tlemiséic principle will always act rationally

and wisely for he knows what is better and actkisrbetter judgment.

As to cases described as weakness of will, Soceag@ains that in such cases the
mistaken act is caused by ignorance. The agens khekknowledge of measurement,
misestimates the quantities of pleasure and pathaats on his false judgment. But even so, the
agent still acts according to the hedonistic ppleiHis action is against the actual value ranking
of alternatives available to him, but is consistsith his own evaluation and with the hedonistic
principle. The agent just makes a mistaken apjinaif the principlé? If he had the knowledge

of measurement, he would not take the mistaken act.

In Nicomachean Ethic8ook VI, Aristotle claims that ‘That the man wbehaves
incontinently does not, before he gets into thasesthink he ought to act so, is evideft.This
assertion suggests that at least before he takexction, the incontinent agent had a judgment
that it would be better for him to take anotherrsewof action available to him. Although
Aristotle disagrees with Socrates’ denial of thegibility of weakness of will, he seems not to

completely reject Socrates’ thought about ignorandecontinent actions. Aristotle asks, ‘if he

%pid., 352c.

1 bid,. 354c.

12 Gerasimos Santas, ‘Platd®sotagorasand Explanations of Weakness’ (1966), p. 23.
13 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethi¢145b30-31.

27



acts by reason of ignorance, what is the mannkisdfjnorance?* Whether the incontinent
man acts knowingly or ignorantly is a significamblplem. Only when the incontinent man acts
knowingly, does what he does fit the definitionrafontinent action. Therefore, Aristotle needs
to explain in what sense the incontinent man aactsvingly. Furthermore, because Aristotle
argues for the possibility of weakness of will,feeds to explain how the incontinent man acts

against his best judgment, and what role knowlgdggs in an incontinent act.

Aristotle makes several distinctions to clarifygbgroblems. He first distinguishes two
senses of the word ‘know’. One of these is havingnot exercising the knowledge, and the
other is having and exercising the knowledge. Tmmér is achieved when a person has
acquired the knowledge, and the latter is achievieeh a person uses the knowledge. For
example, a man knows that walking is good for a.nfdme does not walk when he also
considers that he is a man, he has but is notieskggche knowledge. If he walks when he

considers that he is a man, he both has and isiex®y the knowledge.

Aristotle maintains that there are two kinds ofrpige, universal premise and particular
premise, which respectively serve as the major @e@nd the minor premise of a syllogism. A
universal premise is like a rule or a principlasla proposition in the form ‘All S are P’ or ‘N®
are P’. A particular premise states a particulaeacahich falls into the type of case with which a
universal premise is concerned. It is a propositiotime form ‘This S is P’ or ‘This Sis not P’. A
syllogism is a piece of reasoning typically conaigof two premises and a conclusion. In a
syllogism, the conclusion logically follows fromethwo premises, which is a result of necessity.

For example:

4 bid., 1145b29-30.
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Major premise: All human beings are mortal.
Minor premise: Socrates is a human being.

Conclusion: Socrates is mortal.

Syllogism of this kind is theoretical. A theoretlisgllogism is an inference about immovable

objects.

A practical syllogism, a different kind of syllogms is a reasoning about what to do. A
practical syllogism usually consists of a majompige which is a universal proposition
evaluating a certain type of action, a minor prenwich is a proposition about a perceptibly
particular action of the type with which the unis@rproposition is concerned, and a conclusion
resulting from the two premises. A structure comsipg propositions that ‘everything sweet
ought to be tasted’, that ‘this is sweet’, and ttas ought to be tasted’ is an example of a
practical syllogism. Aristotle thinks that theooati syllogism and practical syllogism are similar
in forms, but differ in outcomes. The conclusioradheoretical syllogism is affirmed by the soul,

while the conclusion of a practical syllogism isetstarting point of actiort Aristotle says:

The one opinion is universal, the other is concgrmigh the particular facts, and here we come to
something within the sphere of perception; wheimgls opinion results from the two, the soul
must in one type of case affirm the conclusion,levim the case of opinions concerned with
production it must immediately at&.

An agent who forms a practical syllogism must talerresponding action immediately if
nothing prevents him from doing so. In the exangflasting something sweet, the agent who

forms the practical syllogism must eat the paréicsweet thing if nothing stands in the way.

15 Aristotle, De Animalll. 10. 433al7.
18 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethicd147a25-30.
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The presence of the minor premise of a practidédgigm is a requisite step
determining what an agent is going to do. Mereljitnga universal premise, the scientific
knowledge, is not enough to move an agent to actlévant minor premise, the perceptual
knowledge, must be present so that an agent candaronclusion causing him to act when he
considers the two premises together. For instaarcagent who holds that dry food is good for
every man and that he is a man will not eat braa@ sort of dry food, until he knows that this
particular, sensible object, bread, is a sort gffdod. The minor premise that bread is dry food

determines that the agent is going to eat a piebeead.

After distinguishing the two senses of the wordogwnand the two kinds of premise,
Aristotle explains the possibility of weakness oll i this way: a person who has both premises
may use only the universal premise and not theqodait, which makes his acting against his
knowledge possible. Appetite, passion, or sentingetite cause of a person’s having but not
exercising the particular premise, his perceptanabdedge. Here is Aristotle’s explanation in

Nicomachean Ethics:

When, then, the universal opinion is present ifousidding us to taste, and there is also the
opinion that ‘everything sweet is pleasant’, arat tthis is sweet’ (now this is the opinion that is
active), and when appetite happens to be presesst ithe one opinion bids us avoid the object,
but appetite leads us towards it (for it can moaeheof our bodily parts); so that it turns out that
man behaves incontinently under the influence @erase) of a rule and an opinion, and of one not
contrary in itself, but only incidentally- for thappetite is contrary, not the opinion- to the right

rulel’

This passage shows that before the incontinentant) he had two competing syllogisms in his

mind. The syllogism forbidding him to taste mayKkdike this:

7 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethic4147a31-1147b3.
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Universal premise: Tasting sweet is not good fan&n health.
Minor premise: This is sweet. | am a human being.
Conclusion: This is not good for health. | shoutd taste this.

The syllogism encouraging the man to taste mayslkelws:

Universal premise: Everything sweet is pleasanmEin beings pursue what are pleasant.
Minor premise: This is sweet. | am a human being.

Conclusion: This is pleasant. | ought to taste. this

The conclusion of one of the syllogisms ruled tiatt of the other. The man judged that the
former syllogism is better than the latter, andutijiict that he ought to act on the better judgment.
However, he acts against his better judgment. Tinempremise of the former syllogism which

is in accordance with his reasBis inactive when he acts because of the influefiepetite,
passion, or sentiment, so no conclusion can beadeldand no action is caused. The minor
premise of the other syllogism in accordance withdppetite, on the contrary, is active when he
acts. The conclusion of the syllogism is effectvel causes the man to &ttn other words, the
incontinent man acts on the conclusion of the lyldgism because the force of his appetite
prevails over the force of his reason and leadstbwards the worse action. Appetite makes the
incontinent man temporarily unable to exercisentneor premise of the good syllogism and so

he fails to take a rational action.

18 |n Nicomachean Ethicg11.3.1147a30-1147b5, Aristotle does not explicitlyy that the syllogism forbidding a
man to taste sweet things is in accordance withd@ison and that the incontinent man encounteeeddhflict
between his reason and appetite before he actsevaninDe Animalll.10, Aristotle clearly describes the picture
of conflicting desires occurring whenever reasoth #ne appetite are opposed, which is compatible what
Aristotle says in VI1.3.1147a30-1147b5: ‘The deshiewever, also come to be opposed to one anatiéch

occurs whenever reason and the appetite are opparsedhis comes about in beings that have peaepfitime,
since intellect bids us resist on account of thesequences, while appetite is on account of theeidiate (for the
immediate appears pleasant, and simply pleasashienply good, on account of not seeing the consecgs).’
(See Aristotle’®e Anima111.10.433b1-10.)

19 Similar view appears ibe Anima 111.9.433a1-4: ‘Besides, it also happens thatewintellect orders and thought
says to pursue or avoid something, one is not mbuedcts according to appetite, as in those lackaif-
command.’ (See Aristotle’®e Anima 111.9.433a1-4.)
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The incontinent man’s having but not exercisingrttiror premise is, according to
Aristotle, like a man asleep, mad, or drunk whenstsentences that come from knowledge
without knowing the meaning and says things inrttaner of reciting. Aristotle denies
Socrates’ claim that there is no such thing asntinence, but he also asks, ‘if he (the
incontinent man) acts by reason of ignorance, \ghtite manner of his ignorance?’ The answer
given by Aristotle is that the incontinent mangaarant in the sense that he either does not have
or is not exercising the minor, particular premtbe, perceptual knowledge, when he acts. The
major, universal premise of the good syllogisntiis there, what is temporarily ineffective is the
minor, particular premise. In other words, the stifee knowledge is not dragged around by
anything. What is dragged around by appetite, passir sentiment is perceptual knowledge.

Avristotle concludes:

And because the last term is not universal nor lggaa object of scientific knowledge with the
universal term, the position that Socrates sougbstablish actually seems to result; for it is not
in the presence of what is thought to be knowlgulgger that the affection of incontinence arises
(nor is it this that is dragged about’ as a resfithe state of passion), but in that of perceptual
knowledge®

Aristotle wants to defend a thesis contrary to 8&s’, but his account of weakness of will,
especially the conclusions that the incontinent mean the state of ignorance and that scientific
knowledge is not dragged around by anything, makasy interpreters think that Aristotle is
concessive to Socrates’ account of weakness af Mol example, R. M. Hare remarks that

Aristotle’s solution is ‘very Socrati¢* and A. W. Price also comments that Aristotle’s

20 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethi¢4147b13-18.
ZLR. M. Hare, ‘Weakness of Will' (1992), p. 1789.
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disagreement with Socrates’ denial of the possjtilf weakness of will is merely verb&.
Terence Irwin notes that Aristotle’s account idetént from Socrates’ account in that Aristotle
thinks that the incontinent man previously formied torrect decision, including the correct
particular prescription against the incontinentagtbut ‘He retains the Socratic claim, which
many regard as counterintuitive, that incontinglatsiot sincerely judge at the time they act
incontinently that they ought not to do what they @ Aristotle shares with Socrates the claim

that the incontinent do not act against their kremlg* when they act.

2. THE NATURE OF PRACTICAL REASONING

It seems that neither Plato’s Socrates nor Aristgives a satisfactory account of
incontinent actions. Socrates directly rejectsrthgistence. Incontinent actions are impossible
because agents are always guided to act by thentstidgrinciple and their knowledge about
what is better to do. Such a view gives evalugtrdgment and action an internal and necessary
connection. It is a strong version of internaligmstotle gives an explanation according to
which the incontinent agent is not aware of bothisfconflicting judgments when he acts, and

so the explanation does not explain incontinenbastas they have been defined.

What Davidson is more concerned with is Aristotigdsception of practical reasoning.
As we have seen, Aristotle suggests that a prasytiagism usually consists of three elements:
(1) A major premise, a universal premise which igla or a principle about the desirability of a

type of action, (2) a minor premise, a particulaamise which expresses perceptual knowledge

22 A W. Price, ‘Acrasia and Self-control’ (2006),286, p. 243.

% Terence Irwin, ‘Aristotle reads throtagoras(2008), p. 41.

% The knowledge here refers to the universal prentigescientific knowledge. Irwin called it ‘strikhowledge’,
‘full knowledge’, or ‘universal knowledge’ which distinguished from the perceptual knowledge (848).
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that an action would be a case of the type of adtith which the universal premise is
concerned, and (3) a conclusion, which logicalljofes from the two premises, that the action is
desirable. An agent will take a corresponding actmmediately if nothing prevents him from
doing so. In this sense, the conclusion of a pratsyllogism is identical with an action.
Aristotle’s identifying drawing the conclusion witltting is not appropriate for it makes
Aristotle’s position inconsistent. Aristotle belewvthat there are incontinent actions, but this
identification entails that an agent always actfisrbetter judgment. There is no room for cases

in which an agent intentionally acts against whajudges to be better.

Furthermore, since Aristotle treats the major peenas a rule or a principle which has
the form of a law, whenever an agent has a bdlafdn action would be a case covered by the
rule, he will deduce a conclusion that the act®worth performing and perform the action. The
problem is that an action, when it is considerednfdifferent aspects, could be both desirable
and undesirable. If the propositional expressioa désire or wanting is a universally quantified
conditional, that is, a statement that any actitth @& certain attribute is desirable, an agent
would deduce two contradictory conclusions aboatst&ime action when he considers both the
desirable and undesirable attributes of the ackonexample, an object may be both sweet and
poisonous> An agent desires to eat something sweet and fiol @ating something poisonous,
knows that an object is both sweet and poisonoilisgenclude that the object is both desirable
and undesirable. If we led*name the edible objectSX mean thak is sweet, PX mean that
is poisonous, andx mean thak is desirable, the agent’s reasoning can be exgutessfollows

in symbols:

% Donald Davidson, ‘Intending’ (1978), reprintedissays on Actions and Eve(2601), PP. 97-8.
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X (Sx—Dx)
Sa
-.Da

24 (PX—>—|DX)
Sa

~.—mDa

The two conclusions are deduced from principled brele by the agent, but they constitute a

contradiction Da&-Da) which is an obvious mistake.

To avoid the contradiction, conclusions about vibato should not be allowed to be
detached directly from principles with the formusfiversalized conditionals. Davidson suggests
that the propositional expression of a desire wpidvides the major premise of a practical
syllogism should be a prima facie judgment, thahdigidgment that an action is desirable in so
far as it has a certain characteriéfié&\ prima facie, evaluative judgment is a conditiona
judgment formed in the light of a certain propeatyaction has, and it has the fopita is better
thanb, €). The concept of ‘prima facie’ here is used agp@rator on pairs of sentences related
as an evaluative judgmera i's better tha’ and its groundée’. What is drawn from such a
judgment is not a conclusion about what is destrabldo, but a prima facie judgment that doing
something is desirable in relation to the reasbasdn agent has considered. Accordingly, the
above two syllogisms can be reconstructed in tlag: w

pf(Dx, SX)

Sa
- pf(Da, pf(Dx, SX&S3a

% Davidson, ‘How is Weakness of the Will Possible, 37-8.
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pf(=Dx, PX)
Pa
- pf(-Da, pf(=Dx, PX)&Pa)

When the two conclusions are put together, thegata@onstitute a contradiction because the
two conflicting evaluative judgments are relatethwvdifferent sets of reasons, and the
conjunction of the two conflicting prima facie judgnts means that there is something to be
said for doing so, and there is something to be& @gainst doing so. Nothing contradictory is

derived from desires held by an agent when theessjpsn of a desire is a prima facie judgment.

The conditionalization that prevents conclusioresdr from prima facie, conditional
judgments from forming a contradiction also insesathe conclusions from actioffPrima
facie judgments do not directly associate withadifor it is not reasonable to perform an action
merely because it has a certain desirable chaistateBefore an agent acts, he usually evaluates
competing reasons for different kinds of actionailable to him. Because there is more than one
desirable characteristic that he evaluates, malppima-facie evaluative judgments are involved
in his consideration. These prima-facie evalugtagments, when relevant beliefs are given,
yield prima-facie evaluative judgments as conclasidNone of these conclusions can directly
cause an agent to act. They merely mean that i, aqf this stage, judges that some actions

available to him are desirable in terms of certamsons so far he has considered.

For the agent to arrive at a conclusion leadingn@ction, he must continue to reason.
The fact that an intentional action is performearesents that the agent judges that other

considerations do not outweigh a desirable chaiatitethat the action of a type has, such a

2" Davidson, ‘How is Weakness of the Will PossiblgR’39.
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desirable characteristic is enough to act®n.other words, of the prima-facie evaluative
judgments that he previously considered, one ohthes thought to be sufficient for acting by
the agent. The agent takes this prima-facie evakiatdgment, together with a relevant belief,
to form a judgment that the present action is dés# Corresponding to the description that an
action is caused by a pair of belief and desirérdizgonalize the action, there is a practical
argument showing how the agent infers from hisaeds the desirability of the action he
performs. It is usually constituted by a minimunttofee elements’

pf(a is better tharb, r)
r

. ais better tham

The agent’s belief and desire provide him with pss® of an argument. The major premise is a
prima facie, conditional judgment. It is an evaluatroposition concerning the desirability of a
type of actions classified by a certain charadieri¥he minor premise comes from a belief
which indicates that the present action could base of the type of actions in question. Its
expression in an argument is the content of thiefo&/hat is inferred, non-deductively, from
the two premises is an all-out, unconditional juégin An all-out, unconditional judgment is
also an evaluative judgment, but it differs frora thajor premise in form- the operator is
dropped out, and the judgment is not in relationexiain aspect of the action. The conclusion is
an evaluation of the desirability of an actual @aetas a whole. It is not a conditional but has the
form ‘This action is desirable’ or ‘It would be et to doa than to dd»'. It causes an action

immediately if nothing stands in the way.

2 Davidson, ‘Intending’, p. 98.
2 Davidson, ‘How is Weakness of the Will PossiblgR’39.
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The following case would serve to exemplify David'soconception of practical
reasoning. Suppose a man wants to relieve theuggigf the day, believes that the cool breeze
along the bank would relieve the fatigues, andetfoge goes to the riverside. The practical
reasoning the man holds for acting can be so amctstt to fit the suggested form:

Any act of mine would be desirable in so far ds @n act of relieving the fatigues of the day.

Going to the riverside would relieve the fatiguéshe day.

Therefore, it is desirable to go to the riverside.

The minor premise is the content of the belieth#d expression of the major premise were the
description of the desire or the content of thardesich as ‘I want to relieve the fatigues of the
day’ or ‘I relieve the fatigue of the day’, thenthimg would be inferred from these premises.
Only when the major premise is expressed by a pfaoi@ evaluative proposition, can the man

use it to arrive at a conclusion leading to ancact]

A practical argument like this is involved in a eas which an agent acts with an
intention, and a case of this kind is covered byaRd P2. P1 and P2 entail that if an agent judges
that it would be better for him to dathan to doy, and he believes that he is free to do eixar
y, then he will intentionally da if he does eithex ory intentionally. An agent’s acting with an
intention implies that there is a process of reagpm which the agent reasons from a prima-
facie, conditional judgment and a belief to anaait; unconditional judgment. The all-out
evaluative judgment, a judgment about the desitglof a present action, causes the agent to
take the action. Thus, whenever an agent actsamiintention, he acts on what he judges to be

better.

% Davidson, ‘Intending’, p. 86.
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An incontinent action is done for a reason, se @n intentional action covered by P1 and
P2. An incontinent action is a consequence of etjgal reasoning which ends with a conclusion
about what to do. The conclusion is an all-out,amalitional judgment, say, thatis better than

b. When an incontinent acts on the conclusion, & @t what he judges to be better.

What makes the agent incontinent is his actingresgaine all-things-considered judgment
that he holds at the same time. An all-things-abersd judgment is a prima facie, evaluative
judgment which is formed on the basis of ‘thingewn, believed, or held by the agent, the sum
of his relevant principles, opinions, attitudesy alesires®' Its expression is with the forrpf(a
is better thar, €)', wheree includes all relevant reasons that the agent basidered. Suppose
I' represents the agent’s all relevant consideratiaokiding the reason The agent is
incontinent when he fails to infer an all-out, undgional judgment thab is better tham from
his all-things-considered judgment tipdtb is better tham, r') and the reason, but forms an
all-out, unconditional judgment thatis better tham from another competing prima facie
judgment thapf(a is better that, r) and the reasoninstead®? In other words, he is weak-
willed when he fails to form an intention, an alltpunconditional judgment, consistent with his
all-things-considered judgment in a practical re&sg. When the agent acts on the all-out,
unconditional judgment thatis better that, he acts on his value judgment, which is covered
by P1 and P2. However, he acts against his begtrjadtpf(b is better tham, r'). He acts
against the principle of continence which requires to perform the action judged best on the

basis of all available relevant reasons and socisrtinent.

31 Davidson, ‘How is Weakness of the Will PossiblgR’40.
32 Donald Davidson, ‘Replies to Essays |-I€ssays on Davidson: Actions and Evei@85), p. 204.
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In this account, incontinence is a failure in remsg, but it is this failure in reasoning
that prevents the incontinent agent from holding tentradictory all-out, unconditional
judgments. In addition, because the incontinenhggall-things-considered judgment and all-
out, unconditional judgment have different fornigeyt do not contradict with each other either.
The phenomenon that an agent simultaneously heldsdonflicting evaluative judgments and
acts on the one with a relatively weaker reasqossible as he does not hold logically

contradictory judgments.

Davidson’s analysis of the nature of evaluativegjuént and of practical reasoning
avoids problems that Plato and Aristotle encoueridson distinguishes evaluative judgments
into two kinds, prima-facie conditional judgmentgiall-out unconditional judgments. The
former serve as major premises of practical argusnemd do not directly associate with actions.
The latter are conclusions of practical argumentsaan cause actions. This analysis gives P2 a
mild form of internalism. Plato thinks that thesea necessary and internal connection between
evaluative judgment and action, and this strongiearof internalism rules out the possibility of
weakness of will. To Davidson, not all evaluatiudgments but only all-out, unconditional
judgments are associated with actions. Unlike Atistwho claims that a conclusion about what
to do is deduced from a desire expressed as arsallyequantified conditional in a syllogism,
Davidson believes that a conclusion about whabt@sdot deduced from a desire expressed as a
prima-facie conditional judgment, but is inferredrh one of the competing prima-facie
conditional judgments in a further step that goéh decision and action. Because an additional
step is required for an agent to arrive at an actius step gives an agent the room to act

incontinently.
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The existence of incontinent actions does not threthe causal theory of action either.
An intentional action is caused by an agent’s atl-anconditional judgment which is in turn
caused by a prima facie, conditional judgment d&edcontent of a belief. Whether it is continent
or not, however, depends on whether the agentislthe principle of continence to reason.
Davidson’s analysis shows that ‘A reason that issally strongest need not be a reason deemed
by the actor to provide the strongest (best) gredndacting.®* That is to say, although an all-
things-considered judgment is a prima facie, comlati judgment supported by an agent’s best
reason and, given the causal theory of actionyppassed to have the strongest motivational
force, because an all-out, unconditional judgmeniscstent with it cannot be deduced from it
directly, it is not necessary for the agent torirafe all-out, unconditional judgment from it. An
agent could make a mistake in the reasoning amddcoatinent. Davidson’s causal theory of
action does not claim that an agent always actbh®judgment with the best reason, but merely
says that whenever an agent acts, he acts on whatigjes to be better. Thus, incontinent
actions are not ruled out but are accommodatedllgnid P2. The three principles are a

consistent triad.

3. THE CONCEPTS OF RATIONALITY AND IRRATIONALITY

As an intentional action, an incontinent actiosasered by P1 and P2, which shows that
it has a rational aspect which can be understo@aigiin rationalization. An incontinent action is
caused by a pair of belief and desire. The palretief and desire provides the agent with
premises of a practical argument in which the agestons that his action is desirable from the

desire expressed as a prima facie, conditionainghg and the content of the belief. The logical

3 Davidson, ‘Introduction’ ofActions, Reasons, and Cau$2601), xvi.
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relation between the belief-desire pair and thachows the rational aspect of the incontinent
action. For any action done for a reason, thegereason explanation of the action and a
corresponding practical reasoning which exhibiterality of the action. In the reason
explanation, we attribute a pair of belief and ceesd the agent to rationalize his action, and
thereby attribute rationality to the agent. Thugrethough an incontinent action is an irrational
action, it has a rational element at the core. @som claims that ‘the irrational is not merely the
non-rational, which lies outside the ambit of taganal; irrationality is a failure within the

house of reasorf”’ The purpose of the present section is to expliDatédson’s thought that an
incontinent action makes sense only when it is sg@mst a background of rationality. This

thesis implies that P1 and P2 are necessary conslifor the existence of incontinent actions.

Davidson captures the idea of irrationality by te@cept of inner inconsistency within a
set of beliefs. No single belief by itself is iiatal. Davidson claims that ‘It is only when besief
are inconsistent with other beliefs according toa@ples held by the agent himself- in other
words, only when there is an inner inconsistenkgt there is a clear case of irrationality.’
Accordingly, an agent is irrational not becausédils to hold a belief or attitude that others
deem reasonable but because he fails, within hiptegbresent a coherent or consistent pattern

of beliefs, attitudes, emotions, intentions, anibas.

As an irrational action, an incontinent action éxisi an inner inconsistency within the
agent. In an incontinent action, although the apetds an all-out, unconditional judgment not
in accordance with his all-things-considered judginthe two value judgments do not

contradict with each other because they are diftareform. Only when the agent also holds the

34 Davidson, ‘Paradoxes of Irrationality’, p. 169.
% Donald Davidson, ‘Incoherence and Irrationaliti985), reprinted ifProblems of Rationalitf2004), p. 192.
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principle of continence which requires him to acthas best judgment, does the agent hold
inconsistent beliefs. The principle of continens@isecond-order principle, a belief that ‘I ought
to act on my own best judgmerit’ Because of holding the principle of continence, an
incontinent agent’s all-out, unconditional judgmenthen literally inconsistent with his all-
things-considered judgment enjoined by the prirciglcontinencé’ Thus, the occurrence of
irrationality is an inconsistency within three leéé which are active simultaneously: a judgment
that the present action is desirable, a judgmeattah things considered, another available

course of action is better, and the principle aftcence.

Davidson takes the principle of continence to lséaadard to evaluate whether a man is
rational or not. A man who follows the principlea@ntinence to form an intention in
accordance with his best judgment has consistédigf$and is therefore a rational agent.
Otherwise, he is irrational. Such a principle is@rent in an agent and so he either holds
consistent or inconsistent beliefs when he reagoast, and can be seen as rational or irrational.
But should we accept that the principle of contoeeis inherent in an agent? Davidson considers

this question from an interpreter’s perspectivanderstanding an action.

According to Davidson, to have a language is talide to speak and to interpret
utterances from other speakers. Merely being abépéak is not sufficient to have a language. A
speaker who is unable to interpret utterances fythvar speakers cannot construct a theory of
meaning through which he grasps the meaning ohesee by knowing its truth condition. A

speaker who does not understand the meaning oaoties from other speakers cannot

% Davidson, ‘Paradoxes of Irrationality’, p. 177.
37 Davidson, ‘Incoherence and Irrationality’, p. 194.
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communicate with others and is not qualified talspeaker of a language. Thus, a speaker must

himself be an interpreter of othefs.

When we try to understand an action by attribuéinmair of belief and desire that
rationalize the action to the agent, we give higeband desire an interpretation. In the
interpretation, we know the meaning of the belied desire by knowing their truth conditions.
Beliefs are cognitive states whose propositiongressions are true, false, or neither. Desires,
conative states, are not truth-evaluable when #ineyepresented as wants with descriptive
content, such as ‘wanting to go jogging’. Desitesyever, are truth-evaluable when they are
represented by sentences with explicitly evaluaivms, such as ‘thinking it desirable to go
jogging’. When an agent gives a desire as his remaaking an action, or when we attribute a
desire to an agent to understand his action, vghaged is an explicitly evaluative sentence
which is truth-evaluabl&’ Because ‘An utterance has certain truth conditamy if the speaker
intends it to be interpreted as having those teotiditions,*® in order to know what the agent

intends, believes, and desires, we probably neednstruct a theory of the agent’s thoughts,

3 Donald Davidson, ‘Thought and Talk’ (1975), repeih ininquiries into Truth and Interpretatiof2009), p. 157.
% Desires, conative states, are generally thougbé toon-truth-evaluable, but through Davidson’sgesgjons that
the natural expression of a desire is evaluativferim (See Davidson’s ‘Intending’, p. 86) and tiatue judgments
are objective and have truth values (See Davidsdhs Objectivity of Values’, p. 39), desires atsmexpressible
in evaluative sentences which can be true or false.conative way of representing evaluation isenasic than
the cognitive way of representing evaluations at #n interpreter first needs to identify a speakdesire in an
interpretation. The shift from representing evahra in the conative way to the cognitive way, heereis a
necessary step in the interpretation. John Britdeogates this point in his paper ‘Hume and David$assion,
Evaluation, and Truth’ (2011): ‘The radical intezf@r's move from basic to non-basic ways of reprise
evaluations is ineluctable, however, given the ssagy expressibility, in truth-evaluable evaluaseamtences, of
states characterized as desires and emotions. \@&dlewing, at the start, the interpretation ofesgres that prove
(upon interpretation) to be evaluative ones, therpreter must eventually turn to the evaluativeteseces needed if
the subject is to give expression to her reasonadting and feeling as she does. To do that jiodesires and
emotions with the holding true of the evaluativateaces that express them. And to do THAT is t@ahice the
cognitive way of representing evaluations thatedready in place’ (p. 13). When a speaker’s desirges as a
reason to explain his action or a premise of atmacargument, his desire is represented in amesgon with an
explicitly evaluative term.

0 Davidson, ‘The Content of the Concept of Truttd@8), p. 50.
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emotions, and language. Due to the multiplicityn&ntal factors that produce behavior and

speech, the prospect of constructing such a thsamylikely.

Davidson suggests that what makes an interpretatiok is simply the assumption that
‘the person to be understood is much like ourseffad/e, the interpreters, assume that the
agent has beliefs and values similar to us, tleagent, like us, supposes those he wants to
understand live in a world having people with miadsl motives, and that the agent also shares
with us the desire to find warmth, love, securityccess, and the desire to avoid pain and
distress. We take most beliefs the agent hasplikéeliefs, to be true. We also believe that the
agent, like ourselves, reasons according to logidak and acts on a judgment with the best
reason. Davidson claims that ‘unless we can ing¢muhers as sharing a vast amount of what
makes up our common sense we will not be abledwtify any of their beliefs and desires and
intentions, any of their propositional attitudé$Once we assume that the agent’s mind and ours
have many things in common, there is a shared bagkg of rationality which allows

successful communications and interpretatiins.

*! Davidson, ‘Paradoxes of Irrationality’, p. 183.

*2 bid.

3 Here | merely talk about the assumption of rafiipin order to emphasize the significance of gert's built-in
rationality in interpreting his utterances and ustinding his action. Davidson’s theory of meansgnuch more
complex than what is mentioned in this section. fHs®ry has two constraints, formal and empiri€al.the one
hand, the theory is purely extensional. The theomnsists of axioms for reference conditions on reaaral terms,
satisfaction conditions for predicates and relajaombination rules, and theorems with the fosiis true in L if
and only ifp’, wheresis replaced by a sentence in an object languagellp & replaced by a meta-language
sentence which translateand describes a state of affairs obtaining whistderss true. On the other hand, these
theorems ‘should optimally fit evidence about seoés held true by native speakers’ (Davidson, ‘Baldi
Interpretation’, p. 139). A radical interpreter daet know the meaning of any of the speaker’s $eand of the
speaker’s propositional attitudes, and he detersnivieether a theorem is correct or not by obserwihgther a
native speaker takes an utterance to be true. \Whefmserves that native speakers assent to theofran utterance
at different time and locations, the evidence aomdithe correctness of a theorem. All theoremstitating the
theory are required to be empirically justifiedsimilar situations. Because ‘to give truth conditie a way of
giving the meaning of a sentence’ (Davidson, ‘Trattdl Meaning’, p. 24), when the two constraintssatesfied by
a meaning theory, a person who knows the theoryntarpret sentences.
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The principle of continence is a principle of ratidity shared by both the speaker and the
interpreter in an interpretation. When we assuraédh agent who entertains propositional
attitudes and performs intentional actions is inggal rational, i.e., he holds and follows such a
principle on most occasions, an intentional actian be understood as part of a rational pattern
comprising various attitudes logically connectethvaine another, and an action that is
incontinent can be regarded as an aberration agambackground of rationality. If we do not
believe that an agent exhibits rationality to salagree whenever he reasons or acts, none of his
utterances or behaviors could be intelligible. Assdson puts it, ‘The essential point is that the
more flamboyant the irrationality we ascribe toagent, the less clear it is how to describe any
of his attitudes, whether deviant or not, and thatmore basic we take a norm to be, the less it is
an empirical question whether the agent’s thougHtitteehavior are in accord with ff'We are
in a better position to interpret an agent’s redsoiis action when we assume that he holds the

principle of continence.

Another common principle of rationality relevantth@ issue in question is the principle
of logic which governs the relations among proposdl attitudes. The principle of logic gives

rules according to which propositional attitudes ba identified by their causal relations to

An interpreter tries to understand why an agensdmenething by knowing the belief and desire thate him to
do so. In a radical interpretation, the interprégeassumed not to know the meaning of the agéetisf and desire.
The only thing open to observation is the agenttinal preferences or choices among options,the.agent’s
preference that one sentence representing hissdasirer than another is true. The interpreter kviuws the
agent’s preference with respect to the truth ofesmes knows what the agent takes the sentencesan. Once he
knows the meaning of the desire causing the ageanitt he knows the meaning of the paired belieftfe fact that
the agent chooses to take the action entailstiaigent prefers a possible consequence of amastbbelieves
that the possible consequence will be achievedebfppming the action. The interpreter attributgsag of belief
and desire expressed in a cognitive way to thetegazxplain his action, and the assumption obrslity plays a
role in the attribution: ‘... the relations betweeslibfs play a decisive constitutive role; we canaotept great or
obvious deviations from rationality without threiteg the intelligibility of our attributions. If ware going to
understand the speech or actions of another pemsomust suppose that their beliefs are incorpdriaia pattern
that is in essential respects like the patternuofoavn beliefs’ (Davidson, ‘A Unified Theory of Thght, Meaning,
and Action’, pp. 156-7).

“4 Davidson, ‘Incoherence and Irrationality’, p. 196.
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events and objects in the world and by their ldgietations to one anoth& A man who
perceives the maple leaves gradually turn intooyelred, and brown believes that autumn
approaches. A belief that the room he stays isrerwiould cause the man who has the belief to
desire to escape from the room. Although the varsmrts of thought may not be reduced to one
or a few sorts, belief is central to all kinds lebtight. Having a certain kind of thought always
requires having relevant beliefs as its backgrotiod.example, someone who knows that a big
rabbit called German giant weighs 22 pounds andsorea over 3 feet must have beliefs about
the nature of rabbits, about the comparative cascgych as heavy and tall, and many others.
The person may not have a particular list of beltefsupport the thought, but there must be
endless interlocked beliefs. If an agent, for ine&g knows that ‘P and Q’ is true, then he knows
that ‘P’ is true as well. Or if he accepts ‘P’ te toue, then he will not accept *-P’ to be true. We
identify an agent’s belief ‘by locating it in a liegl and epistemic spac® and all his other
thoughts must be identified in the same way. Amagannot have a thought which is single,
isolated, not logically connected with other thotsgland escapes from the government of the
principle of logic for ‘the identity of a given thght depends in part on its relations to other
thoughts.?’ An agent whose action is a consequence of a remsamong his propositional

attitudes must, like us, hold the principle of lngi

Besides the principle of continence and the prieogh logic, there are other principles of
rationality that are norms shared by all thinkimgatures: Carnap’s principle of total evidence

which ‘counsels an agent to accept the hypothegipated by the totality of evidence he or she

“5 |bid., pp. 195-6.
“® Davidson, ‘Thought and Talk’, p. 157.
" Davidson, ‘The Problem of Objectivity’ (1995), repied inProblems of Rationalitf2004), p. 11.
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has,*® Harman'’s inference to the best explanation, Qsipeinciple of conservation that ‘other
things being equal, change as few expectationsssifge when accommodating recalcitrant
appearance$? and other general principles. Because of haviegelprinciples of rationality, an

agent who reasons against any of these princiglels inconsistent beliefs and is irrational.

Some may disagree with Davidson’s allegation thiaicyples of rationality are norms
inherent in thinking creatures. If these principdes not necessarily held by an agent, an agent is
not in a state of inner inconsistency when he digetany principles. However, Davidson argues
that rationality is a condition of having thoughtsall. A thinking creature does not decide
whether he wants to accept principles of ratiopalitnot but is determined to have these
fundamental attributes of rationality. For onceslaats considering anything, he needs to follow
the principle of logic for any of this thought tcake sense, and he needs to follow other
principles of rationality to reason, theoreticallypractically, so that his reasoning is intelligib

He is then displaying those attributes of ratiagalfl

With the assumption that an agent necessarily hmidsiples of rationality and he
reasons and acts largely in accord with these iptes; we can attribute propositional attitudes
to rationalize his thought and action, and undarstas thought and action by placing them in a
rational pattern. The principles of rationality@akserve as criteria according to which we judge
whether an agent is rational or not. Because ohigathe attributes of rationality, that an agent
occasionally reasons or acts against principleatanality and holds inconsistent beliefs can be

understood as a departure from these standardsafality. Davidson remarks that ‘The

“8 Davidson, ‘Incoherence and Irrationality’, p. 190.
9 Ibid., p. 192.
*0 Davidson, ‘Incoherence and Irrationality’, pp. 186
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possibility of inconsistency depends on nothingertbian this, that an agent, a creature with
propositional attitudes, must show much consistem¢ys thought and action, and in this sense
have the fundamental values of rationality; yetrtey depart from these, his own, norrisin
other words, rationality is a prerequisite of iiwatlity. An incontinent action as a temporary
aberration has a rational element at the core.,Tihagntinent actions are not only covered by
P1 and P2 which entail rationality and apply tamténtional actions, but must have P1 and P2

as necessary conditions for their existence.

4. THE THEORY OF PARTITIONED MIND

An incontinent action, like all other intentionalt@ns, can be described as an effect
caused by a pair of belief and desire that ratinaalthe action, but a reason explanation of this
kind does not rationalize an incontinent agentt®itinence. The irrational aspect of an
incontinent action is a part that cannot be figuratby placing the action in a rational pattern.
A reason explanation reveals why the incontineenhatpkes the action, but why the agent acts
against his own principle of continence remainsnawn. To explain why an incontinent agent
does not act otherwise, why he fails to form aenftibn consistent with his best judgment,
Davidson develops his theory of partitioned mindtentify the mental cause of an agent’s

incontinence.

Davidson uses the following example to illustrdite mental cause of incontinence:

A man walking in a park stumbles on a branch ingath. Thinking that the branch may endanger

others, he picks it up and throws it in a hedgédeethe path. On his way home it occurs to him

*1 bid., p. 197.
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that the branch may be projecting from the hedgksanstill be a threat to unwary walkers. He
gets off the tram he is on, returns to the parkrastbres the branch to its original posittén.. It
is easy to imagine that the man who returned tg#k to restore the branch to its original
position in the path realizes that his action isgemsible. He has a motive for moving the stick,
namely, that it may endanger a passer-by. Butdeelas a motive for not returning, the latter
consideration outweighs the former; yet he acttherformer. In short, he goes against his own

best judgment®

The man has reasons for his throwing the brancly awd for his returning to the park to restore
the branch to its original position, and so coroggping reason explanations can be produced to
rationalize both of his actions. When he returnghtpark, however, he also has a judgment that,
all things considered, it would be better not timne to the park. Thus, when he returns to the
park, he goes against his own principle of conteeilow do we explain his incontinence?

Davidson replies that,

... And there is no denying that he has a motivagnoring his principle, namely that he wants,
perhaps very strongly, to return the branch toiitginal position. Let us say this motive does
explain the fact that he fails to act on his priter”

Accordingly, what causes his incontinence is tharddo replace the branch. In this case, the
desire plays two roles. On the one hand, the desingees as a reason for the agent'’s returning to
the park to replace the branch. It is a proposili@ttitude which bears appropriate logical
relations with other propositional attitudes anthvwwhose mental states or events causing it or
caused by it. The desire, on the other hand, cabsesgent to ignore the principle of continence
but does not rationalize his ignoring it. The desind the agent’s ignoring his principle of

continence are in a causal relation, but the Idgedation between the two is either missing or

*2 Davidson, ‘Paradoxes of Irrationality’, p. 172.
%3 |bid., p. 174.
** Ibid., p. 178.
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distorted. In other words, the desire is a merdake that is not a reason for his being

incontinent.

This account of the cause of incontinence raigg®hlem. Given the principle of logic
and Davidson'’s holistic picture of the mental, agmsitional attitude is supposed to retain
logical relations with those that are causallytedawith it. How can the strong desire exist as a
mental cause that bears no rational relation wstleffect? The strong desire causes the
incontinent agent to form an intention to perfolma present action, which is inconsistent with
his all-things-considered judgment and the prireeigfl continence. How can the agent

knowingly harbor inconsistent beliefs in his mind?

The existence of a mental cause that is not a ngfasats effect and the state of inner
inconsistency are possible when the mind is pantdl into parts. According to Davidson,
whenever an agent holds beliefs that are incomgjdtés mind can be regarded as having two or
more semi-autonomous subdivisions. The structueaoh subdivision of the mind contains
various propositional attitudes and mental stdiasdre causally and logically connected with
one another. The consequence of an interaction gumapositional attitudes in a subdivision
can be rationalized by propositional attitudeshimm subdivision that causes it. When a
propositional attitude cannot be rationalized g/ plnopositional attitude that causes it, the two
propositional attitudes are separated into two sigidns each of which is supported by a set of
interlocking propositional attitudes. Davidson eips, ‘The breakdown of reason relations
defines the boundary of a subdivision... The parsdafined in terms of function; ultimately, in

terms of the concepts of reason and of catideropositional attitudes in a subdivision are in

% |bid., p. 185.
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causal and logical relations, but between two psdjpmal attitudes that are separated into two
subdivisions, there is a non-logical causal retatlWhenever there are inconsistent beliefs, such
a boundary is established to separate beliefdiffierent parts so that they can simultaneously

exist in the mind.

Davidson clarifies that boundaries of this kind ao¢ to define permanent and separate
territories but are ‘conceptual aids to the cohiedescription of genuine irrationalitie3.A
boundary that separates inconsistent beliefs ifftereint parts of the mind is not something that
exists out there and can be discovered by intragpedt is merely an idea used to depict the
image of a circumstance in which an agent’s holdegnsistent beliefs is possible. Since an
agent is irrational when he holds inconsistentdigliDavidson remarks that ‘the irrational step
is therefore the step that makes this possibleditining of the boundary that keeps the
inconsistent beliefs apart’’When one of two inconsistent beliefs is destroykee line between

the two is then erased.

According to this idea of partitioned mind, we ¢aragine that the inconsistent
judgments that an incontinent agent has are seguhiratb different parts of the mind as if there
is a boundary dividing them. On the side of alhts-considered judgment, there are
interlocking beliefs, desires, expectations, asgiong, and attitudes supporting the sober
judgment. As a belief, the principle of contineratgo belongs to this part. On the side of
incontinent intent and action, there is a similgp®orting structure of reasons. The principle of
continence is supposed to govern the interactiensden any set of propositional attitudes, but

the incontinent agent’s desire to take the presetdn causes the principle of continence to be

%% Donald Davidson, ‘Deception and Division’ (198&printed inProblems of Rationalit§2004), p. 211.
" Ibid.
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temporarily isolated and ineffective in the coun$éorming the incontinent intention and
performing the incontinent action, which causesstia¢e of inner inconsistency within the agent.
The compartmentalization of the mind explains tkistence of the cause of incontinence, a
mental cause that is not a reason for the mersted gtcauses, and explains the possibility of

incontinence, a case of inner inconsistency.

5. CONCLUSION

We have seen how Davidson solves the two probldm&akness of will in this chapter.
Through the solutions, several concepts cruci@ldeidson’s analysis of the phenomenon of
weakness of will are revealed: the nature of pcatteasoning, the nature of evaluative
judgments, the interdependent relations among neaatonality, and irrationality, a mental

cause that is not a reason for its effect, anddmepartmentalization of the mind.

Davidson solves the first problem, how incontinactions can exist given the principle
that an agent always acts on what he imaginesidgegito be better, by giving a description in
which the existence of incontinent actions is cstesit with his causal theory of action which
endorses the principle. The point is that what eaws intentional action, continent or not, is an
all-out, unconditional judgment. An all-out, uncaiwhal judgment is an evaluation of
competing reasons for an action and is of the farm better thal’. When an agent acts on his
all-out, unconditional judgment, he acts on whajuuges to be better. In the practical reasoning,
the agent also holds an all-things-considered juegrwhich is a prima facie, conditional
judgment established on all reasons that the dgentonsidered. A prima facie, conditional

judgment is not directly associated with an actlmurt,can be a major premise of an argument.
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Whether or not the agent acts continently is datethby whether the all-out, unconditional
judgment is inferred from his all-things-considejedgment. A continent agent who follows his
principle of continence to act detaches an all-ontonditional judgment, say, thats better
thanb, from his all-things-considered judgment th#a is better thai, €) in a practical
argument. An incontinent agent, in contrast, fegl$ollow his principle of continence but
detaches an all-out, unconditional judgment thiatbetter tham from another competing prima
facie, conditional judgment thaf(b is better tham, r). Incontinence is a failure in reasoning. In
this description, the incontinent agent acts agdirssbest judgment, but his action is caused by
his all-out, unconditional judgment and so is cotiigba with the principle that an agent always

acts on what he imagines or judges to be bettendthdthe causal theory of action.

An incontinent action, as a consequence of a alattasoning, has a rational aspect
which can be explained by giving a reason, bug &n irrational action because it is against the
principle of continence, a principle of rationalibherent in an agent. An agent is assumed to
frequently follow the principle of continence anither principles of rationality to reason. This
assumption makes most of his actions intelligibled, and allows us to understand his irrational
actions which occasionally occur as deviations fthenprinciple of continence. The principle of
continence is a criterion to evaluate whether anag rational or not. Because the principle of
continence is a built-in belief, an incontinent mip@ho holds an all-out, unconditional judgment
that is inconsistent with his all-things-considepedigment and his principle of continence holds

a set of inconsistent beliefs. Incontinence, is #@nse, is a case of inner inconsistency.

To the second problem of weakness of will, whyraontinent agent didn’t act otherwise,

Davidson identifies the strong desire which caasemcontinent agent to form an intention to
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take the present action as the cause of his ineamte. The strong desire causes the incontinent
agent to ignore the principle of continence, bugsloot rationalize his ignoring it. It is a mental
cause that is not a reason for the mental statet tt@uses. When the intention to perform the
present action is formed, the incontinent agend$iah inconsistent set of beliefs. Given the
assumption that no mental event or state can exisbut logically connecting to other mental
events or states, Davidson explains that a meatadecthat is not a reason for its effect and the
state of inner inconsistency occur when inconsigterpositional attitudes or mental states
involved are separated into different parts ofrthied. Each of the inconsistent propositional
attitudes or mental states is supported by a seterflocking mental events and states which
constitute a part, but between them there is omgralogical causal relation. In this theory of
partitioned mind, that a part of the mind is a saotionomous subdivision preserves the truth of
the assumption that a propositional attitude ortadestate must be logically connected with
other propositional attitudes and mental stated th@ non-logical causal relation between two

subdivisions allows the existence of an inconsstdretween two mental events or states.
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[II. INCONTINENCE AS A FAILURE IN REASONING

Donald Davidson explains the phenomenon of weakoiesd!l as a failure in reasoning.
In a case of incontinent action, the incontinergragonsiders competing reasons for or against
different courses of actions. Although he holdsghaciple of continence which requires him to
perform the action judged best on the basis dd\alilable relevant reasons, he does not infer an
all-out, unconditional judgment, an intention tostomething, from his all-things-considered
judgment which is supported by the best reasomeduls he detaches an all-out, unconditional
judgment from the other competing prima-facie, ¢boal judgment that is formed in relation
to a relatively weaker reason. The incontinent &aggls to follow the principle of continence
and draws a false conclusion about what to dopraatical reasoning. His incontinence is a

failure in reasoning.

Davidson’s account of the phenomenon of weaknesgsllok challenged by many
commentators, and in this chapter | discuss seliaes of argument against the account. These
lines of argument include problems about the pdggibf the failure to reason from an all-
things-considered judgment to a consistent uncmmdit judgment, the cause of an incontinent
agent's failure in reasoning, and the analogy b&tviecontinence and probabilistic akrasia,
another kind of failure in reasoning. | defend Ripan’s account of incontinence against these
criticisms. The defense focuses on the clarificatibthe role the principle of continence plays in
practical reasoning and on the application of Dseis anomalism thesis that there are no
psychological or psychophysical laws on the bakgloch mental events can be predicted and

explained.

This chapter is structured as follows. Sectioniéflyrrevisits Davidson’s account of the
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phenomenon of weakness of will. Section 2 discuisesdlistinction between two kinds of
evaluative judgment, all-things-considered judgnaamd all-out, unconditional judgment. | will
give an analysis of the relations between modugp®rthe principle of continence, and the
principle of total evidence to explain the non-imation relation between the two kinds of
evaluative judgment. Section 3 investigates whyddxgre with an insufficient reason is
motivationally stronger in a case of incontinerti@t | will argue that no mental state of a
specified kind can be identified to explain th@sger motivational strength of the desire, but an
incontinent agent’s emotion, personal charactestarn, or physical impulse could interfere with
his practical reasoning and cause him to drawse fabnclusion about what to do. Section 4
explores the possibility of probabilistic akradiavill argue that probabilistic akrasia is possible
because conflicting probabilistic judgments carhdm true to an agent and it occurs when, say,
strong faiths, intuitions, or prejudices interveéman agent’s inductive reasoning and cause him

to draw a false conclusion about what is more yikelbe true.

1. INCONTINENCE AS A FAILURE IN REASONING

Davidson’s general view on intentional action carsketched as follows. According to
Davidson’s causal theory of action, an intenticalon is caused by a pair of belief and desire
that rationalizes the action. As a cause, thegfdelief and desire ensures that the action caused
by it is intentionally done by the agent. As a megghe pair of belief and desire explains why the
agent takes the action. Corresponding to such t@naexplanation, a practical argument can be
construed to show the logical relation betweerréason and action. The pair of belief and
desire provides the agent with premises of theraggu. The premise provided by the desire is a

prima facie, conditional judgment that an actioraddiind is desirable in so far as it has a certain

57



characteristic. The premise provided by a beli¢héscontent of the belief, a proposition that his
action is of that kind. The conclusion inferrednfréhe two premises is an all-out, unconditional
judgment that taking the present action is desgradBécause the intentional action that the agent
performs is a consequence of the practical argunttemtogical relation between the intentional

action and its reason shown in the argument revbalgtional aspect of the intentional action.

An incontinent action is an intentional action cadeby the causal theory of action. An
incontinent agent takes his action for a reasod saman aspect of the action can be explained by
giving the reason that causes the action. When@mtinent agent deliberates about what to do,
he considers reasons for and against certain kihdstion. The competing considerations are
prima facie, conditional judgments with the forpi(a is better thaib, r)’, wherer is a reason in
relation to which an action of a kind is judged®mbetter than an action of the other kind. When
the incontinent agent takes one of the competimggfacie, conditional judgments as a
sufficient reason to act, he detaches an all-owgpnditional judgment from it. An all-out,
unconditional judgment is with the forra is better tham’. When the incontinent agent acts on
his all-out, unconditional judgment, he acts onevaluative judgment. The prima facie,
conditional judgment from which the incontinent aggdetaches the all-out, unconditional
judgment, the all-out, unconditional judgment, &émel action are in causal and logical relations.
Hence, they show the rational aspect of the inoenti action and the compatibility between the

incontinent action and the causal theory of action.

What makes the incontinent agent wrong is thatéreasoning process, he reasons
against the principle of continence which requhres to perform the action judged best on the

basis of all available relevant reasons, and faildetach an all-out, unconditional judgment from
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his all-things-considered judgment, i.e., a primeidé, conditional judgment formed in relation to
all of his relevant considerations. Davidson deth@s$ a prima facie, conditional judgment
logically implies an unconditional judgment. An-allit, unconditional judgment, an intention to
do something, cannot be deduced from a prima faomgitional judgment because
contradictory conclusions could be formed from diotihg prima facie, conditional judgments
concerning different aspects of an action. Only mtie agent takes one of the competing prima
facie, conditional judgments to be a sufficientsa@afor acting, can he detach an all-out,
unconditional judgment from it. Since there is agital implication between the two kinds of
evaluative judgments, it is not necessary for anatp detach an all-out, unconditional
judgment from his all-things-considered judgmentantinence occurs when an agent fails to
infer from his all-things-considered judgment tp#b is better tham, €) and all the relevant
considerationg to an all-out, unconditional judgment thais better tham, but detaches an all-
out, unconditional judgment thatis better thai from the other competing prima facie,
conditional judgment thatf(a is better thai, r) and the reason In other words, incontinence

is a failure in reasoning, a failure to draw a dosion about what to do from an agent’s best

judgment.

Davidson believes that the similarity between weasknof will and probabilistic akrasia
would help understand incontinence as a failumeasoning. In an inductive reasoning, an agent
considers competing probabilistic judgments whiehestablished in relation to evidence. A
conclusion about what is almost certainly to octannot be detached directly from any
probabilistic judgment because a contradiction @dnd yielded from two conflicting
probabilistic judgments supported by equal evidetas in a further step that an agent detaches

a conclusion about what is almost certainly to odsam one of the probabilistic judgments that
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he considers. An agent who holds the principletdltevidence knows that he should give his
credence to the hypothesis supported by all avail@tevant evidenckAn irrational agent,
however, reasons against his principle of totadlence and fails to detach a conclusion about
what is almost certainly to occur from the probiahbd judgment supported by the strongest
evidence. Instead, he detaches a conclusion ald@ttisvalmost certainly to occur from a
probabilistic judgment supported by less evideAoeordingly, incontinence is parallel to
probabilistic akrasia in that to each kind of reasg, the major premise is a relational judgment,
that the major premise and the minor premise tagettay not yield a corresponding conclusion,

and that the agent fails to follow a principle afionality and draws a false conclusion.

2. TWO KINDS OF EVALUATIVE JUDGMENT

Whether an all-things-considered judgment can pars¢ed from a consistent all-out,
unconditional judgment in practical reasoning istcoversial. Paul Grice and Judith Baker,
Christopher Peacocke, and William Charlton do motycthat there is a distinction between
prima facie, conditional judgment and all-out, undtional judgment. However, they seem to
think that the existence of an all-things-considgteigment logically implies the existence of an
all-out, unconditional judgment in accordance witAn agent who holds an all-things-
considered judgment in favor afcan not fail but is compelled to form an uncoruhtl
judgment in favor o&. Since the occurrence of an all-things-considgrdgdment necessarily
involves that of an unconditional judgment consisteith it, explaining incontinence as a failure

in reasoning cannot be successful.

! Donald Davidson, ‘How is Weakness of the Will Roe®’ (1969), reprinted iEssays on Actions and Events
(2001), p. 41.
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In this section, | consider arguments against treimplication relation between all-
things-considered judgment and unconditional judgiend defend the thesis that it is possible
for an agent to hold an all-things-considered judgtwithout holding an all-out, unconditional
judgment consistent with it. | clarify that becaudise inference from a reason to an intention is
not an automatic transition, an entailment, andtpral arguments arriving at unconditional
judgments are not deductive arguments, an agexili’sd in reasoning is not impossible. What is
crucial to this possibility is the role the prinl@mf continence plays in practical reasoning. Some
commentators claim that the principle of contineisc@nalogous to modus ponens and
necessarily compels an agent who holds it to reasosistently. | investigate the suggested
analogy and conclude that whether or not there @sralogy between the principle of continence

and modus ponens, incontinence as a failure iron@ag is possible.

2.1 Arguments against the non-implication relation

between two kinds of evaluative judgment

According to Grice and Baker, the most plausibterretation of all-things-considered
judgment is to consider it as one consisting ofdrthings before me’ judgment together with
an ‘optimality’ judgment about it, i.e., ‘given tliact that on my evidence | should Apand that
my judgment that this is so is optimal, | shouldge that | should da’.? Given the normative
force of logic, however, this interpretation ergahat an all-things-considered judgment that one
should daa is not distinct from an unconditional judgmentttbae should da. Grice and Baker

argue that

2 Paul Grice and Judith Baker, ‘Davidson on ‘Weakraswill” (1985), p. 38, p. 46.
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... extreme logical confusion apart, one judges oatwskems to one an adequate basis that one
should judge that one should ddf and only if one judges on the same basis thatshould da.
That is to say, any case of believing, on what setenone an adequate basis, that one shoutd do
is, logical confusion apart, to be regarded as alsase of believing that one’s belief that one
should doa is a belief which one should hold: and any cadeetieving, on what seems to one an
adequate basis, that one should believe that anddsHoa is, logical confusion apart, to be

regarded as a case of believing that one shoult’do

In other words, an agent who holds an all-thingssadered judgment favorirgnecessarily
involves an unconditional judgment consistent WitThis interpretation of all-things-
considered judgment excludes the possibility thaagent can hold an all-things-considered

judgment without detaching an unconditional judgtrfeom it.

Davidson believes that an agent who acts incontiypyenmmits no logical blunder
because his all-things-considered judgment andndittonal judgment differ in form. Although
they are inconsistent, they are not contradictangl so an incontinent agent is allowed to hold

them at the same time.

Grice and Baker, on the contrary, claim that amago is fully conscious of his all-
things-considered judgment favoriagput makes an unconditional judgment favoring
holding a contradiction. Given the above interpieteof all-things-considered judgment, unless
an agent disobeys rules of inference, he cannatl @omcluding an unconditional judgment
favoringa when he holds an all-things-considered judgmeritfgwrsa. In this sense, an all-
things-considered judgment favoriags indistinct from an unconditional judgment favay a.
Since to attribute an all-things-considered judgnemavor ofa to an agent is to attribute him

an unconditional judgment in favor af an incontinent agent who holds both (1) an aftgb-

3 bid., 47.
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considered judgment thpf(a is better thar, €), which is indistinct from an unconditional
judgment that is better thaip, and (2) an unconditional judgment thas better tham, in fact
holds two contradictory unconditional judgmentsu§hDavidson’s characterization of

incontinence is not successful for no one can haldbvious contradiction.

Grice and Baker propose an analogy between mochengand the principle of
continence to explain why an all-things-considgretiyment is indistinct from an unconditional
judgment consistent with it. They indicate thasitmodus ponens that makegnecessarily
follow from ‘given the fact thap and that ifp, . Analogously, the principle of continence
which requires an agent to perform the action jddgest on the basis of all available relevant
reasons must make an agent who holds an all-tlwogsidered judgment thpf(a is better than
b, €) ande form an unconditional judgment thats better tham. An agent who refuses to move
from an all-things-considered judgment th## is better thar, €) ande to an unconditional
judgment that is better thai is analogous to an agent who holdg;ithenq and ‘p’, but

refuses to conclude The irrationality involved in the two cases fetsame in kind.

Charlton holds a similar view that an agent whalean all-things-considered judgment

favoringe is required to hold an unconditional judgment favg o:

If | am to think it best, all things considered g¢td must think not merely that all the facts known
to me on balance favging but that they collectively warragptng or even demand it. What does
this further condition involve? | must think eithtbiat the facts make it best to judge, without
further enquiry, that it is best sans phrase,tor simply that they make it bestgowithout further

enquiry. In either case it seems | must judgeithiatbest sans phrase¢o

* Ibid., 40.
® William Charlton, ‘Davidson and his Critics’ (198%. 124.
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Accordingly, since an all-thing-considered judgmienfavor ofging is conditioned by all
relevant reasons an agent can think of, there fsiieer inquiry concerninging that he needs
to make. The reasons that the agent has will foroeto judge unconditionally that it would be
better top. The reasons that the agent has makes it thelatsinere is an implication between

an all-things-considered judgment favoripigg and an unconditional judgment favoripigg.

Peacocke seems to think that an all-things-consigidgment thatf(a is better thaib,
€) can exist without an unconditional judgment thé better tham only when the reasomis
not at present available to the agent and so tbetdails to detach an unconditional judgment
thata is better tham.® Describing an incontinent agent as someone whastan all-things-
considered judgmerpif(a is better that, €) ande but fails to detach an unconditional judgment

ais better thamb is not acceptable.

A reason that | think would support the view there is an implication between an all-
things-considered judgment favoriagand an unconditional judgment favoriags that
Davidson takes the operat@f‘as a sentential connective and treats all-thicmyssidered
judgment as a special case of prima facie, conditipudgments. Davidson also points out that a
prima facie judgment can be paraphrased as ‘ifisosa is (or were) the case.”.Given these
assertions, a prima facie judgment thié is better that, r) can be understood as a proposition
with the form ‘If ... then’. The if-clause statesemson that, if true, supports the main clause, a
judgment about the desirability of taking an actidma kind. If an all-things-considered
judgment thapf(a is better thai, €) is understood as ‘#, thena is better than b’, then when an

agent also holds ‘e’, it is natural to think thatwill infer that a is better tham’. In this view,

® Christopher Peacocke, ‘Intention and Akrasia’ @9®. 61.
" Donald Davidson, ‘Replies to Essays I-I¥ssays on Davidson: Actions and Evei@85), p. 203.
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an all-things-considered judgment entails an atljodgment consistent with it. The analogy
between the formation of this practical argumernt goe formation of a deductive argument
consisting of the three propositionsplfthenq’, ‘p’, and ‘q’ is obvious. Both arguments are
construed as arguments with the structure of mpduagens, and the conclusions must be

detached when the premises are given.

2.2 The principle of continence

In a reply to Grice and Baker, Davidson mentiorad there is an analogy between the

principle of continence and the principle of tataldence:

But the principle of continence is not a principfdogic. As Hempel says of the ‘requirement of
total evidence’ on which the principle of continengas modelled: ‘The requirement of total
evidence is not a postulate nor a theorem of indeiddgic; it is not concerned with the formal
validity of inductive arguments. Rather, as Carhap stressed, it is a maxim for tiqggplication

of inductive logic; we might say it states a neaeggondition of rationality of any such

application in a given “knowledge situatior?”.’

Davidson later makes the following claim in hislyefo Ariela Lazar:

... as she nicely puts it, ‘An agent who shows oiecern for acting in accordance with her better
judgment is not an agent.’ To think of it this wiayl agree, to hold the principle to be like aerul

of inference, .°.

And in his reply to Jon Elster, Davidson says that

8 Davidson, ‘Replies to Essays I-IX’, p. 206.
° Davidson, ‘Reply to Ariela Lazar’ (1999Jhe Philosophy of Donald Davidsam 404.
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When | called the principle ‘second-order’ whatdhin mind was its logical, not its psychological
function. It serves logically to validate the irdace from all-things-considered judgments to the
unconditioned ‘This is what it is best to do’ whiabcompanies action or intention. It is the
counterpart of modus ponens in my version of tlefiral syllogism (which is technically no
longer a syllogism), and the counterpart of Hengmel Carnap’s rule of detachment of

probabilistic reasoning’

These passages are kind of puzzling when theyomr@dered together. The earlier claim seems
to suggest that the principle of continence, armalggo the principle of total evidence, is not
concerned with the formal validity of practical angents. As the principle of total evidence is a
maxim which counsels an agent to accept the prosiabbelief supported by his total evidence,
so the principle of continence is a higher-ordem@ple which exhorts an agent to reason in a
way that is in accordance with his best judgmehe [Rtter claim, however, makes it clear that
there is an analogy between modus ponens anditiepbe of continence. Like a rule of
inference which validates a deductive argumentptireciple of continence validates the
inference from an all-things-considered judgmerdrniaunconditional judgment in accordance

with it. Validity is used in both claims that se@monsistent.

Then, how should we understand these passages?avéhhe relations between the
principle of continence, the principle of total @@nce, and modus ponens? In the following
sections, | suggest a way to read these passag#siiny the concept of validity which makes
them consistent. | attempt to clarify the relatitleswveen these principles or rules in terms of
understanding the concept of validity in differargtys and distinguishing arguments of different

kinds to which these principles or rules apply.

19 Davidson, ‘Reply to Jon Elster’ (1999)he Philosophy of Donald Davidsgm 445.
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2.2.1 The disanalogy between modus ponens anditi@gbe of continence

It seems to me that these claims are not incomsigtieen the concept of validity in both
claims is understood in different ways. The ‘vajdin the former claim, the reply to Grice and
Baker, could refer to deductive validity. Argumentsistrued according to rules of inference in
propositional logic and predicate logic are dedudyi valid. The validity of these arguments is a
function of their logical forms. The structure oflaductive argument guarantees that, given all
true premises, it is not possible for the conclnsibthe argument to be false. The truth of its

premises entails the truth of its conclusion.

When ‘validity’ in the former claim is so understhdhe principle of continence that
requires an agent to act on his best judgmentdkeirant to it. Modus ponens is the form of a
valid argument. An argument with the structure aidus ponens is a deductively valid argument.
However, the principle of continence has nothinddawith the form of a practical argument. An
agent forms an argument with a correct conclusibamhe follows the principle of continence
to reason. The argument is right not because iahgspecific form but because it properly
responds to the agent’s reasons. Furthermore gamant with the structure of modus ponens is
necessarily truth-preserving. But practical arguts@ne non-deductive arguments because,
some believe, the conclusion of a practical arguroentains evaluative words such as ‘ought’
or ‘should’, which makes it possible that the cosabn of the argument is false when all of its
premises are true. Although a practical argumenthwis formed in accordance with the
principle of continence is an argument with truerpises and conclusidhas a practical

argument, it is a non-deductive argument. The @rfee does not have the feature of formal

™ This point will be explained later in the sectd2.2.
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validity. The relationship between the true premiaed the true conclusion is not an entailment.
Hence, an argument with the structure of modus p®aed a practical argument construed in

light of the principle of continence are differdmds of reasoning.

Although the truth of the premises does not guasattie truth of the conclusion in a
non-deductive argument, a non-deductive argumeanbeaa strong argument when, given all
true premises, its conclusion is likely to be tleactical arguments are non-deductive
arguments, but a practical argument can be a gaporeent when, say, a practical argument is
an argument whose conclusion causes an actiorstegpected to bring about maximum utility

in the agent's calculation, a rational action.

This is not to say that when an agent reasons atdwaitto do, he needs not to follow
rules of inference. On the contrary, when an ageagons, theoretically or practically, he
reasons among propositions, and for his inferetcesake sense, he must frequently follow
rules of inference. An agent who always violatdeswf inference to reason seldom forms
arguments that are intelligible. Deontic logic esayned for the application of normative
concepts and normative reasoning, including coscgpth as ‘permissible’, ‘obligatory’, ‘better
than’, ‘good’, and so on. The system of deontiddag obtained by adding to propositional logic

several axioms, theorems, and rules of inferenaerdgulate the logical relations among

2 The criteria to determine what count as good jrakcarguments could be various. Decision theogy is
theory about how decisions should be made in dadbe rational, and it focuses on the evaluatioviagh
routine (See Sven Ove Hansson'’s ‘Decision Theorri&f Introduction’, 6, 12.) An agent’s desiresdae
ranked according to how much he values the possidrieequence brought about by taking an actiorkaid
and his beliefs can be different in how likely hedidves that the consequence can be realized throug
performing a certain action. The agent assignsestibp utilities and subjective probabilities ts kliesires and
beliefs when he measures the relative weights artimrg. The expected utility is a product of thejsative
utility and subjective probability of a pair of diesand belief. A rational agent forms an argumeimbse
consequence causes an action that is expectethgpatrout the maximum utility. The argument is adjo
practical argument in the sense of maximizing etqzkatility.
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sentences using normative concepthus, rules of inference are applicable to prattic

reasoning as well.

Accordingly, modus ponens is applicable to prattieasoning, but the problem is that a
conclusion about what to do cannot be reached plyisyg modus ponens in an argument. If a
prima facie judgment is seen asrltthena is better tham’, then wherr is also present, it
follows thata is better tham. But treating a prima facie judgment in this waya overlook its
‘prima facie’ characteristicr- as a prima facie reason supports the judgmenathattion of a
kind is desirable. Thus, if we want to stress fitaha facie judgments are conditionals, it would
be better to express a prima facie judgment asidfthe case, thenprima facie makes it true
thata is better tha'. Given the reason, it follows thatr prima facie makes it true thats
better tharb. In other words, by applying modus ponens, whdeuced from the premises is

also a prima facie judgment, not an intention tesdmething.

An inference from premisqsf(a is better tha, r) andr to the conclusiom is better
thanb cannot be characterized as a deduction. Justihn@asays that “Prima facie’ puts up the
warning signs that there is more work to be dorferbehe conclusion can be drawfi ¥When
an agent holds a prima facie judgment, insteadrettlly inferring an unconditional judgment
from it, he needs to consider whether or notihesonly relevant reason or is sufficient to detach
an unconditional judgment. As Davidson clarifiess;gf judgment expresses a view of the
relation between two propositions, and makes nongitment to the truth of eithet® Although

r, if true, would be a reason that supports the tagejudge that is better that, the agent may

3 For the axioms, theorems, and rules of inferesee Risto Hilpinen’s ‘Deontic Logic’ (2001), pp.(:662.
14 Justin Gosling, ‘What is the Problem?’ (1990)105.
15 Davidson, ‘Replies to Essays I-1X’, pp. 202-3.
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not think either or the judgment that is better thai to be true when they are not related by
the prima facie operator. Thus, directly drawingpaclusion about what to do from a prima

facie judgment without deliberation is illegitimate

Because practical arguments are not deductive agisnthe premises of a practical
argument do not entail its conclusion. An agent Wwhlals the principle of continence knows that
he should reason and act in accordance with higumgment, but since his practical reasoning
is not a deductive reasoning, the agent is noefbto infer an unconditional judgment from his
all-things-considered judgment. In other wordsagant could hold an all-things-considered
judgment without holding a consistent unconditigndigment. The existence of an all-things-
considered judgment does not imply the existena@ adnsistent all-out, unconditional judgment.
In this sense, the principle of continence is matl@gous to modus ponens in that the latter
applies to arguments whose premises and conclusaresan entailment relation, but the former

does not.

Applying the principle of continence in a practicehsoning is similar to applying the
principle of total evidence in an inductive reasmniln a probabilistic reasoning, an agent
considers competing probabilistic judgments beforming a conclusion about what is almost
certainly to occur. When the principle of totaldemce is effective, the agent detaches a
conclusion from the probabilistic judgment supporby the strongest evidence. The argument is
a strong argument, and the agent who reasons tamtyds a rational agent. Yet, whether or not
the principle of total evidence is effective inralpabilistic reasoning, the argument is not
deductive in form. As a non-deductive argument,pifegnises and the conclusion of the

argument are not in a relation of entailment. Aardgould hold a probabilistic judgment
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supported by the strongest evidence without detgchiconclusion about what is almost
certainly to occur from it. Similarly, an agent wholds an all-things-considered judgment does

not necessarily detach a conclusion about what toam it.

2.2.2 The analogy between modus ponens and theglarof continence

The ‘validity’ in the later claims, the repliesltazar and Elster, on the other hand, seems
to be a property of practical arguments where threnative force of the principle of continence
is exhibited, i.e., a property of arguments whioh iaferences from all-things-considered
judgments to unconditional judgments. The ‘valititgre is not a matter of argument form but

is understood in terms of truth preservation.

In the essay ‘The Objectivity of Values’, Davidsatks about the truth-evaluability of

evaluative judgments in practical reasoning. Hes say

When we reason about what to do or try to do, ouaithe value or morality of the actions of
others, we must combine factual judgments withvalwes. ... Such reasoning, if properly laid out,
is surely valid. But validity is defined as a trytteserving mode of reasoning. If practical
reasoning can be shown to be (in some cases) tladighremises and conclusion must have truth
values. Our understanding of the logical consthritgys out the same point. We sdyit is

desirable that my jetlag be curaddtaking Melatonin will cure itthenit is desirable that | take
Melatonin. But what do ‘and’ and ‘if ... then’ mehare? ‘And’ is usually defined as yielding a
true sentence if and only if each conjunct is targ ‘if ... then’ is similarly defined as a truth

functional connective. If we abandon these definis, what should we put in their plate?

16 Donald Davidson, ‘The Objectivity of Values’ (1995eprinted inProblems of Rationality2004), p. 55.

71



This passage is to support the view that evalugtidgments are truth-evaluative, but it also
reveals the conception that some practical argusrent be construed as valid arguments, and

they are valid in the sense that the conclusidruss whenever the premises are true.

We know that practical arguments are not deduetigements. Practical arguments are
not deductive in form, and so they are not necégdarth-preserving. On the contrary, the
conclusion of a deductively valid argument is adagjconsequence of its premise. Its logical
form makes the conclusion necessarily follow fréra premises. The truth of the premises

guarantees the truth of the conclusion.

However, deductively valid arguments are not thig &imd of argument that is truth
preserving and valid. A non-deductive argumentlmanalid if it is metaphysically, conceptually,
or analytically impossible for the premises to theetand the conclusion to be untrue. For
example, arguments like is water, thereforg is H,O’ and ‘Peter is Greg’s mother’s brother’s
son, therefore Peter is Greg’s cousin’ are neciégsauth preserving, although they are not

deductively valid-’

Similarly, a practical argument could be valid. Madidity of a practical argument does
not come from metaphysical, conceptual, or anal/tecessity but from the rational force of the
principle of continence. When the principle of aoanhce is effective, an agent forms an
argument in which he detaches an unconditionalmeig from his all-things-considered
judgment. For an argument of this kind, it is imgbte that its true premises yield a false

conclusion. And so it is a valid argument.

" See Jc Beall and Greg Restall’s ‘Logical Consegeeihe Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Winte
2013 Edition.
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The ideas of subjective utility and subjective @bitity in expected utility theory help to
explain the truth of an all-things-considered ju@gtn In a decision making procedure, an agent
measures the relative force of his desires anefiselind assigns subjective utilities and
subjective probabilities to his desires and belasfsording to how much he values a
consequence that would be brought about by takirecion of a kind and how much he
believes that the consequence can be obtainekimgta certain action. Apparently, a desire
that is expressed by an all-things-considered juagns assigned the highest value by an agent.

The all-things-considered judgment is a judgmare to the agent

The truth of an all-things-considered judgment gagges the truth of the unconditional
judgment detached from it in an argument. Whengamtdeliberates about what to do, he
considers various competing prima facie judgmeatere making a decision. Only when he
makes up his mind, can he take one of the compptinta facie judgments to form an argument
whose conclusion is an unconditional judgment taatses him to act. How strongly the
premises of this practical argument support itscumion depends on how good the prima facie
judgment that the agent takes to be the premisesafrgument is. An all-things-considered
judgment is supposed to provide an agent with tifemgest reason to act. When it becomes a

premise of a practical argument, the premisesefitigument provide its conclusion with the

18 An agent assigns the highest value to his allggiconsidered judgment, his best judgment, anittgment
is true to the agent. But the truth value of anaitéve judgment is not subjectively determinedakative
judgments can be objectively true or false. Davidslaims that objectivity ‘depends on there being a
systematic relationship between the attitude-caugioperties of things and events, and the attiudey
cause’. (See Davidson’s ‘The Obijectivity of Valugs’'47.) Accordingly, evaluative judgments areeafiyely
true if the desire attitudes they represent arsexdiby objects that are attractive to thinking tness. Since we
share with other agents the desires to seek watovih, security, success and to avoid pain andedist
evaluative judgments caused by these objects arectdy interpersonal standards - we commonlyndga
these objectives as worth pursuing.
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strongest justification or reason support, ancetfgeiment is a good argument. The agent takes

the premises to be true, and the conclusion tHagisally related to the premises is also true.

For arguments which are inferences from all-thingssidered judgments to consistent
unconditional judgments, they are validated bygheciple of continence. Although practical
arguments as non-deductive arguments are not raetes$ith-preserving, practical arguments
could be valid in the sense that for an argumenthvhas an all-things-considered judgment as
one of its premises, it is not possible that itsatesion is false while its premises are true. The
formation of an argument of this kind is a restiltatiowing the principle of continence. In this
sense, the principle of continence is a rule cérfce that is applicable to practical reasoning
and validates a practical argument that is formmm@ling to it-° The principle of continence
justifies an agent’s inference from his all-thirgmisidered judgment to a consistent
unconditional judgment. It demonstrates that amag#o obeys it has sufficient reason to hold
the unconditional judgment and to act on it. If gmanciple of continence is understood as a rule
of inference that validates inferences from alitjs-considered judgments to unconditional
judgments, then there is an analogy between moolusns and the principle of continence in
that they are second-order principles that guitiemal agents to reason and act. The principle of
continence is analogous to modus ponens with respéee fact that an agent who follows the
principle of continence or modus ponens to reas@s ahot get a false conclusion when he holds
all true premises, i.e., an unconditional judgmeritue whenever it is detached from his all-

things-considered judgment.

19 1an Rumfitt believes that ‘There is no suggesttuat the only rules that are logically necessarilgh-
preserving are the formal rules presented in lbgigk. For example, we are surely prepared to aelyule of
inference “From ‘x is red,’ infer ‘x is colored”hireasoning from any set of suppositions whatsoe{&ze lan
Rumfitt, ‘What is Logic?’, pp. 155-156.) Analogousthe principle of continence is a rule of infererthe
application of which forces an agent to infer ananditional judgment from his all-things-considejedgment.
We frequently use such a principle in practicaboggng and make most of our actions intelligibletioers.
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By the same token, the principle of total eviderdegn applied, can be seen as a rule of
inference that validates inferences from inducpiv@abilistic judgments supported by the
strongest evidence to conclusions about what isstlicertainly to occur. The validity here is
also defined as truth preservation rather tharedsictive validity. As evaluative judgments
which are truth-evaluable, inductive probabiligtidgments can also be true or false. Unlike a
statistical probability which is understood in terof the concept of frequency and is specified
by a numerical value, an inductive probability jotknt is a hypothesis established in relation to
a body of evidence and is explicated as being highkower than another inductive probability
judgment. The hypothesis is a prediction of a fitewvent. The evidence is a set of known or
assumed facts observed by an agent, the totaligi@fant information available to an agéht.
The stronger the evidence is, the more likely thathypothesis is true. Hence, a future event
indicated by a hypothesis supported by the straregadence is regarded by an agent as more
probable than other future events to occur. Wheagamt infers from an inductive probabilistic
judgment supported by the strongest evidence tmalgsion about what is almost certainly to
occur, the principle of total evidence is effectigad the inference is valid in the sense that it i
not possible for the conclusion to be false whenpgtemises are true. The principle of total

evidence functions as a rule of inference whicldaaés arguments construed according to it.

Although the principle of continence, the principlietotal evidence, and modus ponens
are respectively applicable to non-deductive ardidive arguments, it is only when the force
of rationality exhibits that these principles olerwill work. In practical reasoning or inductive
reasoning, an agent does not necessarily detashctusion from his best or strongest judgment

for there is no entailment between the two. An ageasons consistently when he is rational. In

% Rudolf Carnap, 'Statistical and Inductive Prokighi{1955), pp. 2-3.
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theoretical reasoning, although there is an entitrbetween premises and the conclusion of a
deductive argument, an agent's forming an argumihtthe structure of modus ponens,
whether or not he knows such a rule of inferenekes on the performance of rationality. The
agent must exercise his rational ability to disaghat follows from the premises of the
argument. When an agent's rationality shuts dowrtam draw no inferences with correct
conclusions. Consequently, the principle of contogs the principle of total evidence, and
modus ponens are similar in the sense that whemwfaimem is applied in reasoning, an agent is
forced to reason logically and consistently. Therapon of rationality makes it the case that the
agent cannot avoid detaching a conclusion in aecae with premises endorsed by his

rationality.

2.3 The distinction between two kinds of evaluajivdgment

Grice and Baker, Peacocke, and Charlton take Danisisegarding incontinence as a
failure in reasoning to be problematic. They badilvat when an agent holds an all-things-
considered judgment thpf(a is better that, r) and the reason he must detach an
unconditional judgment thatis better thai. An all-things-considered judgmepii(a is better
thanb, r) implies an unconditional judgment thaais better tham. Grice and Baker explain this
as if there is an analogy between modus ponereorétical reasoning and the principle of
continence in practical reasoning. Through the@malthey show that incontinence as a failure
in reasoning is impossible. Just as an agent whishbat ifp, theng and thap is forced to
conclude that, an agent who holds that considering all relevaasonsa is better tharb,
cannot avoid judging unconditionally theats better thar. It is not possible for an agent to hold

an all-things-considered judgment tipffa is better thaib, r) and the reason but detaches an
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unconditional judgmert is better tham from the other competing prima facie judgment that

is better thara.

In the above interpretation of the passages inugltihe concept of validity that |
suggested, there seem to be both an analogy asdreatbgy between modus ponens in
theoretical reasoning and the principle of contagem practical reasoning. As an argument
construed in light of modus ponens cannot havése faonclusion whenever its premises are true,
a practical argument which is a consequence ofyagpthe principle of continence always has a
true conclusion detached from an all-things-cormeidgudgment that is true. Such a practical
argument is valid in the sense that it is necdystanth-preserving. A practical argument,
however, is a non-deductive argument. Even if @dasstrued according to the principle of
continence and is valid, the premises and the asiar of the argument are not in a relation of
entailment. On the contrary, an argument constasedrding to modus ponens is deductively

valid. The premises of the argument entail the kemien of the argument.

Suppose the analogy between modus ponens in tleabretasoning and the principle of
continence in practical reasoning is acceptab&eptissibility of the failure to reason in
accordance with an all-things-considered judgme&nbi then ruled out. Davidson claims that
‘Simple failures in deductive reasoning are facmmon, even among those who know some
logic.”?* People who apply logical rules to reason couldemaistakes, especially when
reasoning processes are lengthy and complex. Soegpeople make mistakes in reasoning

because they fail to grasp the correct logical ®ahpropositions which they entertain to form

2L Davidson, ‘Replies to Essays I-IXEssays on Davidson: Actions and Evei®85), p. 206.
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arguments. Similarly, we should allow that an ageimb holds the principle of continence

sometimes makes a mistake, violates rules, andsdi@ge conclusions in practical reasoning.

What is more important is the disanalogy betweedus@onens in theoretical reasoning
and the principle of continence in practical reasgnwhich explains why an agent can hold an

all-things-considered judgment without holding artenditional judgment consistent with it.

Arguments formed in the light of modus ponens a&@udtively valid arguments. For
arguments of this kind, the conclusion necessésllgws from the premises. Arguments with
lengthy and complex steps apart, arguments witlstilueture of modus ponens can easily be

formed, and so an agent who holdgiithenq and ‘p’ can hardly avoid forming a conclusion

g.

If practical arguments are deductive argumentggamt who holds premises that are
essential to constitute a practical argument vaillally be forced to form a corresponding
conclusion since practical arguments of this kirelvaith brief steps and simple structure.
Aristotle, for example, believes that the form gdractical argument is a syllogism, and practical
syllogisms are similar to theoretical syllogismgomms. Both kinds of syllogism can be
constructed as formally valid deductive argumefAssAnscombe points out, Aristotle ‘is
marked by an anxiety to make practical reasonirigmbe as like as possible to speculative
reasoning. “They work just the same’, ... seems teeberring to a necessitation of the
conclusion.® This is because Aristotle hopes that the autormsichine aspect of practical
reasoning helps to explain how the syllogism dediuman animal in motion. The form of a

practical argument promises a necessity in the @cions among its premises and conclusion,

22G. E. M. Anscombe, ‘Thought and Action in Aristst{(1965), p. 153.
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and the major premise of the argument as a unilyegaantified conditional has a
compulsiveness that an agent who accepts it thkesa guide to aét.An agent must deduce a
conclusion and take a corresponding action whemolds a universally quantified conditional, a
general statement, and a relevant belief, a spestdtement. The conclusion is an entailment of

the premises.

If practical arguments are understood as deductiongich an all-out judgment
necessarily follows from an all-things-considenedgment and the content of a relevant belief,
then Grice and Baker are right to argue that athalgs-considered judgment is not separable

from an all-out, unconditional judgment consisterth it because the former implies the latter.

However, practical arguments are not deductions.l@tk of the entailment or automatic
transition between prima facie, conditional judgmseand the detached all-out, unconditional
judgments explains why an agent can hold an atigticonsidered judgment without holding an
all-out, unconditional judgment consistent withAn all-things-considered judgment is distinct
from an all-out, unconditional judgment consisterth it in the sense that the existence of an
all-things-considered judgment does not necessanlylve the existence of a consistent
unconditional judgment. Since there is no entailitetween the two kinds of evaluative
judgment, an agent could fail to infer an all-autconditional judgment from his all-things-

considered judgment. Incontinence as a failureasoning is possible.

3. THE MOTIVATIONAL FORCE OF A PRIMA FACIE JUDGMENT

2 |bid., pp. 152-154.
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In a case of incontinent action, an agent faileesson in accord with his all-things-
considered judgment thpf(a is better thar, €) and the reasog but detaches an unconditional
judgment thab is better tham from another competing prima facie judgment sufgabby a
relatively weaker reasopf(b is better tham, r), and the reason In section 2, | have defended
the possibility of incontinence as a failure ingeing, and in this section | investigate the cause
of incontinence: what causes an agent to fail&saa in accord with his all-things-considered
judgment? The desire causing an incontinent ageatitis supported by a relatively weaker
reason, but its motivational strength is stronpantthat of the all-things-considered judgment.
Then, this question can be put in another way: ddgs a prima facie judgment supported by a

relatively weaker reason get a superior motivaliémr@e in an incontinent agent’s reasoning?

Davidson identifies the desire causing an incomntigent to act as the cause of his
incontinence, and proposes the theory of partidanend to explain how such a mental cause
exists in the mind. But many think that Davidsomlentifying the effective desire as the cause of
incontinence and proposing the theory of partittbnend does not explain why the effective
desire is motivational stronger, why the all-thiggssidered judgment is ineffective. The lack
of self-control and emotions are suggested asahsecof an incontinent agent's failure in
reasoning by some philosophers. However, | argaerth specific kind of mental states would
be eligible to be the cause of incontinence whiqgblans the stronger motivational force that the
effective desire has in an incontinent action.dadt any mental event or state that fits an
incontinent agent’s personal character can interweinis reasoning process, cause him to be
interested in the desire supported by a weakeomgasd thereby increase the motivational
strength of the desire supported by a relativelgkee reason in a way that does not respond to

all the reasons the agent has.
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3.1 A challenge to the effective desire as the €afisncontinence

Under the assumption that propositional attitudescausally and logically connected
with each other, Davidson proposes the theory ditjgened mind to explain how an agent can
simultaneously harbor inconsistent propositionaduates in his mind. According to the theory of
partitioned mind, an agent's mind consists of wexiparts. Each part is constituted by
propositional attitudes which are causally anddathy connected with one another. To the
extent that the principle of logic fails to appllgere are only causal relations between
propositional attitudes. Whenever a breakdown efréason relation between two propositional
attitudes occurs, they are divided into differeattp of the mind. The two propositional attitudes
are respectively supported by a set of interlockirgpositional attitudes, but between them there
is a non-logical causal relation. Because of tipasaion, an agent can hold inconsistent

propositional attitudes in his mind.

Incontinent action is a case in which an agentdoidonsistent judgments. In an
incontinent action, the incontinent agent’s desirperform the present action causes him to
ignore the principle of continence and fail to a1 accordance with his all-things-considered
judgment. Although the desire is with a relativelgaker reason, it causes an intention to
perform the present action, which is inconsisteitt whe agent’s all-things-considered judgment
and the principle of continence. Hence, the incantt agent is in a state of inner inconsistency.
According to the theory of partitioned mind, theansistent judgments that coexist are separated
into different parts of the mind. The principleaantinence, the all-things-considered judgment,
and other interlocking propositional attitudes dadote a part, while the effective desire, the

intention to perform the present action, and othugaporting propositional attitudes form another
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part. Because of the separation, the principleoatinence is temporarily ineffective to the part
which gives a reason and causes the incontinent &gact, and so is the agent’s all-things-

considered judgment.

However, many believe that in this account Daviddoes not really explain why the
desire to take the action that the incontinent agerforms is motivationally stronger than the
desire with the best reason. David Pears claimsetien though the theory of partitioned mind is
able to cover all cases of akrasia, such as ineentiaction or self-deception, it has no
explanatory force because its success is achigydéfinition. The theory is successful because
a subdivision’s boundary is defined as a line amisich some element in a person’s psyche
fails to exercise its normal rational force to #tements belonging to different subdivisions.
‘That definition guarantees a perfect fit betweea functional theory of systems and the
phenomenon of irrationality that the subject is petent to avoid, ..?* Irving Thalberg claims
that the theory of partitioned mind cannot makessasf the idea that considerations which favor
my doingx may seem more cogent to me but have less influgpae me than those favorigg
because the theory does not improve our undersigrdithe motivational force of the prima
facie judgment causing the unconditional judgmerddy. The lack of a proper interpretation of
the motivated strength of the prima facie judgnentsing an unconditional judgment makes the
theory lose its explanatory foré2Ariela Lazar and Annette Baier also think that timeory fails

to explain why an all-things-considered judgmeilsfeo cause a corresponding unconditional

2 David Pears, ‘Paradoxes and Systems’ (1984), p. 84
% |rving Thalberg, ‘Questions about Motivated Strém@1985), pp. 101-103.
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judgment and action, and they ask what decides whersubdivision rather than the other

controls a behavid®

3.2 Is the lack of the virtue of self-control theuse of incontinence?

Apparently many philosophers are not satisfied \Ri#vidson’s explanation of the cause
of incontinence. They feel that proposing the tgexrpartitioned mind and giving the agent’s
stronger desire to do what he has done do noyregfilain why the desire with a relatively
weaker reason is motivationally stronger, why thsigd supported by his best reason fails to
cause a corresponding intention and action. Inrdadexplain why an agent fails to reason and
act in accord with his all-things-considered judgmeome philosophers try to identify a mental
state that is responsible for the failure. BothyGAfatson and Alfred Mele suggest that an
incontinent agent fails to reason in accord withdll-things-considered judgment because he
lacks self-control. Then, is the incontinent agetdcking self-control the cause of his

incontinence?

Unlike Davidson who claims that there is an intéaral necessary relation between
unconditional judgments and actiofi<zary Watson denies such a connection. He everasfu
to take desires and intentions as evaluative judggn&Vatson adopts the view that evaluative

judgments are rankings or preferences of the eggdaalues of taking actions. The rational part

% Annette Baier, ‘Rhyme and Reason: Reflections awiflson’s Version of Having Reasons’ (1985), p..121
Ariela Lazar (1999), ‘Akrasia and the Principle@dntinence or What the Tortoise Would Say to Aelil|
393-394.

" Davidson holds P1 ‘If an agent wants toxdmore than he wants to gaand he believes himself free to do
eitherx ory, then he will intentionally da if he does eithex ory intentionally’ and P2 ‘If an agent judges that
it would be better to da than to dgy, then he wants to domore than he wants to gbto be true, and in his
analysis P1 and P2 are applicable to all intentiaoions which are caused by conditional judgmethis
outcomes of deliberation. This claim is a resulP&f P2, and such an analysis.
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of the soul is the source of these evaluationsagent could desire to act in accord with his
evaluation, the good. Desires arising from appefied emotions, however, come from the
irrational part of the soul. They are blind in gense that they are fundamentally independent of
the agent’s view of the good. Because evaluatiomsligtinguished from desires, it is possible
that ‘one’s evaluations and desires diverge inageitases in such a way that one is led to do
things which one does not think worth doing, omagh worth doing as some available

option.”?® When a desire caused by an appetite or emotisindeg enough, it moves an agent to

act contrary to his evaluation.

Davidson believes that in a piece of practical eaeasy, an agent deliberates about what
to do, and the result of his reasoning is an unitiomél, evaluative judgment that motivates him
to act. However, Alfred Mele follows Watson to cathat when an agent has conflicting wants
in his practical reasoning, he is attempting tkrais wants on some scale of values, and this is
not to determine which of his competing wants Inasstrongest motivational force. On the
contrary, evaluation and motivation can sometingsilt of line with one anothét What an
agent wants more in the evaluational sense madognpatible with what he wants more in the
motivational sense. In this sense, it is possitée the motivational strength of the desire caused
by evaluation is inferior to that of the desire ad by appetite or emotion. Davidson is wrong in
that he fails to distinguish the two senses of ‘isanore’, evaluational and motivational, and so
it is difficult for him to explain why an incontimé agent's desire assigned with the highest value

is not motivationally strongest.

2 Gary Watson, ‘Skepticism about Weakness of WilB77), p. 320.
2 Alfred Mele, ‘Akratic Action: Causes, Reasonsgeimtions’ (1987), p. 37.
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Watson identifies the lack of the virtue of selfat®l as the cause of incontinence.
Watson claims that an incontinent agent fails tarmaccord with his best judgment because he
lacks the virtue of self-control which is a capgdd counteract recalcitrant motivation contrary
to one’s better judgment. The agent fails to rdsstesire contrary to his evaluation, and we
blame him because the desire is resistible ineéhsesthat if the agent had developed the virtue

of self-control, he could have resisted the retant desire®

Mele basically accepts Davidson’s causal theorgotibn, and believes that an
incontinent action is caused by a pair of belief dasire. However, although the belief and
desire explain why the incontinent agent takesattien that he performs, they do not explain
why he does not take the alternative action judgdzk better. An adequate explanation of an
agent’s action, Mele suggests, must go beyondelaison for acting. Prima facie, evaluative
judgments have a motivational element, but whedhesall-things-considered judgment results in
action ‘depends not only on the agent’s being &bkt accordingly and the absence of external
prevention, but also on the extent to which heis@ntrolled’* When a worse judgment gets

stronger motivational force than a better judgmantagent who fails to be perfectly self-

controlled will not be able to elicit a reversaltb&é balance of his motivations.

In my view, Watson’s and Mele’s taking the lackiloé virtue of self-control as the cause
of incontinence encounters several problems. Watsioks that a desire caused by an appetite
or emotion is blind and fundamentally independdraroagent’s evaluation. This seems to mean
that a desire of this kind could be a force al@an agent when it occurs in an agent’s mind.

Then, when the desire is motivationally strongént,agent who acts on it seems to act

30 Gary Watson, ‘Skepticism about Weakness of Will'323, pp. 333-4.
3L Alfred Mele, ‘Akratic Action: Causes, Reasonsgeimtions’, p. 45.
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involuntarily. He is moved by a desire he doesamatorse. Incontinent actions as involuntary

actions are not how we understand incontinent astio

Furthermore, the explanatory force of Watson’s amation seems limited. Given that the
desire causing an incontinent agent to act is wholed to be blind and irresistible, the lack of the
virtue of self-control may be able to explain casewhich an agent’s rationality is dominated by
his overwhelming desire or passiSrBut it cannot explain cases in which an agent balm
accepts his worse value judgment and acts on @olchcases of akrasia, an agent does not lose
control of himself, but knowingly and intentionaligts against his best judgment. The desire
causing him to act is not irresistible. If he wahtke could have done otherwise. It is the cold
cases of akrasia that puzzle us here. Lackingcselfrol seems not helpful to our understanding

cold cases of akrasia.

However, even the suggestion that the lack of safftrol explanation improves our
understanding of hot cases of akrasia is doubAfuliGosling clarifies, the Greek word “akrasia”
means ‘lack of control’ and suggests the Socratita examples in which an agent is overcome
by passion to act on his false judgm&hindicating the lack of self-control as the cauke o

incontinence seems to say no more than how theepbo€ incontinence is defined.

32 Watson distinguishes weakness of will from comjouisin each of the two cases an agent is causadt toy
an irresistible desire, but Watson indicates thaytare distinguishable in terms of the virtueadf-sontrol and
the capacity of resistance acquired in the normatse of socialization and practice. Watson sajfgak
agents fall short of standards of “reasonable amdhal” self-control (for which we hold them respiins),
whereas compulsive agents are motivated by desteh they could not resist even if they met those
standards’ (See Watson, ‘Skepticism about Weakoiedéll’, 332). Although the desire that caused an
incontinent agent to act could have been resigitélin fact irresistible to the agent when hesadthus, given
that the desire causing an incontinent agent tésdidind and irresistible, it should be reasondbléeat the
desire as an overwhelming desire and the caseichvaim agent is caused to act by the desire adsat of
akrasia.

3 Justin Gosling, ‘What is the Problem?’, 97.
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Although Mele takes the lack of self-control as oh¢éhe causes of incontinence, this
less strong claim cannot avoid the challenge texpanatory force of his view. Mele hopes to
solve the problem why the desire causing an inoentiagent to act is motivationally stronger
than his desire to act on his better judgmenttieianswer that an agent is incontinent because
he loses self-control does not tell us why but $inagsumes the desire causing the agent to act
to be motivationally strongest among all desirehenbeginning. The incontinent agent is wrong
because he fails to defeat the strongest desiteargrio his evaluation. The problem of
weakness of will that Davidson proposes is puzztiegause the desire expressed by an all-
things-considered judgment is supposed to be dsiesal motivationally strongest, but in a case
of incontinent action it turns out that anotherigeebased on a relatively weaker reason causes
the agent to act. The incontinent agent thinkshleaghould act on his best judgment but fails to
do so. It seems that the problem of weakness bofisnilot genuine for Watson, Mele, and those
who think that evaluation is distinguished from mation because an incontinent agent who is
caused to act by a strong desire that he doeswdotrge simply does not think that he wants to

take the action that he performs.

3.3 Is emotion the cause of incontinence?

Although Watson and Mele are dissatisfied with Digen’s analysis, their answer to the
problem about the cause of incontinence seemsattarblLet us consider another suggestion:
emotion. Christine Tappolet claims that emotiotdeast in cases in which the desire causing an
incontinent agent to act is caused by an emotiave la causal role and make incontinent actions
of this kind intelligible. Is emotion the causeintontinence? Can emotion explain why the

motivational force of a desire based on a relagivetaker reason is superior to that of the desire
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supported by all relevant reasons, and so explayam incontinent agent fails to detach an

unconditional judgment from his all-things-consel#judgment?

Emotions, according to Tappolet, are perceptionsabfes. An object that attracts
someone’s attention ‘falls under some evaluativecepts, such as the concepts of the dangerous,
the disgusting, the shameful, the irritating, tttesative, the admirable, or the love-wortHs).’

An emotion arises when an agent perceives an objdtiany of these values. Tappolet takes
emotions to be analogous to perceptual experiendbat both kinds of perception can be
assessed in light of whether the perceived objecalne is correctly represented and that the
content of both kinds of perception is non-concapt8he remarks that ‘emotions are to a large
extent isolated from our higher-order cognitiveqasses and thus from our deliberative

faculty.”®

An emotion can direct an agent’s attention to greessof his circumstances and cause
the agent to take an action. Tappolet shares wittaRl de Sousa the view that emotions direct
our attention in the sense that ‘emotions limitridwege of information that the organism will
take into account, the inferences actually drawmfa potential infinity, and the set of live
options among which it will choos&®.Accordingly, emotions have a practical functioheT
emotion involved in a practical reasoning drives délgent to notice a certain aspect of his
situation and ignore others. Corresponding to tien&on, the agent forms an inference about

what to do.

* bid., p. 110.
% Christine Tappolet, ‘Emotions and the Intelligityilof Akratic Action’ (2003), pp. 109-110.
% Ibid., p. 104.
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An emotion can be assessed in terms of how iefitduative facts, which determines
whether an action caused by it is rational or H@n agent’s emotion is compatible with his
rational judgment about what the case is, therethetion is appropriate, and the action is
rational. In cases in which incontinent actions@esed by emotions, there is a conflict between
a value perception and an evaluative judgment.vBlhge perception, the emotion, appears to be
inappropriate because it does not fit the evaledet that the agent recognizes, and so the

action caused by the emotion is an irrational actio

Even if the emotion involved in an incontinent antis inappropriate, it explains why the
incontinent agent fails to reason in accord withliest judgment and makes the incontinent
action intelligible. Tappolet gives an examplelbostrate this view. ‘Suppose | am about to
cross a narrow rope bridge hanging high up on a dbaft. Though | feel fear, | judge that all
things considered | ought to cross the bridgedgguit to be sufficiently safe and going back
would make for a much longer hike. If | end up aaissing the bridge, it will not be difficult to
make sense of my action: the perceived danget,realior not, readily explains why | didn’t
cross the bridge®’ In other words, given the agent's judgment tHahaigs considered crossing
the bridge is better than not crossing, the fearass the bridge is inappropriate. However, the
fear causes the agent to focus on another judgtinanit would be better not to cross the bridge
and detach an unconditional judgment from it. Tde xplains the incontinent agent's failure in

reasoning, and makes the incontinent action uraiedable.

Taking emotion as the cause of incontinence isaddeway to explain why an

incontinent agent fails to reason in accord withliest judgment, but it seems to me that how

¥ \bid., 111.
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Tappolet interprets the concept of emotion is potatic. Tappolet’s taking the content of
emotions to be non-conceptual makes the concegnotion incomprehensible. To say that the
content of emotions is non-conceptual seems to riiedremotions are just feelings. If emotions
are just feelings, what could their content bethéscontent a specific feeling that constitutes an
emotion? But we find that there is no necessaryeotion between an emotion and a specific
feeling. My face turns red and my heart rate ineesavhen | am embarrassed. But | may be
embarrassed without feeling any of these changeg/ibody. Sometimes | experience these
changes but do not feel embarrassed- my face tadhand my heart rate increases when | am

running. Thus, feelings seem not proper to be tment of emotions.

Moreover, Tappolet believes that emotions are pi@es of values. Applying
evaluative concepts to objects that are perceivedever, must involve cognition. If to have an
emotion is to perceive an object that is thoughidpsay, dangerous, dreadful, annoying, lovely,
exciting and so forth, then concept and judgmeatasential to having an emotion. Tappolet’s
holding emotions to be perceptions of values aedctintent of emotions to be non-conceptual

would make her position unintelligible.

There is something wrong with Tappolet's explamgtiut given Davidson's analysis of
the concept of emotion, Davidson would agree thaitens have a role in the causal history of
some actions. To Davidson, emotions are not sirigalngs to which no concepts are applicable
but are propositional attitudes. In the essay ‘Hanmgnitive Theory of Pride’, Davidson takes
pride as an example to analyze the nature of emtiride can be considered in two ways. As
an affective state, the impression of pride is gre@able passion. According to Hume, the

beliefs that cause the impression of pride alwayse the impression of pleasure at the same
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time, and so the two impressions are somehow ingklea Pride, as a cognitive state, is
expressible in sentences such as ‘I am proud thanhla beautiful house’. Davidson regards the
impression of pleasure as the attitude of appramdlidentifies the state in which someone is
proud thap with his having the attitude of approving of hitiscause op.*® This is because
someone’s being proud pfis caused by a judgment that a person’s exempgjfthe property
prima facie makes him praiseworthy and a belief tieshimself exemplifies that propergyIn
other words, self-approval which consists of a judgt of approval and a belief whose content
involves the reference to self constitutes pridadand its cause, when represented by
propositional expressions, exhibit a logical relafl® In a similar way, other emotions can also
be characterized with respect to the affective etspad the cognitive aspect. When an emotion
is understood in terms of the cognitive aspectethetion makes sense to us because a reason
explanation of it is offered to rationalize it. given Davidson’s view on emotion, if the
desire causing an action is caused by an emotiergrnotion is a part of the rational pattern in

which the action occurs.

Some may disagree with Davidson on how emotionsaused, but | think that, whether
or not Davidson’s analysis is acceptable, it isos@able to take emotions as cognitive states.
This is because when an agent has an emotiongtasiping or recognizing the emotion is a

process of thinking and involves the use of corecapt propositions. When the emotion causes

% Donald Davidson, ‘Hume’s Cognitive Theory of PriE976), reprinted irEssays on Actions and Events
(2001), p. 281, p. 287.

% The logical relation between pride and its cawsele recognized when the expressions of pridétacduse are
construed as an argument. Davidson clarifies tlmatgument cannot be a syllogism, such as ‘All ava a
beautiful house is praiseworthy, | own a beautifalise, therefore | am praiseworthy’. On the onalhae do not
esteem someone just because he owns a beautifsé hOun the other hand, the middle term ‘owns atifetu
house’ drops out in the conclusion, but it is nekde the content of propositional pride. To avbigse troubles, the
major premise should not be a universal stateniEntidson suggests, ‘My approval or judgment is jrfiacie in
character and is given only relative to its groufidvidson, ‘Hume’s Cognitive Theory of Pride’,385). When
the major premise is expressed as a prima facgnjedt, the conclusion detached from it is alsoimgfacie
judgment: | am praiseworthy in so far as | own auidul house.
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any thoughts, the agent is in a process of reago8imce emotions involve thinking and
reasoning, they are cognitive states. In the stbromeo and Juliet, Romeo’s recognizing his
love to Juliet entails that he holds a belief adlostiove to Juliet. The love causes him to drink
poison when he believes Juliet to be dead. Lovenastion that interacts with other
propositional attitudes in his thinking and reasgnis a cognitive state. Only when emotions are

cognitive states, can emotions be reasons thae ¢atentional actions.

To say that emotions have propositional contentaardeffects of beliefs is not to equate
emotions with cognitions but to emphasize the huoiliationality of emotions. Because an
emotion has propositional content and is a thooghtcertain kind, when it is involved in the
causal history of an incontinent action, it caralreason favoring the desire that causes the
incontinent agent’s intention to perform the presseation. In this sense, the emotion has a causal
and logical relation with the incontinent actiom @e contrary, Tappolet’s taking emotions as
non-cognitive states has the upshot that when aniemis involved in the causal history of an
incontinent action, it has no role to play in th@éanal pattern in which the incontinent action, an
intentional action, is placed to be understoobré@aks the logical connection between the action

and its cause and makes the action unintentional.

Besides explaining the rational aspect of an inoent action, emotion can also explain
the irrational aspect of an incontinent action.efnotion is eligible to be the cause of
incontinence if and only if it intensifies the imtment agent’s interest in satisfying the desire
causing him to act and makes the motivational fofdbe desire increase in a way that is not in
proportion to the reason supporting the desire.drhetion is a cause of, but not a reason for, the

agent’s being incontinent because its occurrenampts the agent to see the insufficient reason
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of a desire as sufficient but fails to rationals&zeh a change. Hence, it seems reasonable to take
the emotion as a cause which gives a reason exyariar why the incontinent agent takes the

action that he performs and also gives a non-lbgmasal explanation to his being incontinent.

But the problem is that the attempt to take ematimnbe the cause that accounts for all
cases of incontinent action in which emotions awived cannot be successful. We find that
sometimes a person is intensely angry and is theset to have certain thoughts, but the
emotion neither rules his mind nor causes an imgent action. Sometimes an agent acts
incontinently and with an emotion, but the incoatibaction is not caused by the emotion.
Emotion could be the cause of incontinence to a cascontinent action in which an emotion
is involved, but it seems not able to account fbingontinent actions in which emotions are
involved. And, of course, it cannot account foresasf incontinent action in which emotions are

not involved either.

3.4 The cause of incontinence

Perhaps we should abandon the idea that thererigjae kind of mental state that is the
cause of incontinence covering all cases of incenti action. In other words, there is no mental
state of a specific kind that whenever it presahtaakes an agent fail to reason in accordance
with his best judgment and act incontinently. TWiwv on the cause of incontinence echoes
Davidson’s anomalism that there are no psycholbgicpsychophysical laws which regulate the
connection between thoughts, and the connectiomeagt thoughts and actions. Since thoughts
are not necessarily connected in certain ways, @atah state of a specific kind necessarily

causes an agent’s failure in reasoning.
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This is not to suggest that there is no mentaéstadt could cause the shift in the
expected motivational forces of desires. On thdraoy, any conception that occurs to an agent
in his reasoning process could be such a cause Wwamuses the agent's interest in satisfying
the desire with an insufficient reason and thernebyeases the motivational strength of the
desire. When an intervening conception causes amt &g be more interested in doiaghan
doingb, even though the agent judges that all thingsidensd,b is better tham, his strong
interest in doing could blind his reason and makes his all-thingssatered judgment
ineffective. That is, any intervening conceptiomlcobe the cause of incontinence when it
causes the agent’s stronger interest in perforrmagction supported by a relatively weaker
reason and increases the motivational strengtheoflésire in a way that does not properly

respond to all reasons the agent has.

Obviously, emotions are not the only kind of mestake which could disturb an agent's
reasoning process. Personal characters, customplysical impulses could also be the cause of
an agent's failure in reasoning. A bold personyenibe thrill of risk. When there is a typhoon,
even though he judges that, all things considetedyuld be better to stay at home than to go
surfing, he chooses to go surfing. His adventupmrsonality reinforces the motivational
strength of the desire to go surfing, and the gfeowlesire in turn causes him to ignore the
principle of continence. A person is told by histbe that he should stop consuming food with
caffeine as he suffers from heart disease. Howéneeis used to drinking coffee or tea in the
morning, and so although he judges that, all thoagssidered, it would be better not to drink
coffee, he serves himself a cup of coffee. It ssdustom that adds motivational strength to the
desire to drink coffee. A person who is implemeginlow-fat eating plan occasionally finds

that there is ice cream in the refrigerator. Althlotne knows that he should not eat ice cream, his
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physical impulse increases the motivational foricthe desire to eat ice cream. He eats ice
cream. In these cases, personal character, cuat@hphysical impulse play a causal role in the
history of an incontinent action as they respetfiaeouse an agent’s strong interest in
performing the action he judges to be worse anth&# motivational force toward the desire to

take the action.

Personal character, custom, and physical impulseemotion, can be a reason that
explains the rational aspect of the action thahaantinent agent performs on the one hand, and
be the cause that explains the incontinent agiiltse in reasoning on the other hand. Personal
characters, customs, or physical impulses are antagendencies or inclinations to choose in
certain ways. When they are perceived and concdiyexh agent, they exist as cognitive states
in the agent's mind and interact causally and Bilyievith other propositional attitudes in his
thinking and reasoning. It is not necessary thait texistence causes an agent to fail to detach an
unconditional judgment from his all-things-consel®judgment, but they could easily influence
or interfere with an agent's reasonfigVhen they cause an agent to be more interesta in
action he judges to be worse and make the destekéothe action superior in motivational

strength, they are the causes of incontinence.

Recall that Pears, Thalberg, Lazar, and Baimmplain that Davidson does not explain

why an incontinent agent's desire with an insugfitireason is motivationally stronger than the

0 For example, acting on an emotion could be ratickmagent is rational to act on an emotion if émotion is
considered as a reason for taking the action aodrisistent with his all-things-considered judgrmesmd all-out,
unconditional judgment. In this case, the emot®a relevant reason for or against taking an aci@ntype that
the agent considers.

*I pears, Thalberg, Lazar, and Baier criticize thatiBson’s theory of partitioned mind does not sestaly
explain the stronger motivational force of the desiith an insufficient reason in an incontinen¢aigs reasoning.
How a desire with an insufficient reason gets thgesior motivational force in an incontinent agenmtasoning is
indeed a problem, which | have discussed in thegmiesection. However, this problem is not whatiBson
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desire with the best reason, why an incontinenhifgds to detach an unconditional judgment
from his all-things-considered judgment in his measg. If to give an explanation of the
motivational strength of the desire with an instiéint reason or the failure in reasoning is to
give a specific kind of mental state that accotimtshe phenomenon, as what Watson, Mele, de
Sousa, and Tappolet have done, then Davidson adesead to do so. This is because
identifying a kind of mental state as the causmodntinence is inconsistent with Davidson’s
anomalism. And we also find that more than one kihochental state could serve as causes of
incontinence that explain the superior motivatidoate of the desire causing an incontinent

agent to act and explain an incontinent agentigr&in reasoning.

4. PROBABILISTIC AKRASIA

Previously in section 2, | have examined the suggesnalogy between modus ponens in
theoretical reasoning and the principle of contageim practical reasoning, and here | would like
to discuss another analogy proposed by Davidsosdifiran analogy between practical
reasoning and inductive reasoning, to explain tenpmenon of weakness of will. The
appropriateness of this analogy is questioned Bastiurley who believes that beliefs are
governed by truth alone and so no one could dega@nclusion about what is almost certainly
to occur from a probabilistic judgment supporteddss evidence. There is no such thing as
probabilistic akrasia. In this section, | arguet fi@babilistic akrasia is possible because
conflicting probabilistic judgments involved in ase of probabilistic akrasia could both be true

and held by an agent. In section 3 | have explaihatithere is not a specific kind of mental state

attempts to solve through proposing the theoryaofifioned mind. The explanatory force of the theof
partitioned mind will be discussed in chapter I¥¢tion 2.
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which functions as the cause of incontinence cogeail cases of incontinent action. Emotion,
personal character, custom, physical impulse, pmagntal state that interferes with an
incontinent agent’s reasoning could be eligiblexplain why an incontinent agent fails to
reason in accordance with his best judgment. Tedlise of probabilistic akrasia, | hold a
similar claim. There is no specific kind of mensgte that can explain all cases in which an
agent fails to detach a conclusion about whatmat certainly to occur from the probabilistic
judgment supported by the strongest evidence. &frdaition, prejudice, stubborn belief, or any
other belief that intervenes in an irrational aggergasoning could be the cause of his

probabilistic akrasia.

4.1 An analogy between practical reasoning andatiel reasoning

Probabilistic akrasia is an example of failureeasoning that Davidson gives in order to
illustrate an incontinent agent’s failure in reasgn This conception is basically inspired by
Rudolf Carnap and Carl Hempel. Inductive probagilitccording to Carnap, is ascribed to a
hypothesis with respect to a body of evidence. Aypothesis is a statement concerning
unknown facts, such as a prediction of a futureng\end the evidence is a statement about the
information available to an agent. The relationassn the hypothesis and the evidence in a
probability judgment is a relation of support ontitamation. The stronger the evidence is, the
more likely that the hypothesis is true. This relaiof support or confirmation is a matter of
degree*? Any probabilistic reasoning in everyday affairslan science ought to be guided by
the principle of learning from experience that @tlhings being equal, a future event is to be

regarded as the more probable, the greater theveefeequency of similar events observed so

2 Rudolf Carnap, ‘Statistical and Inductive Probiai(1955), p. 2.
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far under similar circumstance® Given this principle, a man’s behavior is ‘unrazsle if his
expectation of a future event were the higher ¢iss frequently he saw it happen in the past, and
also if he formed his expectations for the futurthaut any regard to what he had observed in

the past™*

Davidson believes that there is an analogy betweasoning about what to do and
reasoning about what is almost certainly to ocCur the one hand, the major premise of each
kind of reasoning is a judgment in a relationahfoFor a practical argument, the major premise
provided by a desire is a prima facie judgmentrifnp facie judgment thatf(a is better tharb,

r) is an evaluative judgment formed in relationhe teasom. Because the propositional
expression of a desire is a prima facie judgméetcbnclusion deduced from it and the reason
is also a prima facie judgment, thatpf(a is better that, pf(a is better thar, r)&r). An agent
who at the same time holds a conflicting desirg, gfib is better tham, €) and the reasog

does not thereby hold a contradiction, for whataduced is a prima facie judgment established
in relation to a different set of reason, thapigh is better tham, pf(b is better tham, €)&€). For
an inductive reasoning, similarly, its major preejia probabilistic judgment, is established in
relation to a reason. What is directly inferrechira probabilistic judgmemtr(Rx SX and a
reasorSais a judgment thair(Ra pr(Rx SXY&Sag. When an agent also holds another
conflicting probabilistic judgment that(-Rx QX) and a reaso@a, and he infers thadr(-Ra,
pr(-Rx Qx)&Qa), he does not hold a contradiction. Accordinghyaipractical reasoning or
inductive reasoning, an agent who considers cdimtjgudgments does not hold a contradiction

because the judgments are in the relational form.

*bid., 13.
* bid.
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On the other hand, an agent who fails to detaalmaonditional judgment about what to
do from a prima-facie evaluative judgment suppolgdhe best reason is like an agent who fails
to detach a conclusion about what is almost cdytéonoccur from a probabilistic judgment
supported by the strongest reason. When an aghl# tvao prima-facie evaluative judgments
that respectively favor and disfavor an action,dbieclusions deduced from them are also
prima-facie evaluative judgments. None of them aiagctly cause an action. To decide what to
do, an agent needs to take a further step to datacimconditional judgment from one of the
competing conditional judgments. When an agenovadl the principle of continence to reason
and detach a conclusion from his all-things-congdgudgment, a prima-facie evaluative
judgment supported by the best reason, he is &ti@Qtherwise, he is irrational. Analogously,
when an agent considers conflicting probabilistiigments supported by different reasons, a
conclusion about what is almost certainly to ogsurot deduced from either judgment. Itis in a
further step that an agent detaches a conclusiout ahat is almost certainly to occur from one
of the competing probabilistic judgments. In théi&idnal step, a rational agent follows the
principle of total evidence to detach a conclugbout what is more probable from a
probabilistic judgment supported by the strongegtence, while an irrational agent fails to do

so®

4.2 The possibility of probabilistic akrasia

Susan Hurley, however, believes that the suggesteallel between the two cases does
not obtain because there is no such thing as piigdiabakrasia. An agent can hold conflicting

evaluative judgments about what to do, but he cahalol conflicting probabilistic beliefs

> Davidson, ‘How is Weakness of the Will Possible, 37-8.
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because ‘in the case of what should be believath #lone governs and it can’t be divided
against itself or harbor conflict8®.Once an agent knows what is more probable givehel
evidence he has, he can no longer hold the canftligirobability judgment supported by less
evidence. Hurley offers an explanation:
Consider someone makes two relational probabilidgments, rPq and eP-q, and goes on to judge
that in relation to all the relevant evidence thersmamely r and e, -q is probable. He couldn't,
despite having made the more inclusive relatiomdgjment conjoined with the judgment of no
better evidence, believe that g is probable becaiid® evidence provided by r; r's evidential
force has been subsumed without remainder by thre molusive evidence r&e. Less inclusive
probabilistic evidence has no constitutive reasivimg force that could hold out in the face of

recognition that it's subsumed by the best proligthilevidence, which favors the opposite

conclusion’’

Davidson believes that an agent can hold two adnfly probability judgments when they are
supported by different bodies of evidence. But Blyid argument shows that it is not possible
for an agent to harbor two conflicting probabiliitglgments because any weak probabilistic
evidence is silent when the strongest probabiligence speaks. Hurley approves Pears’
assertion that ‘If the operation of the perverssbneason is detected and its result is recognized
as irrational, it will be likely to collapse compddy, ... a perversion of reason should cease the

moment that a person becomes conscious &f it'.

Following Davidson’s principle of charity, Hurleyamts us not to attribute probabilistic
akrasia to an agent for we can always find a bettptanation which makes his beliefs

consistent. For example, an agent probably faite¢ognize or remember that -q is probable in

“6 Susan Hurley, ‘Conflict, “Akrasia” and Cognitivisif1985), p. 32.

*“bid., 31.

8 Susan Hurley, ‘Conflict, “Akrasia” and Cognitivisnpp. 31-2. David Pears, ‘Paradoxes of Systen@84),
pp. 73-4.
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relation to all the evidence. When he sees theakesthe will either give up the judgment rPq or
revise the judgment (r&e)P“§ When an agent seems to be in a case of probabilleasia, his
accepting the probability judgment with less evideanyway is in fact a case of self-deception.
The agent believes the probability judgment wislevidence to be true because he desires it to

be true rather than because he accepts the evidapperting the probability judgment.

In the rest of this section, | explicate the reafswrthe possibility of an agent’s holding
conflicting probabilistic judgments. | also offexaanples to show that there are cases of
probabilistic akrasia which should not be treatedases of omission or self-deception. Finally, |
conclude that, like an agent who fails to reasoacicord with his all-things-considered judgment
in a practical reasoning because of the disturbahea emotion, personal character, custom, or
physical impulse, an agent could fail to reasoadoordance with the probabilistic judgment
supported by the strongest evidence in an inductiasoning because of the interference of a

strong intuition, prejudice, or stubborn belief.

Hurley is right to claim that beliefs are goverrmdtruth since to hold a belief is to take
the content of the belief to be true, but thisos areason against the possibility of an agent's
holding conflicting probabilistic judgments. Hurlagknowledges the possibility of weakness of
will. She believes that an incontinent agent haloisflicting evaluative judgments when he
deliberates about what to do. But evaluative judgsien fact, are also governed by truth. Since
Hurley allows an agent to hold conflicting evaluatjudgments, she should allow an agent to
hold conflicting probabilistic judgments. Furthemapan agent cannot hold a belief that he takes

to be false, and so he cannot hold a contradithiahis obviously false. But two conflicting

“9 Susan Hurley, ‘Conflict, “Akrasia” and Cognitivisnp. 33, p. 38.
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evaluative judgments or probabilistic judgments loath be true to an agent, and so they can be

held by an agent at the same time.

That an agent holds conflicting evaluative judgrsertconflicting probabilistic
judgments in a reasoning process is compatible Muttley's claim that beliefs are governed by
truth. When desires are expressed as evaluatigenendts, they are truth-evaluable, and so they
are governed by truth. Two conflicting evaluatiudgments could both be true to an agent when
the reasons supporting each of them are diffeFemtexample, ‘It is desirable to go to the
concern tonight because it is free’ and ‘It is desirable to go to the concern tonight because no
rock band will perform tonight’ are conflicting duative judgments supported by different
reasons. Both could be held true by an agent agaihme time. Likewise, two probabilistic
judgments that conflict with each other could bioghtrue and held by an agent at the same time.
Probabilistic judgments are relational judgmentseyiare formed in terms of certain pieces of
evidence. Since the relation of support or conftramabetween the judgment and the evidence in
a probabilistic judgment is a matter of degreehezdwo conflicting probabilistic judgments
could be true to an agent to a degree. An agenhalahtwo conflicting probabilistic judgments
as long as he holds both to be true. An agentn&tance, can hold both that '‘Considering that no
test was given last week, it is probable that tieeeepop quiz tomorrow' and that 'Considering
that teaching progress has fallen behind scheduseprobable that there is not a pop quiz
tomorrow' in his reasoning. The two probabilistidgments are conflicting, but they are true to

the agent, and so can be held by the agent aathe sme.

It seems that there are some cases in which an agegpts a probabilistic judgment

because of, as Hurley suggests, his omission atdsige for the truth of the probabilistic
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judgment, but there are also cases in which antageepts a probability judgment with less
evidence simply because he accepts the evidencen@e evidence we have nowadays,
scientific or empirical, God probably does not Xt people who share their Christian
testimony show their faith in God. Merely becautthe personal experience with God, such as
hearing the voice from God, feeling that God isspr#, even just once, a person could totally
change his religious beliefs. Many of these pecpldd be atheists before they accept that God
exists. And so they cannot be classified as cdssslfedeception in which a person believes in
God because he desires that God exists. They beheBod even if the evidence for the belief,
the personal experience, is weaker than the evedsmgporting an opposite judgment. Or
consider the famous O. J. Simpson murder caseeVidence gathered by forensic science
indicates that Simpson who is accused of murdemniscent, but many are not persuaded by this
stronger evidence. They believe that Simpson igyguot because they desire him to be guilty
or forget the strong evidence for the opposite abdistic judgment but simply because they

tend to accept the evidence collected to proveSimapson is the murderer.

The conception of the impossibility of probabildirasia seems to suggest that, omission
and self-deception apart, an agent always acdeptsrobabilistic judgment with the strongest
evidence in an inductive reasoning. If this is fiilen when the same evidence is offered to
different agents to judge what is more probabley tlmust detach a judgment from the
probability judgment with the strongest evidenclkey will necessarily form the same judgment.
This, however, cannot be true. When agents hawae@Bame evidence for a case that is
considered, it is possible for them to accept diffe: probability judgments and detach different
conclusions. For example, the same evidence iepted in court for the jury to judge whether

the defendant is probably innocent, and it may awthat the defendant is found guilty by

103



some jurors and not by others. Since people cauhd flifferent judgments upon the same
evidence, it follows that it is not necessary fgeaison to reason and judge in a certain way. An
agent could accept a hypothesis that is not suggdy all evidence he has in an inductive

reasoning.

It seems that intuition, prejudice, or stubborndfedccurring to an agent in his inductive
reasoning could unreasonably enhance a hypothegisstnot supported by all evidence the
agent has. When an agent considers what is prqolabteof these mental states could interfere
into his reasoning process, cause him to ignor@tineiple of total evidence and draw a false
conclusion. An intuition, prejudice, or stubborrieiecould be formed on the basis of an
unconvincing reason or an unreasonable personi@rpnee for someone or something. When
this is the case, an agent who is influenced byntustion, prejudice, or stubborn belief to draw
a false conclusion in his reasoning can not gix&tianal explanation for such a failure. For
example, a roulette player knows that the oddsagarinning for each number shown on the
wheel is 37 to 1, but because he won $700 yestdrgdagtting $20 on number 26, he feels that
number 26 will still be a lucky number today. Théuition makes him falsely judge that number
26 has the greater chance of winning, and he reglggtlaces bets on that number. The intuition
causes the player to draw a false inference butatanake his false inference reasonable. The
multiplicity of mental states that are causes obpabilistic akrasia can be explained by
Davidson’s anomalism that there are no psychophlsicpsychological laws regulating the

connection between two types of mental state.

5. CONCLUSION
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In this chapter, | explored several problems ralsschuse incontinence is understood as
a failure in reasoning. These problems include lerab of the possibility for an agent to fail to
detach an all-out, unconditional judgment fromdlighings-considered judgment, the
explanation of the superior motivational force lué tlesire with an insufficient reason, and the
parallel between incontinent action and probaliliskrasia. In section 2, | defended the
possibility of an incontinent agent's failure imsening through clarifying the role the principle
of continence plays in practical reasoning. Thatghnciple of continence applies to practical
arguments which are non-deductive in form explathg an agent who holds the principle of
continence in a practical reasoning is not foreeddtach an all-out, unconditional judgment
from his all-things-considered judgment. In secoh argue that there is no mental state of a
specific kind the occurrence of which necessaidyses a shift in the expected motivational
forces of desires. However, an emotion, persoraladter, custom, or physical impulse that
intervenes in an agent's reasoning process coukkcauch a shift. In section 4, | discussed the
parallel between incontinent action and probalixligkrasia. | believe that just as an agent could
hold conflicting evaluative judgments that are ttadim in a practical reasoning, an agent could
hold conflicting probabilistic judgments that ared to him in an inductive reasoning.
Furthermore, just as an agent could fail to detacbnclusion about what to do from his all-
things-considered judgment because of the influehe® emotion, personal character, custom,
or physical impulse, an agent could fail to detadonclusion about what is almost certainly to
occur from the probabilistic judgment supportedhnsy strongest evidence because of the

influence of an intuition, prejudice, or stubbolibf.

What are crucial to the solutions of these problanesthe fact that practical arguments

and inductive arguments are non-deductive argunsmdavidson's anomalism thesis that
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there are no psychophysical or psychological lagsilating the associations between different
types of thoughts and actions. Because practigainaents and inductive arguments are non-
deductive arguments, there is not an entailmentdxst the premises and the conclusion of a
practical or an inductive argument. The inferemoenfa prima-facie evaluative judgment to a
conclusion about what to do, or the inference feoprobabilistic judgment to a conclusion about
what is almost certainly to occur, is not an autbentgansition. An agent does not necessarily
detach a conclusion from his all-things-considgueldment or from the probabilistic judgment
supported by the strongest evidence. Since thera@psychophysical or psychological laws
which regulate how a thought is connected with lagiothought or action, any mental state
interfering with an agent’s reasoning could causeto fail to reason in accordance with his all-
things-considered judgment or with the probabdigidgment supported by the strongest

evidence.
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IV. IRRATIONALITY AS AN INNER INCONSISTENCY

Donald Davidson proposes the theory of partitiomaad to explain how cases of
irrationality are possible given the assumptiort tieasingle propositional attitude can exist
without causally and logically connecting with atlpeopositional attitudes. For each case of
irrationality, there is a mental cause that isanotason for the mental state it causes. It brings
about an inner inconsistency within an agent, winetkes the agent irrational. Hence, to
Davidson, the problem of irrationality is a problefmnner inconsistency. The theory of
partitioned mind explains the possibility of thest&nce of a mental cause that is not a reason

for its effect and the inner inconsistency causged.b

The theory of partitioned mind faces various cistes. In this chapter, | discuss several
lines of critical argument, aiming thereby to egpte Davidson’s explaining irrationality as an
inner inconsistency. First, some commentators gueste explanatory force of the theory of
partitioned mind. They think that drawing a bounydaetween two inconsistent propositional
attitudes or dividing them into different partstbé mind does not tell us how an agent reasons
irrationally. Second, some philosophers believé émaagent’s holding two inconsistent
propositional attitudes is intelligible to us whercoherent causal nexus in which the two
inconsistent propositional attitudes occur is @aterand so there is no need to propose the theory
of partitioned mind to explain the existence of @wal cause that is not a reason for the mental
state it causes and the phenomenon of inner inst@nsly. Third, many tend to deny the
interdependent relations between reasons, consyst@consistency, rationality, and irrationality,
and so challenge Davidson’s taking inner consist@iscthe standard of rationality and inner

inconsistency as the standard of irrationality.
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| defend Davidson’s theory of partitioned mind listchapter. Section 1 begins with a
brief review of Davidson’s theory of partitionedmdi Section 2 investigates the explanatory
force of the theory of partitioned mind. | arguattthe theory of partitioned mind successfully
explains the possibility of inner inconsistency dese it rules out the situation in which inner
inconsistency cannot occur, that is, the situatiorhich two inconsistent propositional attitudes
are put together. Section 3 explains the necesbitye theory of partitioned mind. | argue that
the theory of partitioned mind is necessary becausenly if two inconsistent propositional
attitudes are located in different parts of thedrtimat no explicit or implicit contradiction is
yielded by the conjunction of the inconsistent @siponal attitudes, and so an agent can hold
both beliefs at the same time. Section 4 expldresrterdependent relations between reasons,
consistency, inconsistency, rationality, and ioaéility. | argue that it is appropriate to takeann
consistency as a standard of rationality becausasoning process consists of propositions with
truth values to which consistency is a property thattributable. Section 5 is a conclusion of

this chapter.

1. AREVIEW OF DAVIDSON’S THEORY OF PARTITIONED MIN

Davidson’s analysis of weakness of the will corssgdttwo parts, namely, a description
of the phenomenon of weakness of the will and golagration of the cause of the phenomenon.
Davidson describes the phenomenon of weaknes® ofithin a way that is compatible with the
assumption that an agent always acts on what lyegu be better. And he identifies a mental
state as the cause of the phenomenon. The meatialista mental cause which bears no rational
relation with what it causes. Davidson tries tolakphow a mental cause that is not a reason for

the mental state it causes exists in the mind uthdeassumption that propositional attitudes are
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causally and logically connected with one another.

Davidson believes that an agent who acts intentypaats on what he judges to be better.
According to his causal theory of action, an init@mal action is caused by a pair of belief and
desire that rationalizes the action. The pair isamby a reason for but also a cause of the action.
When we try to understand why an agent does songtitientifying a pair of belief and desire
that causes him to act will explain why he takesdbtion. Corresponding to an explanation of
this kind, a practical argument can be construtdeshow how an agent infers from a desire for
an end and a belief that actions of a certain lndld help to reach the end to the conclusion
that taking an action of that kind is desirableisTdrgument would show how he reasons from an
end to a means. In a practical argument, the npagmise provided by a desire is expressed as a
prima facie, conditional judgment thaf(a is better that, r), the minor premise provided by a
paired belief is the content of the beliebind the conclusion inferred from the two premises
an intention, an all-out, unconditional judgmerdtthis better tham. When an agent acts on the
conclusion of his practical reasoning, he acts batwe judges to be better. An intentional action
is a result of a practical reasoning, and soate¢ase in which an agent acts on what he judges to

be better.

Given the principle that an agent always acts oatwe judges to be better, cases in
which an agent acts against his best judgmentassille because the two evaluative judgments
involved are of different kinds and the two kindswaluative judgments are not in a relation of
entailment: Before an agent acts, he weighs reasons for aidsigaking some sort of action.

What he considers are competing prima facie, etimkipudgments conditioned by certain

! For a more detailed account of the possibilityefikness of the will, see Chapter Ill, section 2.
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reasons. When the agent decides what to do, hehdstan all-out, unconditional judgment from
one of the competing prima facie, conditional juégns. The competing prima facie judgments
have the formpf(a is better tham, r)’, and the conclusion coupled with an action is an
unconditional judgment with the forma is better thaty’ or ‘It would be better to da than to do
b'. Because the two kinds of evaluative judgmenésrant in a relation of entailment and the
inference from a prima facie, conditional judgmtnéan all-out, unconditional judgment is a
non-deductive argument, an agent who holds arniggs-considered judgment thata is better
thanb, e) does not necessarily infer an unconditional judghirom it. He could fail to reason
consistently and detach an unconditional judgmiesttitis better tham from a competing prima
facie judgment thapf(b is better tham, r). When the agent acts on the unconditional judgmen
inconsistent with his all-things-considered judgmaithough he acts against his best judgment,

he acts on his value judgment.

Davidson takes the cause of weakness of will ta beental cause that is not a reason for
the mental state that it causes, and he gives@uatwhich explains how the existence of such
a mental cause is compatible with the assumptiahgfopositional attitudes that an agent has
are causally and logically connected with eachrotilereover, Davidson believes that the
mental cause brings about an inconsistency betaeémcontinent agent’s propositional
attitudes and makes him irrational, and so the @atcalso provides an explanation of how an
agent harbors inconsistent propositional attitudéss mind. What follows is a brief outline of

the account.

Davidson identifies the desire causing an incontiagent to act as the cause of his

being incontinent. The desire, on the one handpéslthe rational aspect of the action. It serves
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as a cause of and a reason for the action tha¢batinent agent performs. Because the desire
rationalizes the action, there is a reason reldigtween the desire and the action. On the other
hand, the desire makes the action an irrationamadt causes the agent to override the principle
of continence and act against his all-things-cared judgment, but does not rationalize what it
causes. Since the desire is a mental cause ahobat reason for, the agent’s acting against his
best judgment, there is a breakdown of the reaslation between the agent’s propositional

attitudes.

Although the incontinent agent does not hold cahttary judgments in his reasoning,
he holds inconsistent judgments when his strongal&s perform the present action causes him
to ignore the principle of continence. The prineipf continence, a principle of rationality, is
intrinsic to an agent who can think and reasoreduires an agent to perform the action judged
best on the basis of all available relevant reasbims incontinent agent who holds the principle
knows that he should act on his best judgment. &$eam all-things-considered judgment about
what is best for him to do, but he detaches annshtonal judgment from another competing,
conflicting prima facie judgment. In other wordsetincontinent agent holds a trio of judgments
which are inconsistent. That is, (1) the principleontinence, (2) an all-things-considered
judgment that, saypf(a is better tha, €), and (3) an unconditional judgment thas better
thana. The unconditional judgment is not contradictaryhe all-things-considered judgment,
but it is literally inconsistent with the all-thiagconsidered judgment enjoined by the principle of
continencé. Davidson takes inner consistency as a fundameatat of rationality, and inner
inconsistency a manifestation of irrationality.tihis sense, irrationality lies in the inconsistency

of the unconditional judgment with other attitu@desl principles. The incontinent agent who

2 Donald Davidson, ‘Incoherence and Irrationality©85), reprinted ifProblems of Rationality2004), p. 194.
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holds a set of inconsistent judgments is an imati@gent.

Davidson proposes the theory of partitioned minexplain the compatibility between
the assumption that no propositional attitude cast &vithout causally and logically connecting
to other propositional attitudes, the existenca ofental cause that is not a reason for the mental
state it causes, and the state of inner inconsigté&tcording to Davidson, the mind is divided
into parts. The interaction between two proposdlattitudes determines whether or not they
belong to the same subdivision of the mind. Theraxttions among propositional attitudes in a
subdivision are consequences of following the ppilecof logic. In a subdivision, a
propositional attitude that causes another mustladsa reason for holding it. The two
propositional attitudes that are in a causal r@fasire in a reason relation. On the contrary, when
the causal relation between two propositionaliates remains while the logical relation between
them is gone, the two propositional attitudes g@artaand respectively belong to different
subdivisions. Davidson remarks that ‘The breakdoireason relations defines the boundary of
a subdivision... The parts are defined in terms atfion; ultimately, in terms of the concepts of
reason and of causéAccordingly, a boundary is drawn between incoesispropositional

attitudes held by an irrational agent for theyiara non-logical causal relation.

The boundary drawn between inconsistent propositiattitudes limits the normative
force of a propositional attitude to the subdiumsighere it is located and makes cases of
irrationality possible. An agent does not belidve tonjunction of two inconsistent beliefs that
cannot be true at the same time. But the boundgrgrates the two inconsistent propositional

attitudes and allows an agent to hold them simattasly without putting them together.

% Donald Davidson, ‘Paradoxes of irrationality’ (P8reprinted irProblems of Rationality2004), p. 185.
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Because of the separation, the normative forcepoingiple of rationality and judgments
compatible with it is restricted within a subdiweito which they belong. The normative force is
not effective against an inconsistent judgment ishaeparated into a different subdivision. The
agent is then able to hold the inconsistent judgmés Davidson puts it, ‘The irrationality of
the resulting state consists in the fact thatittams inconsistent beliefs; the irrational step is
therefore the step that makes this possible, taeidg of the boundary that keeps the
inconsistent beliefs apartn this sense, the boundary is what makes allscafirationality

possible.

2. THE EXPLANATORY FORCE OF THE THEORY OF PARTITIGND MIND

The theory of partitioned mind depicts a model mak an agent who holds principles of
rationality could occasionally be irrational, whikttludes cases of incontinent action.
Nevertheless, the theory of partitioned mind igjfiently criticized with respect to its putative
explanatory force. Commentators, such as Davids&amg Thalberg, Annette Baier, and
Ariela Lazar, deny that the theory of partitioneshdhsuccessfully explains incontinent action or
other cases of irrationality. They think that divigl inconsistent propositional attitudes into
different parts of the mind does not tell us whudgment supported by the strongest reason is
overcome by a competing judgment with an insuffici@ason in an incontinent action. In this
section, | examine arguments against the explan&oce of the theory of partitioned mind. |
will first clarify that the main purpose of the thg of partitioned mind is not to explain the
superior motivational force of a desire with anufisient reason in a case of incontinent action,

but to explain the possibility of inner inconsistgnThen, | discuss the explanatory force of the

* Donald Davidson, ‘Deception and Division’ (198&printed inProblems of Rationality2004), p. 211.
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theory of partitioned mind. | will argue that thesbry of partitioned mind does explain the
possibility of inner inconsistency. Its explanatéoyce lies in the fact that it rules out the
situation in which an agent cannot hold inconsispeapositional attitudes, that is, the situation
in which two inconsistent propositional attitudes put together and form an explicit or implicit

contradiction.

David Pears believes that Davidson’s theory ofippamnied mind is capable of covering all
cases of irrationality which are cases of inneoirgistency, but he argues that such an
accomplishment is merely achieved by definitionjchideprives the theory of its explanatory
power. In a case of irrationality, Pears claimsagant knows that the judgment he favors
violates a rational constraint and endorsing it midke him irrational. The proper function of the
cautionary belief is to intervene and stop irragidy. When it fails to do so, a boundary is drawn
between inconsistent beliefs, which enables antagedrld them simultaneously and be
irrational. In this sense, the theory of partitidmeind covers all cases of irrationality for ‘In
such cases the irrationality is always the redulbe cautionary belief’s failure to intervene and
stop it and, whenever a failure of this kind occaréne is drawn between main system and sub-
system’> However, Pears argues that this achievement &raat because a subdivision’s
boundary is defined as a line across which sonmaeziéin a person’s psyche fails to exercise its
normal rational effect on the elements belonginditi@rent subdivisions. ‘That definition
guarantees a perfect fit between the functionadrthef systems and the phenomenon of
irrationality that the subject is competent to @yoi.”® Since the achievement of the theory is

obtained by definition, the theory has no explanapmwer at all.

® David Pears, ‘Paradoxes and Systems’ (1984), 84.
® Ibid.
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If the theory of partitioned mind is to have ex@tory power, Pears argues that it must
give a permissive cause of irrationality which ¢ tied to definition but is ‘an empirically
discoverable cause and one whose presence catabiksted independently of its supposed
effect, the irrationality” Freud, for example, identifies the failure of ctinsisness as the
permissive cause of irrationality. If an agent @ogsly believes that he is irrational to form a
belief, this cautionary belief will prevent him froforming it. Otherwise, he will form the belief
and be irrational. As a permissive cause of irrelby, the failure of consciousness is
empirically discoverable and distinguished fromeffect. Its explanatory force is not given by
definition. Unfortunately, drawing the boundaryween inconsistent beliefs as the permissive

cause of irrationality has none of these features.

Furthermore, according to Pears, the theory oftparéd mind should explain why the
cautionary belief fails to intervene and stop imadlity effectively, but it does not. The boundary
drawn between inconsistent beliefs restricts timetion of the cautionary belief within the
subdivision to which it belongs so that the cawigrbelief does not exhibit its rational force
across the line. Pears writes that ‘we might hapefpsychological account of the junction
between the two systems which would explain thekadge. But that would be an empty
dream... The criterion used by the functional thaehen it draws the line is simply that that is
where the blockage occufliving Thalberg, Annette Baier, and Ariela Lazhaee with Pears a
similar view? They seem to attribute the function of Pears’icaatry belief to an all-things-

considered judgment, and think that the theoryaofifponed mind does not tell us why the best

" Ibid.

® Ibid., 87.

° See Irving Thalberg’s ‘Questions about MotivatéeSgth’ (1985), 101-103, Annette Baier's ‘Rhymealan
Reason: Reflections on Davidson’s Version of HavRegasons’ (1985), 121, and Ariela Lazar's ‘Akreeaial
the Principle of Continence or What the TortoiselddSay to Achilles’ (1999), 393-394.

115



judgment enjoined by the principle of continendésfeo make an agent stick to it. That is, the
theory of partitioned mind does not show us whysir@ with an insufficient reason gets

superior motivational force in a case of incontingction.

Previously, in Chapter Ill, Section 3, | have amjtieat there are no psychological states
of a specific kind whose occurrence guaranteesdharrence of cases in which an agent fails to
reason consistently about what to do. Although Bsmi points out that it is the strong desire
causing an incontinent agent to act that causesdowerride the principle of continence and so
be irrational, Davidson does not explain why thsidewith an insufficient reason gets superior
motivational strength in the reasoning process.ddeto commentators who complain that the
theory of partitioned mind does not explain whyirzgcontinent agent’s all-things-considered
judgment is overridden by another competing pria@ef judgment formed on the basis of a
relatively weaker reason, i.e., why the judgmenbieed by the principle of continence fails to
prevent an incontinent agent from being irrationayely identifying the strong desire as the
cause of incontinence is not satisfactory. Theyeekpo find a mental state that can explain the
inefficacy of the all-things-considered judgmenty sponse is that there is no unique kind of
mental state that serves as the cause of incoognéunt any mental state the agent has could
interfere with the agent’s reasoning when he israwéit. When the intervening mental state is
recognized by the agent, it could increase thevattinal strength of the desire with an
insufficient reason in a way that is not proporébto the reasons he has. Emotion, personal
character, custom, physical impulse, or other mestdédes could play such a role in a reasoning

process and be the cause of incontinence.

However, explaining the superior motivational sgignof the desire with an insufficient

116



reason in a case of incontinent action is not ilmatidson intends to do when he comes up with
the theory of partitioned mind. The theory of pastied mind mainly aims to explain how a
mental state can exist as a cause of, but notsamdar, another mental state - how an agent can
harbor inconsistent beliefs simultaneously in hisdnBecause irrationality is understood in
terms of inner inconsistency, the theory of pamiéd mind which explains cases of inner
inconsistency explains cases of irrationality, unithg weakness of the will, self-deception,
probabilistic akrasia, and any phenomenon thatistsngf a set of inconsistent propositional
attitudes. According to the theory of partitioneshd) whenever a boundary is drawn between
two inconsistent propositional attitudes, it is gibte that the agent holds them simultaneously.
Otherwise, it is not. Thus, drawing the boundamegia condition in which cases of irrationality

are possible.

Pears claims that for the theory of partitioneddrtm have explanatory force, it must

give a permissive cause that is empirically discabke, distinguished from its effect, and not

tied to definition, but drawing the boundary does Imave these characteristics. The permissive
cause of irrationality that Pears mentions seenhetan event or state whose occurrence allows
irrationality to occur, and he seems to take drgwire boundary as the permissive cause given
by the theory of partitioned mind. If this is these, then Pears is right to think that drawing the
boundary is not empirically discoverable becausebibundary, to Davidson, is a concept of the
theory. Davidson remarks that ‘I postulate suclvanolary somewhere between any (obviously)
conflicting beliefs. Such boundaries are not digced by introspection; they are conceptual aids
to the coherent description of genuine irratiofesit'® In other words, the boundary is merely an

idea which helps to delineate the division of theadn\When an agent holds inconsistent beliefs,

19 Davidson, ‘Deception and Division’, p. 211.
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the inconsistent beliefs are separated as if tiseadboundary drawn between them. The
boundary is neither a mental event nor an object,sa it is not a permissive cause of

irrationality.

Although the theory of partitioned mind does natega permissive cause of irrationality
as Pears demands, the theory does not therebifdaselanatory force. What the theory aims to
explain is how an agent can harbor inconsisten¢tsah his mind, and it gives the answer that
separating inconsistent beliefs into different paftthe mind enables an agent to hold them at
the same time. This answer indeed solves the probkrause it rules out the situation that
prevents an agent from holding inconsistent belibfst is, the situation in which two
inconsistent beliefs are put together and formxati@t or implicit contradiction. Beliefs that
are inconsistent are necessarily not all true. Twiatbeliefs are inconsistent entails that they
cannot be true at the same time. When one isttneegther must be false. It could be the case
that two inconsistent beliefs are contradictoryhvatich other when, say, one is P and the other is
its denial —P. The conjunction of P and —P is aplieix contradiction (P&-P). It could also be the
case that two beliefs are inconsistent but notredittory with each other when one is P and the
other is a statement from which, together with ptiediefs that an agent accepts, —P can be
inferred. The two beliefs constitute an implicint@diction. An agent does not believe the
conjunction of two inconsistent beliefs for the pottion is a contradiction, explicit or implicit,
and cannot be true. Therefore, putting inconsidtehéfs together is a situation in which an

agent cannot hold them at the same time. And theryhexcludes this situation.

Accordingly, cases of irrationality, such as sedtéption or weakness of will, are

possible because the involved inconsistent bediefsapart from each other. A self-deceiver
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holds opposite judgments. A belief that he doeswastt to believe to be true sustains another
belief that he inclines to believe to be tfi&or example, a man knows that he is being cheated
by his wife. Because he does not want to acceprtitie, he deceives himself into believing that
he is not being cheated by his wife. The formeiseauhe latter that contradicts it, and so they
are inconsistent and contradictory with each othlee two beliefs together form an explicit
contradiction which cannot be held by an agenty@ien they are separated, can an agent hold
them at the same time. An incontinent agent doesaid contradictory beliefs because his
conflicting all-things-considered judgment and umditional judgment are with different forms
and are not in an entailment relation. The incamttragent holds an all-things-considered
judgment thapf(a is better thatb, €), a relevant reasas the principle of continence, and other
supporting beliefs, but he does not form a conolusibout what to do from this set of beliefs. If
he continued to reason, he would infer that better thatn. However, the incontinent agent
detaches an unconditional judgment thé& better tham from another set of beliefs. In other
words, his unconditional judgment is implicitly doadictory with the conclusion that could be
inferred from the all-things-considered judgment ather beliefs that he accepted. The
conjunction of all of the incontinent agent’s bédies an implicit contradiction which is not
acceptable to an agent. Yet, when the inconsibigrdfs are apart from each other, an agent can
hold them at the same time. For other cases dgfanality, similarly, separating inconsistent
beliefs prevents the formation of an explicit opirit contradiction and makes it possible for an

agent to hold inconsistent beliefs at the same.time

Two inconsistent beliefs do not form a contradictichen they are separated from each

other, but why doesn’t an agent’s holding two slentail his holding the conjunction of them?

™ Davidson, ‘Deception and Division’, p. 199.
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John Williams says that ‘To believe that p andebdve that q is not necessarily to believe that p
and g. Were thisotthe case then all cases of holding beliefs insast with each other would
be cases of holding self-contradictory beliéfsHe enumerates examples to show that
inconsistency is not the same as contradictioniristance, an agent may present an argument
containing many premises, including p and includqpgHe could believe p and believe —p
without believing p&—p if he has only considered tivo contradictory beliefs separately and
sincerely believes each of them. Moreover, an ag@ntholds a large number of beliefs may not
be able to understand or consider their conjuncaod therefore without being able to believe it.
In these cases, inconsistent sets of beliefs @aremy possible but also hard to avoid especially
when there are a large number of beliefs in theAgeagent is allowed to hold inconsistent
beliefs without holding a contradiction when he sloet or is not able to discover the fact that

the conjunction of the inconsistent beliefs he pteés a contradiction.

Williams seems to think that, due to omission @ompetence, an agent is allowed to
hold inconsistent beliefs without holding a contctidn. Once the agent discovers that beliefs he
holds are contradictory, he should give up ondnerdather. This is because for contradictory
beliefs p and —p, any evidence for the truth ofibprove —p to be false and vice versa. The
agent is not justified in continuing to hold comfictory beliefs** However, in the various types
of irrationality that Davidson deals with, irrat@magents are assumed to be aware of all beliefs
that are inconsistent. In an extreme case of amatity, such as a case of self-deception, an agent
remains aware of the fact that his evidence fatledelief that he does not want to accept. For

it is this awareness that motivates the agent ki & opposite belief. Thus, it is quite possible

12 John Williams, ‘Inconsistency and Contradictioh981), p. 600.
3 |bid., p. 601.
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that the agent appreciates that beliefs which he#shere contradictory. If so, how can an agent
consciously hold beliefs that are inconsistentwanecontradictory with each other without

holding their conjunction?

The legitimacy of the separation of inconsistenietie could come from the fact that
each of the inconsistent beliefs is supported bgtaf interlocking beliefs held true by an agent.
In a case of irrationality, the main reasons timeagent has for each of the inconsistent beliefs
are usually different but are held true by the ageor example, an agent judges that having a
piece of French bread with garlic spread would ésrdble because it is delicious. However,
thinking about the fact that garlic spread consi$tisydrogenated oil which could increase the
risk of heart disease and cause other health prshlhe agent also judges that it would be better
not to consume it. Suppose that the agent takdattiee to be his best judgment which is
enjoined by the principle of continence he holdsflmally judges unconditionally that it would
be better to eat the bread. The agent then hotdsaistent beliefs. Because the agent has
reasons for each of his inconsistent beliefs, Inestifl hold them even if he recognizes that the
beliefs he holds are inconsistent. The situatiomwhich the agent would get rid of one of the
beliefs and makes his beliefs consistent is thdinaks out that the reason supporting it is wrong.
He no longer holds the belief because he has somnga do so. Hence, as long as the agent has

reasons for what he believes, he can hold thefbedigen if they are inconsistent.

In an extreme case of irrationality, such as setfegption, an agent holds p and —p. How
can the agent hold obviously contradictory beleithout holding the conjunction of them?
Williams denies that an agent who discovers thiefsehe holds are contradictory is justified in

continuing to hold them for any of the agent’s evide for one belief will be evidence against
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the other and vice versa. This seems not rightwkather an agent believes p or —p is not
always determined by a single piece of evidencatiteptance of which represents that to the
agent only p or only —p is true. Sometimes an afjelits p and —p because they are respectively
supported by different sets of evidence. In a chself-deception, the agent has stronger
evidence for a judgment he knows to be true. Howewerder to avoid the truth that hurts but
accept an opposite judgment, the agent irratiorlBremphasizes the weaker evidence for the
opposite judgment that he favors. Because the peedfor two opposite judgments is different
and mistakenly appears to have equal force togbatathey are allowed to coexist. The only

thing that is impossible is that the agent is cdueenold that p&—p by the same set of evidence.

Accordingly, Davidson'’s theory of partitioned miatns to explain the possibility of an
agent’s holding inconsistent beliefs at the same tiand what does the trick is the separation of
a belief from another that is inconsistent witand the supporting relation between beliefs and
different sets of reasons. Davidson understand8amnality as an inconsistency within a person.
Because two inconsistent beliefs together formxgati@t or implicit contradiction which is
unacceptable to an agent, the theory of partitiongdl excludes the situation in which an agent
is not allowed to hold inconsistent beliefs, tlgtthe situation in which they are put together.
Only when inconsistent beliefs are separated fraah @ther, can an agent hold them
simultaneously. The separation is neither an anlyitstep nor a stipulation of the theory. Its
legitimacy relies on the fact that inconsistentdfslcoexisting are respectively supported by
different sets of reasons. No one can sincerelgh contradiction for it is obviously false.

But two inconsistent beliefs caused by differerns ¢ reasons could both appear true to an agent.
As an agent has reasons for each of his beliefsathanconsistent, he is justified in holding

them without holding their conjunction.
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Here the compatibility between Davidson’s ratioasdumptions for thinking creatures
and cases of irrationality is evident. Davidsonmbathat no propositional attitude can be
isolated from other propositional attitudes busexidependently in the mind. Instead, a
propositional attitude is causally and logicallyhnected with other propositional attitudes, and
is identified by its relation with them. | have digpted that what allows an irrational agent to
hold inconsistent beliefs without holding their gamction is that the agent has different sets of
reasons for each of the beliefs. That a belieipgpsrted by an interlocking set of propositional
attitudes partially makes irrationality possible this sense, the rational assumption that
propositional attitudes are causally and logicatimnected with each other is not only

compatible with but also necessary for cases afianality.

To sum up, Pears believes that Davidson’s theopaditioned mind does not have
explanatory force because, in his view, the bountas the function of restricting the rational
force of a propositional attitude within a subdieisto which it belongs simply because it is so
defined. Some other philosophers also complainttieatheory of partitioned mind does not
improve our knowledge about why judgments withisight reasons or principles of rationality
are ineffective in cases of irrationality. Thisas illusion. | have clarified that the aim of the
theory of partitioned mind is to give a conditianwhich inconsistent beliefs can coexist, rather
than that of identifying psychological states alpecific kind to explain how a desire with an
insufficient reason gets superior motivational &te override the principle of rationality.
Furthermore, | believe that there are no psychcligtates of a specific kind the occurrence of
which guarantees the occurrence of incontinengs fiitile to look for such a psychological

state.
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It seems to me that it would be easier for us &tke explanatory force of the theory of
partitioned mind if we focus on the separationvad inconsistent beliefs rather than on the
imaginary boundary drawn between inconsistent felighe boundary between inconsistent
beliefs is a conceptual aid which helps to sketpicture of divided mind in which irrationality
is possible. The boundary, in fact, representsémparation of a belief from another that is
inconsistent or even contradictory with it in areags mind. The theory of partitioned mind aims
to explain the possibility of inner inconsistenagd it explains that an inner inconsistency
occurs when beliefs that are inconsistent are aghinto different parts of the mind. | have
argued that such an account does have explanatargrgpecause it rules out the situation in
which inner inconsistency is impossible, thath® situation in which two inconsistent beliefs
are put together and form an explicit or impli@nhtradiction. | also explicated that reasons
supporting each of the inconsistent beliefs legiteran agent’s holding them separately. As long
as he has reasons to hold each of the beliefathahconsistent, he is not forced to give up one

or the other. The situation is that he is then staée of being inconsistent.

3. THE NECESSITY OF THE THEORY OF PARTITIONED MIND

To Davidson, cases of irrationality are possiblewthe inconsistent beliefs involved are
separated into parts. For when inconsistent bediefgut together, an explicit or implicit
contradiction will be formed. No one can hold attadiction. Only when inconsistent beliefs
are apart from each other, can an agent hold théne same time. Hence, dividing the mind

into parts is necessary for an account of the posgiof irrationality.
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The necessity of dividing mind into parts to explarationality is doubted by Alfred
Mele. Mele agrees with Davidson that the existesfa@ mental cause that is not a reason for the
mental state it causes is required for the expiamatf irrationality, but he denies that a theory
like the theory of partitioned mind is necessamydocommodating such a mental cause. Mele
believes that in his account the mental cause tareffect which bear no rational relation to each
other are elements in a coherent action-generatingal nexus, and so constructing the theory of

partitioned mind to explain such a mental causeierfluous:’

Although Mele provides us with an alternative waytiink about the problem of
irrationality, his analysis seems not to be momavatcing than Davidson'’s theory of partitioned
mind. In this section, | defend the necessity efitheory of partitioned mind. | will argue that
what is essential to the phenomenon of irratiopadithe irrational agent’s being inconsistent
and that the theory of partitioned mind is requit@@xplain such an inconsistency. Moreover, it
is the existence of inner inconsistency in a reggpprocess that confuses us. With respect to
this problem, Mele’s argument does not eliminateamunfusion but Davidson’s theory of

partitioned mind does.

Mele begins his argument with enumerating sevexrsé¢s in which the mental cause and
its effect are in a non-logical causal relation ¢an be attributed to the same non-divided agent
without being paradoxical. For example, Bart usea@onym in preparing for the test. He first
thinks the acronym, which causes him to think waraisesponding to the letters consisting of
the acronym. His thinking of the acronym is thesmaaf, but not a reason for, his thinking the

words. In this case, although the mental causetia meason for its effect, the mental cause

14 Alfred Mele, ‘Strict Akratic Action: A Paradox dfrationality’ (1987), p. 79.
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operates in an intelligible way to generate theafas an intended result. The case has
coherence and intelligibility of its own. Mele agguthat, if in a case of ‘reason-cause’ it is
coherence that inclines us to place cause and @fflte same mental system, we should be
equally so inclined in the case of Bart. Assigning mental cause and its intended effect in the
same non-divided agent is not at all paradoxicgacé&a mental cause that is not a reason for its
effect can be placed in the same non-divided ageghout causing any paradox, dividing the

mind into parts to explain the existence of suchemtal cause is unnecessaty.

Similarly, in an incontinent action, Mele beliewbat the mental cause of irrationality
and the agent’s acting irrationally are elemenis aoherent action-generating causal nexus, and
So separating them into different parts of the mmédxplain the incontinent action is not
necessary. Mele claims that in an incontinent actioe mental cause of irrationality, the
stronger desire causing the agent to act, hasflaemte on the agent’s motivational condition.
For instance, ‘a person’s focusing on and vividgresenting the prospective pleasant results of
an actionA, that is contrary to his better judgment may iaseehis motivation to da even
though these mental events are re@isongor him to be more motivated to do At the same
time, such mental events may block various routessistance® In this illustration, the
incontinent agent is attracted by the imaginaraglee brought about by doidg Although the
agent judges tha is worse than other available actions, the desidoA and the pleasure
associated witih causes him to d&. The mental cause is the desire toAdand the effect is the

agent’s irrationally performing. The mental cause and its effect are in a cohawitn-

5 bid., 77-78.
1% 1pid., 79.
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generating causal nexus and their relation appegeiigible to us. Separating them into parts is

unnecessary.

It seems to me that Mele’s argument against thegsity of the theory of partitioned
mind is problematic. Bart’s case is simply irreleveo the problem of irrationality. A case of
irrationality basically contains competing and dimtihg beliefs, but no competing or conflicting
beliefs are involved in Bart's case. A case oftiaality is a process of reasoning that fails to
apply a certain principle of rationality. For inste, an incontinent action is a failure of
reasoning in which an agent fails to follow thenpiple of continence to detach a conclusion
about what to do from his all-things-consideredgjment. Probabilistic akrasia is a failure of
reasoning in which an agent fails to follow thenpiple of total evidence to detach a conclusion
about what is most likely to occur from a probadit judgment supported by the strongest
evidence. But whether Bart’'s case has a reasomowgegs or not is unclear. Even if it does, it is
not a reasoning violating any principle of ratiatyalThe problem of irrationality is puzzling
because an irrational agent intentionally reasgasat principles of rationality that he accepts

or holds. Apparently, Bart's case has nothing tevtb irrationality and is not puzzling at all.

Mele seems to think that Davidson’s theory of piarted mind is designed to cover
every mental cause that is not a reason for iecefand so any case which shows that such a
mental cause can be explained without dividingntived into parts will prove that the theory of
partitioned mind is not necessary. This is incdtrEor each case of irrationality, there is a
mental cause that is not a reason for its effedthvhrings about an inner inconsistency within a
person. The theory of partitioned mind attemptsxplain cases of irrationality which are cases

of inner inconsistency. However, the existence wifestal cause that is not a reason for its effect
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is not sufficient to form a case of irrationalin agent who arbitrarily associates two mental
events in his mind is not an irrational agent f@ association does not cause an inner
inconsistency within the agent. Bart’s case istditrary association of this kind. Relevant
beliefs that Bart holds are all true at the same tiSince there is no inner inconsistency in Bart’s
case, the theory of partitioned mind is not appliedo it. Thus, Bart’s case or other similar

cases are not examples against the necessity tifeébey of partitioned mind.

In addition, Mele believes that in his descriptiaithout appealing to the theory of
partitioned mind, the mental cause of irrationadihd its effect are elements in a coherent action-
generating causal nexus and appear intelligiblestdJnfortunately, the way Mele explains
incontinent action says nothing more than what Bsom has told us, and leaves the problem of
the possibility of irrationality unsolved. In Meketescription, imaging that pleasure will come
with A or holding other thoughts compatible with the de$d performA are in fact a set of
interlocking propositional attitudes supporting tresire to perfornA. Davidson makes it clear
that the desire causing an incontinent agent tplags two roles. On the one hand, it is a reason
that causes the agent to take the action thaterpes, and on the other hand, it causes the
agent to ignore the principle of rationality buhist a reason for his doing so. Mele claims that
vividly representing the prospective pleasant teseflA may block various routes of resistance.
Since the imaginary pleasure is a mental eventatipg the desire to da, when the desire to
do A causes the agent to ignore the principle of centie, the psychological force preventing
the agent from doing is gone. However, the principle of continence,abgent’s all-things-
considered judgment favoring an action other thaand other supporting reasons are still there.

These beliefs and the agent’s unconditional juddgrteedoA together cause an inner
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inconsistency in the agent’s mind. Mele’s accourntrationality does not explain the possibility

of such an inner inconsistency.

So far | have shown that neither Bart’'s case nertiplanation of incontinent action
given by Mele can support the rejection of the ssitg of the theory of partitioned mind. The
main problem that Mele’s argument presents isMhele fails to grasp the nature of irrationality
and so he cannot appreciate the necessity of guweytlof partitioned mind. What is essential to a
case of irrationality is the breakdown of the reasalation between beliefs, the state of inner
inconsistency. In a case of irrationality, beliefgolved in an agent’s reasoning are reasons the
agent considers in order to form a conclusion.éssons considered in a piece of reasoning,
they are supposed to connect with each otheragiadl way. The principle of continence and
the all-things-considered judgment supported bybst reasons, for example, are assumed to
have the strongest causal power. In an incontiaetin, they temporarily lose their normative
force. If they worked normally, they would causeoasistent unconditional judgment. But the
expected function shuts down. The incontinent afgnts a conclusion about what to do
against the principle of continence and the alglkiconsidered judgment, which breaks the
proper logical relation between beliefs he holdd eauses an inner inconsistency. Mele’s
examples do not capture this significant charastierof irrationality. Bart's associating an
acronym with words represented by letters congjstiithe acronym does not break any logical
relation and cause an inconsistency since no spéagfical relation or any rational force is
assumed to exist between the two mental evente’'8atcount of incontinent action simply
ignores the problem of inner inconsistency. Oneef#ict that inner inconsistency is essential to a

case of irrationality is recognized, the necessitthe theory of partitioned mind will be seen.
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The theory of partitioned mind is necessary in otdeexplain the inner inconsistency
caused by the breakdown of the reason relationdmtweliefs in a reasoning process. But is it
appropriate to take inner consistency as a critesiarationality, and inner inconsistency a mark

of irrationality? The following section is a conerdtion of this question.

4. CONSISTENCY, RATIONALITY, AND IRRATIONALITY

Davidson takes irrationality to be an inner incetemcy in an agent’s propositional
attitudes, and his theory of partitioned mind isgwsed to explain the possibility of this sort of
irrationality. In section 2, | clarified that thiegory of partitioned mind explains the possibibty
irrationality by separating inconsistent beliefe ttonjunction of which entails an explicit or
implicit contradiction. Only when inconsistent left are apart from each other, can an agent
hold them at the same time. In section 3, in otdelefend the necessity of the theory of
partitioned mind, | indicated that what is essdntia case of irrationality is the state of being
inner inconsistent which accompanies the breakduoiwhe reason relation between two beliefs.
Since a case of irrationality is a case of inneomsistency, and an inner inconsistency within a
person is possible when inconsistent beliefs anelell into different parts of the mind, the
theory of partitioned mind is necessary to accdonirrationality. However, if one refuses to
accept that consistency is a fundamental normtafrality and that inner inconsistency is a

manifestation of irrationality, the theory of péidhed mind will be useless.

This section examines the appropriateness of Damidsharacterization of the concepts
of rationality and irrationality. What follows bets with giving reasons to explain why Davidson

takes inner consistency as a standard of ratignalihink that Davidson’s reasons would be
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relevant to the fact that practical reasoningstbeiokinds of non-deductive reasonings in
guestion are constituted by propositional attitudsmsistency is attributable to a set of
propositions, and so the reasons | state will faoughe relations between rationality,
consistency, and propositional attitudes. Theni)lldiscuss several lines of argument that could
threaten the view that inner consistency is a stathdf rationality. First, propositional attitudes

as reasons are necessary for the exhibition anality or irrationality. But some argue that
rationality is possible without reasons. If thighe case, then consistency will have nothing to do
with rationality. Second, some agree that ratiapaéquires reasons, but deny that the lack of
consistency can deprive a person of his title tbnal agent. In this sense, consistency is not a
criterion of rationality. Third, the inner consisty that is associated with rationality by

Davidson is an idea of synchronic consistency. pireae of practical reasoning, it is attributable
to an agent when his all-things-considered judgpnteetprinciple of continence, and the
unconditional judgment detached from a prima faoiment are all active. Some philosophers
doubt the rational authority of all-things-consigigéjudgments and the normativity of the
principle of continence. They tend to take diaclo@onsistency as the standard of rationality
and the principle of continence as an evaluatieé teshall provide reasons against these lines of

arguments.

Davidson's reason for taking consistency betweéafbas a standard of being rational
could be relevant to his regarding cases of irmatlity, such as weakness of the will,
probabilistic akrasia, and self-perception, asifes in reasoning which consists of propositional
attitudes. As Sebastian Gardner remarks, ‘... thesed of ordinary irrationality, the forms of
irrationality- those recognized in ordinary psyaimpl- arepropositionally transparentoy which

it is meant that they aonstituted and defined by a particular structufgompositional

131



attitudes'’ Consistency is a property that can be attributeiget of propositions. In a

reasoning process, an agent entertains variou®gitams to reach a conclusion. Thus, it is
natural to think about whether the agent reasonsistently or not. When the agent follows
principles of rationality to reason, beliefs invetzin his reasoning process are consistent. All the
beliefs are taken to be true at the same timetladgent commits himself to no explicit or
implicit contradiction. Since consistency occursewlan agent follows principles of rationality

to reason, consistency can be a standard of réityona

What makes inner consistency a fundamental norratmality could also be explained
in terms of the nature of deductive and non-destaadrguments. For an argument that is
construed according to rules of deductive logie,ttiath of its premises guarantees the truth of
its conclusion. The argument is deductively vahd éogically consistent. In contrast, an
argument is invalid if it is possible for the press to be true and the conclusion false. When an
argument has true premises but a false concludierargument is inconsistent since
propositions that constitute the argument canndtuzeat the same time. Although usually we
do not talk about whether or not a non-deductigeiarent is valid when validity is considered as
a function of arguments with deductive forms, we tak about whether or not a non-deductive
argument is good or strong. A non-deductive argunsegood or strong when, given all true
premises, its conclusion is likely to be true. laagiconsistency can be attributed to a good or
strong non-deductive argument whose premises amdu=on are true at the same time. |
believe that it is natural to associate rationahitth the construction of deductively valid

arguments and good or strong non-deductive arguesnBrdctical reasoning and inductive

" Sebastian Gardner, ‘Ordinary Irrationality’ (1998) 16.
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reasoning are non-deductive reasoning. Hence,nrdeductive reasoning, he who reasons

consistently is a rational agent. Otherwise, renigrational agent.

Accordingly, rationality and irrationality presupgmthe existence of propositional
attitudes. Because an agent exhibits rationalifyrationality when he reasons, and his
reasoning consists of propositional attitudes, psttpnal attitudes are required for us to judge
whether an agent who entertains them in a prodegasoning is rational or not. In a practical
reasoning, these propositional attitudes consttheeagent’s reasons for or against a course of
action that he considers. Whether the agent ismakior not is determined by whether he reasons

consistently, that is, by whether he properly resjsoto reasons in the reasoning procedure.

However, some argue that rationality does not req@iasons, which challenges taking
inner consistency as a standard of rationalityitAugaker claims that many actions which are
not understood as acting for reasons are ratiortelligible, and open to rational criticism.
Baker denies the popular way which explains aroadiy reconstructing the agent’s thoughts
before taking the action as a reason-giving argunien adopts the view that in most cases an
agent’s thoughts before acting are inclinationadbin certain ways which are not reasons.
According to Baker, reasons are evaluations of endbjects of actions, but inclinations are
propensions. A propension is ‘a more, or relativplymitive capacity that has survived in
humans, and that continues to guide actt8iPtopensions such as doing what one believes to be
enjoyable, pleasant, relaxing, avoiding what isleagant or uncomfortable, acting out of

curiosity, pursuing something intriguing, and gofogwhat has some kind of appeal are

18 Judith Baker, ‘Rationality without Reasons’ (2008)773.
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dispositions that are good to haveret, Baker argues, ‘neither going for what is apjvey nor
being disposed to turn away from what one findargcs automatically to be reconstructed in
terms of acting for what one finds valuable orragtior reasons. In some cases, however, the
action may be rational, in that it is positively Ot no more than that®For example, ‘you
turn back from a mountain path that just feelsysdaven acting on a whim may be rational

without there being reasons for doing §b.’

It seems that Christine Tappolet who claims thatabntent of an emotion is non-
conceptual also disconnects reasons from ratigndiéppolet believes that an incontinent action
based on emotion can actually be more rational éitéions which conform to one’s better
judgment. She claims that ‘... far from being onlgrdptive, emotions can also help us to
behave more adequately than if we only trusteddeliberative faculty. My belief that there is
no danger and that | thus ought to behave in aicentay might be simply wrong, so that it

would be thanks to my fear that | am able to esthpelanger that threatens me.’

If reasons are not necessary for rationality @tionality, inner consistency will no
longer be a standard of rationality. But | find Baland Tappolet’s taking inclinations and
emotions to be non-cognitive mental states problemBaker seems to hold inconsistent claims
about inclinations. She regards reasons as evahsaind denies that inclinations are reasons
for they are not evaluations. However, she alsionddhat inclinations are propensions such as
doing what one believes to be pleasant or relaxaagiding what is unpleasant or uncomfortable,

and so on. It seems to me that what Baker enunseaatanclinations are evaluative judgments.

Y bid., 774.
%% |bid., 765.
L bid., 764.
22 Christine Tappolet, ‘Emotions and Akratic Actiq@003), p. 115.
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They are positive or negative attitudes that weehtaward objects, and can roughly be seen as
judgments about what are good or bad. Hence, wleeactvon our inclinations, we act on what
we judge to be good and avoid what we judge todak Im this sense, inclinations are
evaluations which can be reasons for actions. Eurtbre, even if Baker insists that inclinations
are not evaluations, inclinations are cognitivéestédhat can be reasons for actions. Believing
what is pleasant, being curious about something)oéimer examples of inclination that Baker
gives, when thought of by an agent, are expresggudpositions. As cognitive states, they can
be reasons. If the inclination that motivates agnags a belief, we know that there is a paired
desire which together moves the agent to act. Hgent acts because he is curious about

something, we know that the desire to satisfy higosity is his reason for acting.

Similarly, because emotions are not simply feelibgsare propositional attitudes, when
an emotion plays a role in the causal history o&etion, it is a part of the rational pattern in
which the action occurs and appears intelligibladoHence, acting from an emotion is acting
for a reason. Suppose an agent accelerates hiswg/dlkcause of fear. His action makes sense to
us when we know that he is scared because he jtidgesay, walking alone in the dark is
dangerous and he believes that he is in that mtuakhe desire to avoid danger and the belief
that walking fast would avoid danger can explairywhe agent walks faster. An agent does not
have an emotion without having a reason for it.yQwvihen emotions are cognitive states and
logically connect with other mental states, canoastcaused by emotions be intentional actions
and be intelligible to us. Since acting for inclioas or emotions are acting for reasons,

consistency is attributable to an agent who actarfianclination or emotion.
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Davidson claims that ‘All (objective) irrationaliig a matter of inner inconsistendéy.’
Some agree with Davidson that an incontinent alelats inconsistent practical judgments, but
reject the claim that the connection between a&rasd inner inconsistency can deprive a person
of his title of rational agent. Justin Gosling, &ample, thinks that such a claim, that those
whose mental states are inconsistent are irratistdo strong. Instead, he takes rational agents
to be those who are able to articulate reasonsenf &ctions, and irrational agents to be those
who have no idea about what they are uff ®ther philosophers, such as David Wiggins and

Niko Kolodny?® also have different views about what rationality &rrationality are.

Of course there is more than one way to elabor&tedncepts of rationality and
irrationality, but | believe that Davidson’s takiognsistency as a standard of rationality points
out a necessary condition of an agent’s beingmatiarhat is, for an agent who has propositional
attitudes and is capable of thinking and reasonoyical consistency is a basic requirement
which merely asks the agent not to hold contradygboopositional attitudes. Hence, to those
who hold different opinions about the nature oforadlity, as long as they agree that rationality
presupposes propositional attitudes, they shoulditatiat inner consistency is associated with
rationality. Inner consistency, in this sense, miaimum requirement for the performance of
rationality. Although Gosling seems to hold a diéiiet opinion about rationality, | doubt that he
can sincerely reject the association between icoesistency and rationality. Gosling takes
rational agents to be those who are able to astieukasons of their actions. Since actions are

based on reasons whose verbal expressions aresfirops, rationality can be attributed to an

% Davidson, ‘Incoherence and Irrationality’, 194.

24 Justin Gosling, ‘Akrasia and Irrationality’ (199@)p. 122-123.

% David Wiggins, ‘Weakness of Will Commensurabilignd the Objects of Deliberation and Desire’ (1979)
257. Niko Kolodny, ‘Why Be Rational?’ (2005), p.45
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agent who reasons consistently. Moreover, it iSodilt to take articulating reasons for actions as
the standard of rationality. To articulate the cgasf an action is to express the reason by an
utterance which can be understood through inteapoet. If an agent cannot articulate the reason
of his action, his action is not intelligible to amerpreter and even to himself. Defining
irrationality as incapability of giving the reasohan action renders irrational action a

mysterious object beyond our ability to comprehend.

Consistency is a property of a set of propositibias are true at the same time, and the
inner consistency that is associated with ratiopadian idea of synchronic consistency. The
concept of irrationality, in contrast, is an iddagnchronic inconsistency. In a process of
practical reasoning, an agent’s all-thing-considguelgment, the principle of continence, and
his all-out, unconditional judgment are all actiVée judge whether or not the agent is rational
according to whether these beliefs are true asdéinee time, that is, the conjunction of these
beliefs yields no contradiction. An all-things-caesed judgment is a judgment formed on the
basis of all relevant reasons that the agent Has pfinciple of continence demands that agent
perform the action judged best on the basis cd\alilable relevant reasons. Hence, when an
agent detaches an unconditional judgment fromIhiiag-considered judgment, his beliefs are
consistent, and he is rational. An agent who taildo so is irrational for he holds inconsistent

beliefs.

Although Davidson takes an agent’s acting in acaonce with his all-things-considered
judgment as a manifestation of rationality, songuaragainst the rational authority Davidson
assigns to all-things-considered judgments. Oppisrarch as Nomy Arpaly even think that it is

not always irrational to act against one’s all-srconsidered judgment. According to Arpaly,
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setting the coherence of mental states as a coegiohality does not show that acting against
one’s all-things-considered judgment is irratioastead, it supports the idea that a person may
be more rational when he fails to form an uncoodgi judgment consistent with his all-things-
considered judgment. For the failure may rendargelr number of his desires, the overall desire
set, more cohereft.Arpaly rejects treating all-things-considered jodmts as something

special. An all-things-considered judgment is pusbther belief. When something conflicts with
an all-things-considered judgment, the confligust like other ordinary inconsistency between
other mental events or states. When discussingfbgéill beliefs an agent actually has are
equally important’ Annette Baier also asks whether an agent shousd his all-things-
considered judgment as a guide to action wherait axlds with what he most wants to do. She

says that, ‘I do not find it obvious that our “basigment” is our best guide to actidf’.

Arpaly seems to be more inclined to treat ratidgals diachronic consistency, and |
believe that it is important to maintain the diamhic consistency between an agent’s
propositional attitudes. An agent who is prudenspas what he values the most in the long
term. A decision he makes now would influence whaoing to happen to him in the future.
Hence, the consistency of his overall desire sgisificant. But we can ask several questions
about taking diachronic consistency as the stanofarationality. For an agent who does not
know what his ultimate goal is or changes his nirequently, it seems difficult for us to judge
whether his overall desire set is consistent. lhgent’s ultimate goal is not the basis according
to which we evaluate the consistency of a set sirdg, | wonder what would be more proper to

be the standard. In addition, unlike synchronicststency that is the consistency between

% Nomy Arpaly, ‘On Acting Rationally against One’s& Judgment’ (2000), p. 496.
27 |bid., p. 512.
2 Annette Baier, ‘Rhyme and Reason: Reflections amiflson’s Version of Having Reasons’ (1985), p..122
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propositional attitudes active at a moment, diacitreonsistency is the consistency between
propositional attitudes active in a period of tiriaen, there must be a point at which we can go
back to examine whether an agent’s mental stagesamsistent and whether he acts rationally.
But when is that point? It seems not unproblentatiake diachronic consistency as the standard

of rationality.

Arpaly and Baier deny the rational authority ofthiings-considered judgments, which
should be astonishing to those who believe thakthee logical relations in propositional
attitudes. Propositional attitudes are componehtisaught. The logical relations, the reason
relations between propositional attitudes, inflletiee way we think and reason. For instance, an
agent who knows that more than 50% of voters irtl&ed voted against Scottish independence
in September 2014 should know that Scotland ignotg to be an independent country
according to this ballot. If the agent instead Bdltke belief that Scotland thereby becomes an
independent country, we would doubt that he is awéthe mistake in his thought or he knows
what voting is. An agent who sees something at diftiance but cannot discern its shape may
temporarily take it to be a circle or a square.ddes not take it to be both a circle and a square
for this is not conceivable to him. If two propdaital attitudes are randomly associated with
each other, such as believing that it is goingato and thinking that it is desirable to eat some
broccoli tonight, an agent can hold them at theesame when he takes them to be true. The
logical or reason relations between propositiotigtiaes have force guiding an agent’s thinking
and reasoning. It is rational for an agent to ttankl reason logically. Because an all-things-
considered judgment is supported by an agent’srbasbn, it is supposed to have the strongest
rational force. The rational authority of all-thsxgonsidered judgment is not arbitrarily assigned

but comes from the nature of propositional attiside
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Lastly, I would like to consider a problem about tiormative force of the principle of
continence, which Davidson requires being activa process of practical reasoning. Principles
of rationality are assumed as constitutive elemehtsinking creatures by Davidson. The
assumption of principles of rationality represahtsrational aspect of thinking creatures. Those
who hold principles of rationality but disobey thamne irrational. For these claims to be true,
principles of rationality must be normative. Prples of rationality are normative in the sense
that they are principles ‘saying something abouatwmne ought, or has reason, to do or to refrain
from doing in given circumstances.They guide agents to act or to think rationallyd zhey
serve as standards to judge whether an agentasahor not. If this assumption is shown to be
false, following principles of rationality or nat irrelevant to rationality, an agent’s disobeying
principles of rationality does not lead to an inm&onsistency, and the partitioning mind theory

becomes unnecessary.

Are principles of rationality normative? Justin Giog does not think so. He takes
following the principle of continence as somethiikg following someone’s announced ordering
of preference since it is someone’s announced iogldnat determines that reason lies on that
side or that that is the better judgment. The wighe principle of continence then loses its
charm. It is odd to declare that it is always m@atéonal for someone to abide by the initially

preferred course of actiofl.

Niko Kolodny argues that principles of rational@ye not normative but evaluative.
There are no reasons to be rational. Kolodny doesgleny that thinking creatures are subject to

principles of rationality, but he thinks that priples of rationality only have seeming normative

2 Jason Bridges, ‘Rationality, Normativity, and Tsparency’ (2009), p. 353.
30 Justin Gosling, ‘What is the Problem?’ (1990)1p2.
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force. The pressure that an agent feels when hgsgienciples of rationality comes from the
reasons he already has for a belief he may accdpt an action he may take. In other words,
when we tell someone that it is rational for hindtox, we are not appealing to rational
requirements to persuade him toxdd@Ve are simply drawing his attention to the reasom
already has fox. Principles of rationality are standards of assesg or evaluation for an
evaluator to judge, from a third-person point &fwj whether an agent meets some stantard.
Davidson takes principles of rationality as comsite elements for thinking creatures, but
Kolodny claims that ‘it rarely threatens one’s sual as a believer or agent to violate a rational

requirement in any particular case.’

| do not think that these objections are convin@ngugh to deny the normativity of
principles of rationality. Even if following the ipciple of continence, as Gosling claims, is just
like following someone’s announced ordering of prefce, this does not make the principle of
continence charmless. Instead, an agent’s followiagreference to act is a manifestation of
autonomy. The agent decides what is worth pursamntgpursues what he thinks is valuable.
Given the self-goal choice assumption that ‘theral person maximizes the satisfaction of her
goals irrespective of others’ goaf$’an agent is rational when he follows his prefeesordering
to act. Davidson does not specifically indicate tdra included in the considerations on the
basis of which an agent forms his all things-coaed judgment. Since Davidson claims that an
agent must assume that other thinking creatureasarational as he is so that he can interpret

and understand others’ speech acts, the agentomusider not only himself but also others’

31 Niko Kolodny, ‘Why Be Rational?’, pp. 542-560.

3 bid., p. 544.

3 Ann Cudd, ‘Commitment as Motivation: Amartya Sefilseory of Agency and the Explanation of Behavior’
(2014), p. 41.
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thoughts when he reasons to act. Hence, the coasaes involved in the all-things-considered
judgment would include the agent’s own goals amgi® goals, and the different types of action
in the preference ordering would include the ageotvn goals and others’ goal with which the
agent shares. When an agent follows the principt®otinence to reason, he detaches an
unconditional conclusion from his all-things-coresield judgment, and acts according to what he
ranks first in his preference ordering. His actmaximizes the satisfaction of his goals and
expresses the autonomy-agefitin this sense, the normativity of the principlecohtinence

and someone’s announced ordering of preferena®isigded on the maximization framework.
The rational force of the principle of continenemaot be denied unless one denies the self-goal

choice assumption.

As to Kolodny’'s argument, | agree with him thateiples of rationality are evaluative in
that they are taken as standards to evaluate wrethegent is rational or not, but | do not think
that principles of rationality have no normativec®. Kolodny is right to claim that an agent
reaches a conclusion because of the reasons Hierlias conclusion. Principles of rationality
are not extra premises of arguments. The reasoageat has in reasoning have the rational
force to cause a corresponding conclusion. Howevelknow that competing reasons an agent

has in his reasoning could cause different argusn@md conclusions. If principles of rationality

3 Ann Cudd (2014) believes that besides actionspeed in light of one’s own goals, there are actiomtivated
by goal-displacing commitments. Cudd proposes adeotheory of human agency which allows both tygdes
action to be seen as expressions of agency, thaeisluality of autonomy-agency and identity-agedde former
covers cases in which an agent acts accordingtpriference ordering, and the later covers casebich an
agent acts not for his own reasons, such as inteedasocial norms or tacit commitments which cduot the
agent’s identities that are ascribed to him nonutarily and non-intentionally. The maximizatioarfnework and
the intentional rational choice explanation accordaie actions that express autonomy-agency, bubtann
accommodate actions which express identity-agehey,is, actions which are motivated by internalizecial
norms or tacit commitments that are never reflecteguestioned and therefore do not represent laetglicit,
intentional commitments. On the contrary, the besdateory of human agency can accommodate botls ype
action. However, Cudd clarifies that once tacit atitments are recognized as guiding one’s behagiods
embraced explicitly, they are no longer tacit, aptiaviors explained by tacit commitments are noplaxed in
the standard intentional rational choice manner.
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have no normative force, and the formation of guarent simply depends on the rational force
of reasons, doesn't it follow that an agent shaldays detach a conclusion from his best reason
and always be rational? If principles of rationahave no normative force, and the rational force
of reasons is not the only factor which determivasther or not an agent is going to endorse a
reason, is it just lucky when an agent forms a k@ien in accordance with principles of
rationality? It seems that the rational force @fs@ns alone is not enough to explain rationality
and irrationality. On the contrary, when we adrhé hormative force of principles of rationality,
principles of rationality as second-order princgotbat can be violated makes it possible for an
agent to be irrational. We also know that whengenareasons in accordance with his best
reason, this is not an accident but a consequdrfoiawing principles of rationality and a

performance of rationality.

In fact, principles of rationality are beliefs whibave inherent rational force. The
principle of continence is a belief that | shoutd an the judgment supported by the best reasons.
The principle of total evidence is a belief thghbuld reason in accordance with the judgment
supported by the strongest reasons. Other prirscgdleationality are also beliefs which have
propositional content. As propositional attitudasnciples of rationality are logically connected
to an agent’s other propositional attitudes. Aliloprinciples of rationality are not reasons
considered in reasoning about what to do or whalnmst likely to occur, because they are
beliefs held by an agent, they have rational fandais reasoning. They are effective when an
agent is influenced to adopt his best reasons amomgeting reasons available to him. If the
rational power fails to exhibit in a reasoning ss, principles of rationality will cause an agent

to notice that he is irrational to reason in thesyw
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To sum up, through the above discussion, | hau&ield the following points. First, an
agent always acts on certain reasons to which st@mgly as a standard of rationality applies.
Inclinations, emotions, and any mental states cbaldxpressed by propositions when they enter
an agent’s thought. Consistency is a property wiidttributable to an agent’s reasons for
acting which could include inclinations, emotioasd any mental states that he is conscious of.
Second, inner consistency which requires that mitipoal attitudes which an agent has are true
at the same time is a minimum requirement for ratiiby. Being consistent is not enough to
form a valid deductive argument or a good or stnmooig-deductive argument, but without
consistency no argument is acceptable for an akpliemplicit contradiction will be yielded.
Third, the inner consistency associated with raiibyis synchronic consistency. In a practical
reasoning, for instance, it requires that an agat-things-considered judgment, the principle
of rationality, and the unconditional judgment fdresent at the same time. Neither the rational
authority of all-things-considered judgments na tlormative force of the principle of
continence is arbitrarily assigned. As propositl@atatudes, they have intrinsic rational force to

cause corresponding propositional attitudes.

5. CONCLUSION

Davidson proposes the theory of partitioned mindxplain the cause of incontinence.
With regard to the irrational aspect of an incoatinaction, the strong desire causing an agent to
act is the cause of the agent’s being incontirlerg.a mental cause that is not a reason for the
mental state it causes. When it causes an agegridee the principle of continence and his all-
things-considered judgment, there is a breakdowheofeason relation between the agent’s

propositional attitudes, an inconsistency withia #gent. Under the rational assumption that no
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propositional attitude can exist independently frattmer propositional attitudes and have no
logical relations with them, the theory of partiteml mind not only explains the possibility of the
existence of a mental cause which is not a reasoitsfeffect, but also explains irrational

phenomena which contain inner inconsistencies neige.

In this chapter, | have explored several questcameerning Davidson’s theory of
partitioned mind, questions concerning the explanydiorce of the theory, the necessity of the
theory, and the relations between consistencymality, and irrationality. | have clarified that
what the theory of partitioned mind aims to explaimot how a desire supported by a relatively
weaker reason gets superior motivational forcenimaontinent action but rather the existence
of such a desire, a mental cause that is not amdas its effect, and the inner inconsistency
caused by it. The theory of partitioned mind gigesexplanation which rules out the situation in
which inner inconsistency is possible, that is,giteation in which inconsistent beliefs are put
together and form a contradiction. When inconsidbetiefs are separated from each other into
different parts of the mind, no explicit or impticiontradiction will be yielded from the
conjunction of the inconsistent beliefs, and amagan hold them at the same time. An agent is
justified in holding inconsistent or even contradrg beliefs as long as he has reasons for each

of the beliefs.

The theory of partitioned mind is necessary becangewhen inconsistent beliefs are
separated into different parts of the mind, caagent hold them at the same time. The necessity
of the theory of partitioned mind is associatechvifite nature of irrationality. Although the
phenomenon of irrationality is caused by a merdake that is not a reason for its effect, the

existence of such a mental cause is not enougirno & case of irrationality. For two mental
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states that are arbitrarily connected in a cawsation could be true at the same time, break no
reason relation, and cause no inconsistency. Téteoyed logical relation between two
propositional attitudes, the inner inconsistenoyvéver, is sufficient for irrationality’ In a case

of irrationality, an agent draws a false conclusiohis reasoning. Propositional attitudes
involved in his reasoning are supposed to havaiceidgical relations and rational force. When
a mental state causes another which cannot be&atiied by it, the given rational force of
propositional attitudes is undermined. There isemkdown of the reason relation between
propositional attitudes, and the agent is in asthinner inconsistency. The theory of partitioned

mind is required to explain a case of irrationalittyich is a case of inner inconsistency.

The concepts of reason, consistency, inconsisteatignality, and irrationality are
interdependent for Davidson takes inner consistémte a fundamental norm of rationality, and
inner inconsistency a manifestation of irrationaltn agent’s performing rationally or
irrationally presumes the existence of reasonsaBse all mental states that enter an agent’s
thought can be expressed by propositions, whenrtiee an agent to act, they are the agent’s
reasons for acting. Consistency is a propertyithattributable to a set of propositions. Reasons
involved in a practical reasoning are propositiattitudes which can be either consistent or
inconsistent. When they are all true, there isgickl consistency in the reasoning. If any
propositional attitude fails to exhibit its ratidriarce properly and causes a wrong propositional

attitude, the reasoning lacks logical consistehbglieve that it is natural to accept that an agen

% Davidson would try to avoid giving a sufficientratition for the existence of a kind of mental sta¢eause
doing so would violate his anomalism thesis thaterare no psychophysical or psychological lawstwhi
connect a kind of mental state to another kind eftal or physical state. However, taking the breakdof the
reason relation between two propositional attitumea sufficient condition for irrationality is nagainst
Davidson’s anomalism thesis. This is because thimadoes not give a necessary connection between t
kinds of mental state. It just says that whenelere is a breakdown of the reason relation betwgen
propositional attitudes, whatever they are, them@ ¢ase of irrationality.
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who reasons consistently is rational, and that he fails to do so is irrational.
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V. CONCLUSION

Donald Davidson’s analysis of the phenomenon ofkwess of will is an investigation of
the possibility of incontinent action and the caatan agent’s being incontinent. Davidson
describes incontinence as a failure in reasonimgngontinent agent holds competing prima
facie judgments and fails to detach an all-outomadional judgment from his all-things-
considered judgment. The incontinent agent consi@fer an all-things-considered judgment that
pf(a is better that, €) and a reasog and (B) a judgment thaf(b is better tham, r) and a
reasorr. His reasoning stops at (A) on the one hand, adettaches an all-out, unconditional
judgment thab is better tham from (B) and doeb on the other hand. In this analysis,
incontinence is possible because the incontinegntadpes not hold a contradiction. And this
description is compatible with Davidson’s causaldty of action and the assumption that an
agent always does what he judges to be better bedhea all-out, unconditional judgment

causing the incontinent agent to act is a valugnuent.

Davidson gives the theory of partitioned mind tplexn the cause of incontinence, a
mental state which bears a non-logical causalioslatith its effect, and other cases of
irrationality which are cases of inner inconsisteacDavidson identifies desire causing an
incontinent agent to act as the cause of his bacwntinent. The desire causes the agent to
ignore his principle of continence but does nabratlize his doing so. It is a mental cause which
is not a reason for its effect. When the agentngaohe principle of continence and forms an all-
out, unconditional judgment not in accordance withall-things-considered judgment, the agent
holds an inconsistent set of propositional attitud¢e is in a state of inner inconsistency. Given

the assumption that no propositional attitude cast &vithout causally and logically connecting
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to other propositional attitudes, a mental statecause another to which it bears no rational
relation and the state of inner inconsistency ssgge when the propositional attitudes that are
inconsistent are divided into different parts af thind. According to the theory of partitioned
mind, the mind is to be regarded as having two orensemi-autonomous structures. A
propositional attitude in a subdivision can be aexgd by other propositional attitudes in the
same subdivision that are causally and logicallynezted with it. Two propositional attitudes
that are inconsistent are apart from each otherespuectively supported by a set of interlocking
propositional attitudes. But between the parts thepng to there is only a non-logical causal
relation. In a divided mind, a mental state is eflysand logically connected with other mental
states in the subdivision where it is located, eaal cause another to which it bears no rational
relation when the mental state and its effect aneled into different subdivisions. Irrationality
as an inner inconsistency is possible when inctargipropositional attitudes are separated from

each other.

In this dissertation, | have defended Davidsonalysis of the phenomenon of weakness
of will. I discussed several lines of argument witspect to Davidson’s describing incontinence
as a failure in reasoning and taking irrationadisyan inner inconsistency. These lines of

argument and my responses are summarized as follows

(1) Some deny that Davidson’s account of weakng&ssllas successful because they
deny the non-implication relation between an altgls-considered judgment and a consistent
all-out, unconditional judgment. They claim thag frinciple of continence is analogous to
modus ponens and should rationally compel an agereason consistently. An agent who

refuses to infer from an all-things-considered jmegt thaipf(a is better thar, €) to an all-out,
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unconditional judgment thatis better that is like an agent who refuses to infer fromp)f

theng and ‘p’ to ‘q’. They argue that because an all-things-considerégiment thapf(a is

better tharb, €) entails a consistent all-out judgment taas better that, an incontinent agent
who holds an all-things-considered judgment fifed is better that, €) and an inconsistent all-
out, unconditional judgment thiatis better tham thereby holds contradictory judgments.
Incontinence as a failure in reasoning is imposssinhce there is an implication between the two

kinds of evaluative judgment.

| defended the non-implication relation between kvals of evaluative judgment by
clarifying the role the principle of continence ysan practical reasoning. Davidson replies to
those who think that there is an analogy betweerpticiple of continence and modus ponens,
and | attempted to give an interpretation which esaRavidson’s responses consistent. |
suggested understanding ‘validity’ in different wayWhen the validity of an argument is seen as
a function of its logical form, the principle ofmiinence is not analogous to modus ponens
because formal validity is irrelevant to practiaeuments which are non-deductive in form.
However, validity is a property which can be atitdd to arguments other than deductive
arguments when ‘validity’ is understood as a prgpef arguments which are truth-preserving.
When ‘validity’ is so understood, a practical argmhwhich follows the principle of continence
is established as valid in the sense that it iossjle for its conclusion to be false when all of

its premises are true.

(2) Given Davidson’s causal theory of action, remsare causes, and the strongest reason
is supposed to have the strongest causal powan imcontinent action, the agent’s all-things-

considered judgment fails to cause an all-out, oditmnal judgment in accordance with it.
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Instead, another competing prima facie judgmert witelatively weaker reason causes a
corresponding all-out, unconditional judgment whichurn causes the agent to act. Some
criticize Davidson’s theory of partitioned mind laese it does not explain why a prima facie
judgment with a relatively weaker reason gets sopermotivational force in an incontinent agent.
They think that merely separating inconsistentdfglinto different parts of the mind cannot

explain the shift in the expected motivational &gof desires.

Although Davidson’s theory of partitioned mind istproposed to explain the superior
motivational force of the prima facie judgment whitauses an all-out, unconditional judgment
in an incontinent action, why a prima facie judginsupported by a relatively weaker reason
gets stronger motivational force in an incontingction is indeed a problem. Some philosophers
try to identify a specific mental state, such asldck of self-control or an emotion, to be the
mental cause which is responsible for an incontiagent’s reasoning error. However, | have
argued that neither the lack of self-control na émotion involved in an incontinent action can
be the cause of incontinence which covers all caSggontinent action. In fact, no mental state
of a specific kind can be the cause of incontinesmiieh explains all cases of incontinent action.
Davidson needs not to identify a mental state sgecific kind to explain the superior
motivational force of the prima facie judgment, éming so is inconsistent with his anomalism
that there are no psychophysical or psychologaaklgoverning the connection between
different types of mental state. But this doesmean that there is no mental cause which can
explain why an incontinent agent’s all-things-caolesed judgment fails to cause an all-out,
unconditional judgment in accordance with it. llastean emotion, personal character, custom,
or physical impulse could interfere with his reasgrand cause him to draw a false conclusion

and be incontinent.

151



(3) Davidson believes that there is a parallel leetwa case in which an agent fails to
follow the principle of continence to detach a dasmn about what to do from his all-things-
considered judgment and a case in which an aggstdaollow the principle of total evidence
to detach a conclusion about what is almost cdytéonoccur from his probabilistic judgment
supported by the strongest evidence. Howeverptniallel is rejected because probabilistic
akrasia is thought to be impossible. Beliefs aneegoed by truth. When an agent has stronger
evidence to believe p, he will not believe —p. M@ @an harbor conflicting probabilistic

judgments. There is no such thing as probabilatrasia.

| agreed that beliefs are governed by truth, bistithnot a reason against the possibility
of probabilistic akrasia. As long as the probabdigidgments that conflict with each other are
supported by different evidence, they can be tousntagent to different degrees. Conflicting
probabilistic judgments held true by an agent cast@t the same time. In a normal situation, a
probabilistic judgment supported by the strongeggtence should be taken to be more likely to
be true than other competing probabilistic judgraeBut an irrational agent fails to think in this
way. To the cause of probabilistic akrasia, | ssggg an answer similar to that for the cause of
incontinence. That is, no mental state of a spekifid can be the mental cause which explains
all cases of probabilistic akrasia. However, anitidn, prejudice, or stubborn beliefs could

intervene in his reasoning and cause him to dréalsa conclusion and be irrational.

(4) Some argue that Davidson’s theory of partittbnend has no explanatory force
because although it identifies the strong desiusiog an incontinent agent to act as the cause of
his being incontinent, it does not explain why desire with an insufficient reason gets superior

motivational force in the incontinent agent’s raasg. The theory of partitioned mind claims

152



that when an agent has inconsistent beliefs, trediaided into different parts of the mind, and
each of them is supported by a set of interlockirgpositional attitudes. Between them there is
a non-logical causal relation. This seems ablet@ccall cases of irrationality, but such an
achievement is obtained merely because the submhvi®undary is defined as a line which

limits the normative force of a propositional aftie to the subdivision where it is located.

| have clarified that the theory of partitioned hiis not proposed to explain the superior
motivational force of the desire causing an inauari agent to act, but to explain the possibility
of inner inconsistency. The explanatory force @ tieory lies in the separation of inconsistent
beliefs, rather than the subdivision boundary wiéchsed as a conceptual aid. | argued that the
theory of partitioned mind does give an accourthefpossibility of inner inconsistency because
it rules out the situation in which inner inconsristy is possible, that is, the situation in which
inconsistent beliefs are put together and formrarediction. An agent could hold each of the
inconsistent beliefs to be true when he considesmtseparately. What legitimates such a
separation is the fact that the agent has diffeadons for each of the inconsistent beliefs.
Hence, as long as the agent has reasons for edlch béliefs that are inconsistent, he is not

forced to give up one or the other.

(5) The theory of partitioned mind is regarded asacessary to explain the cause of
irrationality, a mental state which bears no ragiaelation with another that it causes, because
such a mental cause and its effect are intelliginkes when a coherent causal nexus in which

they occur is offered. There is no need to dividart into different parts of the mind.

Reasons that an agent considers in his reasorengupposed to link in certain ways

according to the rational relations between thema tase of incontinent action, the rational
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relation assumed to exist between two propositiattélides is destroyed. The agent who holds
them at the same time is in a state of inner instarscy. The theory of partitioned mind explains
the compatibility between the state of inner ingstesicy and the assumption that no
propositional attitude can exist without causaltgl dogically connecting to other propositional
attitudes. This compatibility, in my view, canna bxplained by giving the causal nexus which
shows how the two inconsistent propositional aleiare generated. The causal history of two
inconsistent propositional attitudes does notuslhow irrationality as a case of inner

inconsistency is possible.

(6) Davidson takes inner consistency as a starmfaitionality, and inner inconsistency
as the manifestation of irrationality. In an inientl action, whether the agent is rational or not
depends on whether his all-things-considered juaigntlee principle of continence, and the all-
out, unconditional judgment are consistent. An moeent agent holds these propositional
attitudes that can not be true at the same timaney are considered together. Davidson
develops the theory of partitioned mind to expléia possibility of irrationality as a case of
inner inconsistency. However, his position is tteead by the following claims. First,
rationality is possible without reasons. Second,|#itk of consistency cannot deprive a person
of his title of rational agent. Third, all-thingsttsidered judgment does not have the attributed
rational authority, and the principle of continem@s no normative force. If any of these claims
is true, inner consistency is irrelevant to ratidgaand the interdependent relations between

reasons, consistency, inconsistency, rationalitg,ierationality become illusionary.

My responses to these claims are as follows. First,mental state that an agent is

conscious of can be expressed by a propositionnWloauses an agent to take an intentional
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action, it is a reason for the action. Hence, anaglways acts on certain reasons to which
consistency as a standard of rationality applieso8d, consistency is not sufficient to form a
valid or strong argument, but propositions consgsbdf a valid or strong argument must be
consistent. If forming a valid or strong argumenaiperformance of rationality, consistency is a
requirement for rationality. Third, the rationaltlaority of an all-things-considered judgment and
the rational force of the principle of continenceme from the nature of propositional attitudes.
As propositional attitudes, they have intrinsicanél force to cause corresponding propositional

attitudes.

In this dissertation, my arguments mainly reliedioese assumptions: (a) practical
arguments are non-deductive arguments, (b) thera@taws governing the connections
between different types of mental event, and (a)talestates or events an agent perceives are
cognitive states which can be represented by propaal expressions. Assumptions (a) and (b)
explain the non-implication relation between alhtis-considered judgment and all-out,
unconditional judgment and reject the necessitydhaagent detaches an all-out, unconditional
judgment from his all-things-considered judgmeritisTmakes incontinence as a failure in
reasoning possible. A mental state, such as ani@m@iersonal character, custom, or physical
impulse could interfere with his reasoning and edum to draw a false conclusion. Assumption
(b) gives a reason for the multiplicity of the martauses which could explain such a failure,
and assumption (c) excludes the situation thafrtbetal state is a non-cognitive state and the
action caused by it thereby becomes a non-inteat@action. Assumption (c) is also essential to
interpreting irrationality as an inner inconsistgnd/hen mental events or states that an agent

perceives are cognitive states, mental eventsatgstnvolved in a course of action can be
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expressed as propositions and be consistent onsrstent with other propositional attitudes

involved in the agent’s reasoning for the action.

For those who believe that the form of practicguanents is not non-deductive and
believe that there are laws or rules governingctirenections between different types of thoughts
and actions, the explanation of the possibility #Hrelcause of incontinence as a failure in
reasoning suggested in this dissertation woulderacceptable. For example, Paul Churchland
claims that action-explanations are of the dedeetiomological mold, and he gives conditions
the satisfaction of which necessarily causes antageact' But if the relation between a reason
and the action it causes, as Churchland claingedsictive and nomological, then no one would
ever make a mistake in practical reasoning, angtblelem whether an agent could fail to

detach an all-out judgment from his all-things-adased judgment will not arise.

Claiming that any mental state that is perceivedir@eognized by an agent is a cognitive
state and that any mental state intervening ingamts reason could be the cause of his failure
in reasoning could cause someone to mistakenlyadba mental state as a reason for his acting
incontinently. The mental state, when it is consadeby an agent and thereby represented to the
agent as a thought, becomes a reason favoringd¢batinent action. Because the mental state,
as the cause of the agent’s incontinence, alsonatzes his incontinent action, it could be taken
as a reason for his acting incontinently. But inaé. The agent has no reason for being
incontinent. The mental state probably makes tleatgppear to be more rational, but as long as
the agent still believes that there is a betteioopdvailable to him when he acts, his action is an

incontinent action.

! Paul Churchland, ‘The Logical Character of Actiéxplanations’ (1970), pp. 221-222.
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