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1 to rational criticism is not to say that this person is

4. To say that a person is ope
irrational, since a person can propetly be called irrational only if he or she is open to

severe rational criticism (see Parfit 1584, 1195 and Scanlon 1998, 25-30).
5. More exactly, it is often called “Lymeanism about normative reasons,” to distin-

guish it from Humeanism about motivating reasons (see, €.g. Smith 1994), Gur focus in

this chapter is on normative reasons.
6. We say “a new empirical belief”
as beliefs about what an agent has reason to do.
7. ‘Williams himself does not call his conception of practical rationality “proce-
dural” This term is applied to Williams’s view by Parfit 1997.
8. It may be thought that (P3) should be formulated without “by rational delibera-

tion.” But, given that Williams’s conclusion is that all practical reasons are internal, and
given how Williams defines internal reasons, he either is committed to (P3) as we have'

formulated it, or his conclusion does not follow.
9. Here and in what follows, “¢” represents the performance of an action.

10. We draw here on Harman 1977. In essentials, Harman's views have not changed,
as is apparent in Harman 1996. :

11. Por Harman’s endorsement of this, see Harman 1977, 87, 125-28.

12, Tn Williams 1985, Williams attacks “the morality system” (chap. 10). But Wil-
liams has since admitted an important place for judgments like “d-ing is wrong” (Wil-
liams 1995¢, 1934 32).

13. This is a leitm
Harman 1977, 84, 106, and Harman 1996.

14. To hold this is compatible with holding that one’s own future well-being is less
important than some other things, such as the well-being of others.

15. This will be most clearly true on an expressivist view about the meaning of
judgments about reasons for action, such as R. M. Hare’s view that the meaning of noz-
mative judgments (e.g., “A has reason to ¢™) does not determine the truth conditions of

such judgments (Hare 1981, esp. 207).

to exclude evaluative or normative beliefs, such

otiv of Harman’s work in ethics, See, for example, Harman 1975,

CHAPTER 5§

MICHAEL SMITH

_ EZ:E famously thought Fhat the scope of human reason was far more limited
many of us are inclined to think. As he puts it at one point, in an oft
quoted passage: , o

Tis not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the whole world
the scra.tchmg of my finger. "Tis not contrary to reason for me to chuse o
total ruin, to prevent the least uneasiness of an Indian or person wholl o
knm)rvn to me. "Tis as liitle contrary to reason to prefer even my own aZkL;n_
ledg’d Iesser good to my greater, and have a more ardent afféction for th ?W-
mer t_han the latter. . .. In short, a passion must be accompany’d with -
fzt‘lse‘ Judgementl, in order to its being unreasonable; and even then “tis ?on': ihe

ssion, pr i ich i

f739, 41;)}) .oper y speakn_lg, which is unreasonable, but the judgement. (Hume

In.hls discussion of this passage Mark Johnston suggests that “an adequate

mlg}l}t be: not contrary to reason in one sense perhaps, but brutally igsaner;zp:ﬁl:)e
szveiz:]iz ;aﬁg; :2:.1 demonically indifferent” (Johnston 1989, 161). He g;)es Z)n to
| | e sense of the term “reason” according to which the prefer-
ences Hume cites would indeed count as contrary to reason. But while }ohﬁ ton'”
Tesponse seems to me admirably to capture the reactions many of us have th e
rst read the passage just quoted, and though I agree with him that we need te n;"' :
lop .alte’:,rl.aative senses of the terms “reason” and, for that matter, of its cousi 0“ .
_tm.nahty,. it seems to me that we must face up to the fact that thé view Hurilm s
rward in this passage is difficult to avoid. Hume gives a plausible argument fe Pt];t :
m that the terms “reason” and “rationality” have just one sense, a senszrthaft:



76  THE NATURE OF RATIONALITY

makes what he says seem inevitable (see also Hooker and Streumer, chap. 4, O'Neill,

i hap. 7, this volume).
hap. 6, and McNaughton and Rawling, chap .
) ap[n what follows T will begin by explaining how, as I unde.rstar.id t}'ungs, Hut?e
is led to his (grotesque) conclusion. The explanation fies in his view that. €
ty are best explained by reference to their relations

Ce[JtS 0l reason aIld IathIlah
COIL f
g
< theo EIZIC.’:l} dOIil P 1 y .
m th h s ain, § eC. flCa]l m tlle dO]IlalIl Of deduCﬁVe Teasonlmn A8

we will see, this leads Hume to take a very radical V‘.'lE.BW about th e
and ratiopality even in other aspects of the the?oretmal domal'n—«na\m.fc:1 3;1 n e
domain of inductive reasoning. I will then consider how. we rr'nght avo1d umes
conclusion. The issue, to anticipate, is whether', once we 11bera§}zed0ur tlrll( e:smore
ings of the terms “reason” and “rationality” m'the Yvayl 1'equ1r£cl tot.aaledomair;
sensible view about the nature of reason and ratl?nallty in _the theore %c i s
a stable position left to take in the practical domain that rete}ms anything

The question, in other words, is whether a
the nature of reasons and rationality sends us

there is
of the spirit of Hume’s remarks.
“sensible liberalizing of Hume on
down a slippery slope all the way to Kant.
Before starting the discussion proper,
disclaimer. Though in what follows I wﬂzispe. e
i t the nature of reasons and rationahty,
3;‘;‘13 ;;inf;o t[1h¢3 historical figure, thought about these matt_ers. Indezd, Ith'axie
become convinced that Hume’s own views are far more c?mphcated, and cer ag:lz
more controversial and beholden to the time.s at vrfhlch he was Wém;mg(,1 a
they are normally taken to be in contemporary discussions (compare \;cvrlcizt ;ﬂ,
Baier 1991, Snare 1991, Millgram 1995, Bricke 1996, and Owen 2000). et ! bui
interests me, then, is not what Hume himself thought about these matters,

cather, as the title of the chapter makes plain, what a Humean, a contemporary

philosopher whose philosophical views have been greatly influenced by certain of

Hume’s writings, would have to say (see especially Davidson 1963; Wﬂliam's é980,
19952; Gauthier 1986; Bratman 1987, 1999; Mele 1987, 1992, 1995; Lewis 1988; Lopp
1997; Dreier1997; Railton 1997; Blackburn 1998).

however, let me offer the following
3

ak incautiously about what Hume's

my real interest lies not in

far

1. THE RapicalL HUMEAN VIEW ABOUT
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN REASONS

AND RATIONALITY

Qur topic is to be the relationship between rea
can make a rough distinction between two dom

sons and rationality. Note that we
ains in which these concepts have
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application: the theoretical domain and the practical domain, The theoretical do-
main is the realm of belief formation: that is, the realm in which we come to a
view about the way the world is. The practical domain, by contrast, is the realm
of desire formation: that is, the realm in which we become disposed to make the
world be one way rather than another, '

Hume’s view, of course, was that the theoretical and practical domains are
utterly distinct from each other. This is because, inter alia, belief and desire can
always be pulled apart, at least modally. No.matter what beliefs a subject has, and
what desires, we can always imagine a possible world in which the subject has
those beliefs but has different desires, and vice versa (Smith 198, 1588). Hume
thus rejects the possibility of there being any beliefs that are desires {though
contrast McDowell 1978): that is, to use James Altham’s wonderful term, the
possibility of besires (Altham 1986). It is also because, as Hume sees things, no
belief can rationally produce a desire: “Thus it appears, that the principle, which
opposes our passion, cannot be the same with reason, and is only call’d so in an
improper sense. We speak not strictly and philosophically when we talk of the
combat of passion and of reason. Reason is, and ought only to be the slave of
the passions, and can never pretend to any other office than to serve and obey
them” (Hume 1739, 415). Note, however, that we haven’t yet assumed that the
theoretical and the practical domains are utterly distinct from each other in either
of these ways. For all that we have said so far, these domains may well overlap.
Whether or not they overlap, and if they do the extent to which they do, will
emerge in what follows.

With the distinction between the theoretical and practical domains in place,
let’s now restrict our attention to the theoretical domain and ask, What is it to
have a reason, and rationally to form beliefs on the basis of that reason, in that
domain? As I understand it, Hume thinks that we should answer this question
by generalizing from a case in which reasons and rationality stand in a more or
less transparent relation, namely from the case of deductive reasoning.

Suppose I believe that p, and I believe that if p then g, and I rationally go on
to form the belief that g. What should I say if T were to be asked what my reasons
- were for forming that belieft The answer would seem plain enough. I should say
that my reasons for forming the belief that g were that p and that if p then g.
Put another way, I should say that p, and if p then g, are the reasons why g. Of
course, the fact that I should say this does not entail that there are, in fact, reasons
why g. All that it entails is that, if things are as I take them to be, then there are
reasons why g: namely that p and that if p then 4.

- This, in turn, suggests an explanation of why the transition between my beliefs
is a rational one, an explanation that presupposes the possibility of there being
reasons why the things I believe are true. Suppose I begin by believing that p, and
believing that if p then g, and, on the basis of these beliefs, come rationally to
believe that . The obvious explanation of the rational transition between my
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beliefs is that, inter alia, there is an isomorphism between their relations and the
logical relations between the propositions I believe, that is, the propositions which
give the reasons why q (at least if things are as I take them to be).

This idea can be peatly captured in table 5.1 {compare Pettit and Smith 1990).
What we have on the left hand side is a set of transitions between psychological
states, my beliefs, and what we have on the right hand side is a set of relations
between the propositions to which I would advert in giving expression to my
various beliefs: that is, the propositions [ believe. The suggestion just made is that
the explanation of why a cational transition from the beliefs mentioned in (1) and
{2) to the belief mentioned in (3) is possible-—in other words, the explanation of
why the beliefs mentioned in (1) and (2) may rationally give rise to the belief
mentioned in (3)—is that the propositions mentioned in {1)
entail the proposition mentioned in (3'). The possibility of a rational transition
between beliefs in this way seems to presuppose the possibility of there being
independent reasons. The rationality of the transitions between the beliefs is de-
rived from the logical relations between the propositions believed. (A good ques-
tion to ask at this point is how beliefs are supposed rationally give rise to other
beliefs. What is the mechanism by which this happens? There must be such a
mechanism because, since irrationality is possible, the mere possession of the
beliefs responsible for the rational production cannot be sufficient ail by itself. I
will, however, postpone answering this question until later.)

It will, T hope, be admitted that this is an attractive, even if somewhat revi-
siopary, account of the relationship between reasons and rationality in the case
of deductive reasoning (see also Broome 1999, 2001b). The idea that reasons are
propositions that logically entail the propositions for which they are reasons
would, after all, seem to comport well with our prereflective conception of a
reason as a consideration that justifies (Smith 1987, 1994; Dancy 2000). For the
considerations that justify do indeed seem to be propositions. Moreover it also
seems plausible to suppose that the rationality of forming a belief depends on our
believing there to be reasons for doing so—or, more generally, that the rationality
of a psychological transition must have something to do with the possibility of
there being reasons for that psychological transition. To this extent, rationality
does indeed seem to presuppose that we believe there to be reasons.

Having said that, however, it must also be admitted that the account is at
Jeast somewhat revisionary. For it entails that whenever we talk of having reasons
for our beliefs, as we often do and indeed just did, we are at best speaking loosely.
What we ordinarily describe as “reasons for beliefs” are really reasons why the
propositions we believe are true: the reasons are true propositions that logically
entail the propositions we believe. Strictly speaking we should therefore say that
when people believe a proposition that, if it were true, would provide a reason
why some other proposition they believe is true, then the first belief of theirs can

make the second belief rational.

and {2’} logically
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Table 5.

Transitions among Psychological States Relations between Propositions

{1) I believe that p {1 p
€2) I believe that if p then ¢ (21 If p then g

So (3 i
o (3) T believe that g Therefore (3') ¢

- Attsacftlzf}f theugh it fnight be, however, the generalization of this Humean
) dDUItl' of the relatl}cinshlp between reasons and rationality beyond the realm of
eductive reasoning has some rather disturbi |
rbing consequences. Ther ft
many cases in which we would ordinaril ‘ ooncty oy
y take there to be (speaking loosel i
reasons for forming beliefs whe i A
re the reasons in question d h. i
acter, Think of cases in which nductive ¢ e ot o
we have inductive evidence, su
er. Tl ' , such as those cases i
whlcsh we form a belief as a result of inference to the best explanation ’
- Epiose, for example, I believe that the barometer is falling, and I believe
at the best explanation of the barometer’ ing i ’
eter’s falling is that something i i
that will cause it to rai e e 1 pening
in temorrow. Suppose further th
form the belef that it will rai e e
will rain tomorrow, For this
; . to be a case of rati i
formn it of rational belief
Whosatuin the tr'an:smon bet_ween my psychological states would have to be one
N e s(,i rg%ure is ésomorphm to a set of logical relations between the propositions
elieved. The problem is, however, that there i .
' , s ere is no such structure, as table
o - i '2
$§kes IE:Iam. lTth1 propositions mentioned in (4") and (5"} do not satisfy the coil
ion formulated above for their bein \
g reasons for the propositi i i
(6"): that the barometer is falling, ' o of el 11
s falling, and that the best explanati
flling 1 that somethns ' explanation of barometer’s
g is happening that will cause it to rai si
: : appening in tomorrow, simpl
tcl}slaes n‘c(;t loglclaﬂy entail that it will rain tomorrow. Nor will it help to suggest tﬁa};
beeiemthfance in ;ny r;al case would be much richer than we have supposed it to
n this case. For the crucial point is that th i
e hallmark of inducti
: reasons such as those provided by th i i ot other s
y the consideration that somethi i
e : ething or other is
the Ies’F Z}I{lplanatlhon of some aspect of our experience—is precisely that they do
T?fm y entail the conclusions that we think that they are reasons for
. Soe upshotlls f:hus that, if a condition on a set of propositions being r.easons
me conclusion is true is that those propositi i
- ositions logically entail th
lusion, then it follows th i o i Eomowsl o
at there are no inductive rea
' . sons. Hume farnousl -
1a i i ro
frces this conclusion. As he puts it at one point, “Even after the observatl?;n of
ﬁf equent or con.stant conjunction of objects, we have no reason to draw an
Herence concerning any object beyond those of which we have had experiencez
u i i :
aﬁoiz; -1739} 139). But if the category of inductive reasons is empty, and if the
ity of a transition between beliefs presupposes the possibility of reasons
bl
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Table 5.2

Transitions among Psychological States Relations between Propositions

(4) 1 believe that the barometer is falling (4" The barometer is falling

(5) I believe that the best explanation of the (5') The best explanation of the barometet’s
barometer’s falling is that something is hap- falling is that something is happening that
pening that will cause it to rain tomorrow will cause it to rain tomorrow

So (6) I believe that it will rain tomorrow Therefore (67 It will rain tomorraw

then it follows that there is no such thing as rationally forming a belief on the
basis of inductive evidence; no such thing as, for example, rationally inferring to
the best explanation. The formation of beliefs on these bases is not rational. The
beliefs mentioned in (4) and (5) cannot rationally give rise to the belief mentioned
in {6).
Having seen the way in which Hume 1s forced to distinguish, within the
theoretical domain, between those beliefs that do and those that do not come
within the orbit of reasons and rationality, it should come as no surprise that he
holds a radical view in the practical domain. Consider the example he gives at

the beginning of the passage quoted at the outset.

Hume tells us that it is not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of

the whole world to the scratching of my finger. In order to resist this conclusion
consistently with the view of reasons and rationality we have derived from the
deductive case, we can now see that we would have to suppose that its being the
case that scratching my finger would cause the destruction of the whole world
(supposing this to be the case) provides a reason for its being the case that...a
reason for its being the case that what? A moment’s reflection on that question
should make it plain that the practical case is even more problematic from the
point of view of reason and rationality than the inductive case.

Table 5.3 makes the problem vivid. For there to be a rational transition from
the belief mentioned in (7) to the preference mentioned in (8), we can now see,
following Hume, there would have to be an isomorphism between the relations
between this belief and preference and the logical relations between the propo-
sitions to which I would advert in giving expression to the belief and preference.
But it seems that there is no proposition to which I would advert in giving

expression to my preference not to scratch my finger. Propositions are what [

advert to in giving expression to my beliefs, as in (7}, not my preferences; hence
the question marks expressing bewilderment in (8"). But in that case it follows
that there are no such logical relations, and hence no such isomorphism. If Hume

is right that rationality presupposes the possibility of a logical relationship between °
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Table 5.3 B ,

Transitions among Psychological States Relations between Propositions

(7} I believe that scratching my fi
. y finger would (7") Scratchin fi
cause the destruction of the whole world destruction 01‘? thmeywi?ciirv‘\::r?clid Fase the

5o (8) I prefer not to scratch my finger Therefore () 72

md'ependent reasons, then there is no such thing as a rational transition from th
belief mentioned in (7) to the preference mentioned in (8). e
The practical case is thus even more deeply problematic than the inducti
case. 11} th(? inductive case at least there.are some propositions to which I woti;:
advert in giving expression to my beliefs: there are, in other words considerations
that PlI..I"POI’t to justify. The problem in that case is that, though’ there are such
proposm?ns, they don’t stand in the required logical relations to each othe ;
the practical case, however, the problem is that there are no propositions tr. bn
;? gliﬁch as candidates for propositions that stand in the required logiéal relati{())nse
o ;Ill*xz:'ge presently that this difference between the two cases is of some
It might be thought that we could avoid this conclusion if we were to su

as some have, that we advert to optatives or imperatives in giving .expressli)gr? 5:=
our prefe.rences (Hare 1952, Goldman 1970, Castafieda 1975, Kenny 1989}, Acc do
ing to this view my preference not to scratch my finger is expressed in :rhe fr .
“Wm.lld that it be the case that I not scratch my finger,” or perhaps in th Clafm

Let it be. the case that I do not scratch my finger.” If these theorists werz ;ZE?
thenl the idea is we could develop a logic that would make it plain which logi i
relations obtain between claims of these kinds and more ordinar ro ositig s
}3}1‘: attempts to develop a logic of optatives or imperatives have n};tpbegn rc()) o
ising, leading some to conclude that there is no such logic (Harman 1986) Ili/I e
over, others have suggested that the best way in which to understand wh. ooie_
t1ves' and imperatives sometimes seem to stand in logical relations insofar};s 51: .
do, is be-cause they are really just disguised propositions (Lewis 15;70) Accordi .
to this view, “Let it be the case that I do not scratch my finger” meanls much iﬁg
same as “I command myself to scratch my finger.” But, of course, if this is ri hi
then it turns -out that there is no special class of expression tha; expresses fur
pre'ferences. For the proposition “I command myself to scratch my finger” j
plainly an expression of my belief that I cornmand myself to scratchym i .
not my preference to scratch my finger, ‘ Y

.We can now see why Hume holds that the theoretical and the practicél do-

mains are utterly distinct from each other. For he has chosen, in the belief me
tioned in (7} and the preference mentioned in (8), 2 belief and desire that al;
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perhaps among the most promising candidates for a belief ti}al;c Lli i f:le::;o(;);ui
besire), if such there be; or, if there are none such, for a bellle tda\- 13{ e
related to a desire, again if such there be. But t}.le belief mentioned in 7difﬁcu1
desire mentioned in (8) are plainly distinct .emstences, fox: we hzve‘no - V\Z’
in imagining someone who has the belief without the )desn'e, an“ vice v sa.

i imagi le who are, in Johnston’s terms, “brutally insane,
e oy catiots and i indifferent.” And, if the argument given
psychopathically callous and demonically indifferent. g th, | the axgumert Enen
above is sound, then Hume has in effect den‘ionstrate ' at the jnd desie
cannot be rationally related either. For there is no car}dldate ft?r one of the prop
ositions that would have to stand in the required logical relation. e e

Let’s recap the argument of this section. Hun‘le offers an ac::ount1 0 ta1 e r;
lationship between reasons and rationality ac:cordmg to which the on ;fl re tm "
which there are reasons and rational transitions between psychf)loglc sta. es
the realm of deductive reasening. There are no Teasons or f:jltmnal tran51tl110ns
between psychological states in the realm of indl.lctlve reasoning, nor arc; there
reasons or rational transitions between psychologlfal itates 1({1 the .realrn o p_rac)—,
tical reasoning. The expressions “inductive reasoning’ and. practlc'al reasom}rig't
thus turn out to be oxymorons. This is plainly a radical view. Radical thoug 1t
is, however, I hope it has emerged that the view is at Jeast based’on an arg}umen
and that that argument has a certain attraction. If we do not like Hume’s con-
clusions, as I assume we do not, then we have no choice but to say where, as we
see things, his arguments for those conclusions go wrong.

2. A MORE MODERATE, BUT STILL QUITE
HumEAN, VIEW ABOUT THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN REASONS AND RATIONALITY

Unsurprisingly, many theorists have found it extremely difﬁc.ult ta? acceptlHume’s
radical view about the relationship between reasons and rationality. ]?ut how are
we to resist the radical view? How should we go about constructing a more
ition?

mOdg;a;li ESS(i)unts, in order to resist Hume’s view we must gi\@ up on thc; strat;gY
of explaining the rationality of transitions betwe.e_n psychologxcal states dy rg ert
ence to the logical relations between the propositions tco which we would adver
in giving expression to those psychological s‘fates: that Is, by reference to reafsons,
in the sense gleaned from the case of deductive reasoning. Instead we must Oc‘::llj
ot the transitions between the psychological states themselves and come up wi

'
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an alternative explanation of why they constitute rational transitions, an account
that is independent ‘of the logical relations hetween the propositions, if such there
be, to which we would advert in giving expression to those psychological states.
However, in so doing we should try to remain faithful to the idea that the ra-
tionality of forming a belief has something to do with the possibility of there
being reasons for forming that belief, for that idea has its own independent appeal.

It is not difficult to see how we might do- this, at least in broad outline
(Strawson 1952). Suppose that someone believes both that the barometer is falling
and that the best explanation of the barometer’s falling is that something is hap-
pening that will cause it to rain totnorrow, and on the basis of these beliefs goes
on to form the belief that it will rain tomorrow. In that casé it is very plausible
to suppose, at least prereflectively, that there is, to that extent at least, far more
coherence in that set of beliefs than there is in the set of beliefs that the subject
would have had if he hadn’t gone on to form the belief that it will rain tomorrow.
A subject who has the beliefs mentioned in (4), (5), and (6) has, to that extent,
a more coherent belief set than one who has the beliefs mentioned in {4) and {5)
but lacks the belief mentioned in (6). But, if this is right, then we might conclude
that the transition is, for this VEIY reasomn, a rational transition. Indeed, we might
even conclude that the propositions believed constitute reasons for forming the
belief that it will rain tomorrow: that is, that the propositions mentioned in (4"
and (5") are considerations that justify the formation of the belief mentioned in
(5). What is crucially important, however, is that the order of explanation is the
reverse of that proposed by Hume. What comes first is the explanation of the
rationality of the psychological transitions between the beliefs: that is, the claim
about the coherence of the belief set. The claim about the propositions believed
being reasons is derivative from that fact and has no independent force.

Of course, in order to tell this story in a fully convincing way we would have
to make good on the prereflective conception of coherence. The coherence of a
belief set would have to require more than that the beliefs be logically consistent,
for example. We must therefore have in mind something more like explanatory
coherence, -or probabilistic coherence, or something else along these lines, How-
ever, for present purposes it isn’t necessary for us to go into detail about the
conception of coherence (though see Harman 1986). It will suffice if the following
claims seem plausible: first, that a set of beliefs formed rationally on the basis of
inductive evidence does indeed display a distinctive kind of coherence, and sec-
ond, that we could, at least in principle, give a descriptive account of what that
kind of coherence consists in. In other words, all that is important is that it be
agreed that the story of reason and rationality can begin with an independent
story of rationality so that the story of reasons can be derived from ft, rather than
vice versa. -

If some such story can be told about the nature of rational belief formation
in the case of inference to the best explanation, an obvious question presents
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itself: Can we tell a similar story in the practical realm? In other words, can we
give a similar account of the transitions between desires and beliefs that constitute
rational transitions? Unsurptisingly, perhaps, it is not clear that we can. A further
difficulty presents itself in the practical realm, one related to the difficulty men-
tioned eatlier when we saw that the practical case is even worse than the inductive
case. :

In order to see this difficulty, it will help if we focus on a transition between
desives and Dbeliefs that nearly everyone will agree is rational. Consider cases of
means-end rationality, that is, cases in which I form a desire to perform the means
to an end because I have a background desire for that end and a belief that the
means is a means to that end. Suppose, for example, that [ desire to relieve an
itch and believe that I can do so by scratching miy finger, and, on this basis, go
on to form the desire to scratch my finger. As [ said, most of us would suppose
this to be rational transition, But can we tell a story similar to the story that we
just told in the case of inference to the best explanation in order to explain why
it is rational? .

Table 5.4 illustrates the difficulty. To be sure, it does indeed seem, at least
prereflectively, as though someone who has the desire mentioned in {9) and the
belief mentioned in (10}, and who on this basis goes on to derive the desire
mentioned in (11), has a much more coherent set of desires and beliefs than
someone who has the desire mentioned in {9) and the belief mentioned in (10),
but who doesn’t go on to derive the desire mentioned in (11). Moreover it might
well be thought that this suffices to explain why we suppose that having the desire
mentioned in (9} and the belief mentioned in (10) makes it rational to have the
desire mentioned in (11). To this extent it might look like (9), (10), and (12) are
straightforwardly analogous to (4), (5), and (6).

The difficulty, however, is that there remains a significant disanalogy between
the two cases. Since there are no propositions to which we would advert in giving
expression to the desires mentioned in (g} and (11)—no candidates for proposi-
tions to be mentioned in (97) and (1), unlike (4, (57, and {6")—it follows that
we cannot derive from this account of the rationality of forming the desire men-
tioned in (11) an account of the reasons we have for forming that desire. The
disanalogy, in other words, is that we cannot square the idea that this is a rational
cransition with the independently attractive idea that the rationality of a psycho-
logical transition must have something to do with the possibility of there being
reasons for that psychological transition. The upshot is that, since there are no
means-end reasons, there can be no such thing as means-end reasoning or means-
end ratiopality (Millgram 1995). '

This conclusion is likely to come as a surprise to many Humneans, for they
are inclined to say that, in the example described above, my reason for forming
the desire to scratch my finger is that I desire to relieve the itch in my finger and
can do so by scratching it (see, for example, Williams 1980; Gauthier 1586; Brat-
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Table 5.4 -

Transitions among Psychological States Relations between Propositions

{9) I desire that I relieve the itch in my finger (97 7%

{10) I helieve that T can relieve the itch in my (10" I can relieve the itch in my finger b
finger by scratching it scratching it ’

So {11} T desité that I scratch my finger Therefore (11") %2

man 1087, 1999; Dreier 1997). But, as I hope the table above makes plain, Humeans
who say this sort of thing are plainly confusing the fact that there is a desire that
one has when one engages in so-called means-end reasoning—namely in our
example, the desire that I relieve the itch in my finger mentioned in (9)—with
the falsehood that cne would advert to a proposition to the effect that one has
that very desire in giving expression to that desire: that is, in our example, with
the idea that the proposition that I desire to relieve the itch in my finger silould
%igure in (9"). That is, they confuse the fact that I have a desire for an end, which
is a psychological fact about me, with the claim that my possession of that desire
is a consideration that justifies. '

In order to see that that is a confusion, it suffices that we ask ourselves the
foll.owing question. What proposition would have figured in (¢} if the psycho-
logical state mentioned in {9) hadn’t been the desire that I relieve the itch in my
finger, but had instead been the belief that I desire to relieve the itch in my finger?
The answer to this question is obvious. The proposition that I desire to relieve
the itch in my finger would in that case have figured in (9"). But that proposition
can hardly be the proposition to which we would advert in expressing both my
‘desn'e to relieve the itch in my finger and the belief that I desire to relieve the
thh in my finger! But since it is plainly the proposition te which we would advert
in expressing the belief, the only conclusion to draw is that it isn’t the proposition
to which we would advert in expressing the desire (Pettit and Smith 1990). We
must therefore conclude that those Humeans who think that the fact that I desire
to relieve the itch in my finger is a reason to which we can appeal in so-called
means-end reasoning—a consideration that justifies, in other words—are simply
mistaken. There are no considerations that justify, or, at any rate, none corre-
sponding to the desires.

Let’s recap. We can resist Hume’s radical view that there are no inductive
reasons, and hence the view that there is no such thing as rationally forming a
belief on the basis of such reasons, if we suppose that we have an independent
gri.p on what would constitute a rational transition between beliefs about inductive
evidence and those beliefs that we go on to form on the basis of that evidence.
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The idea that such beliefs display a distinctive kind of .c_oherence lzoksli‘llj;elr‘i
could provide us with that independent grip. Such. transitions are 12 a?iafaithﬁﬂ
they display the appropriate kind of coherenc-e. This ap?ws us to }fem N ing
to the idea that the rationality of a psychological transition must ?le ir net ok
to do with the possibility of there being reasons for t'hat psycho%ogllc : aderiwd,
for we can then suppose that the idea ofr zliln 1ndu.<;t1vetir§;ssotllll ;s]:sﬁgy ); dertved
count of inductive rationality. The considera . :

f{raofvl}:ilclzfl avfre would advert in giving expressi(?n to the beliefs that stani ]11111 tlz;
appropriate kind of coherence relations. In this way we restore the possibility

inductive reasons and reasoning. . ‘
Unfortunately, however, no similar story can be told about rationally forming

desires in the practical realm. For even though'there do appear to lzle I:ausorflji
transitions from (say) desires for ends and beliefs about means to e;sllre por
means, we cannot derive from this a paraltel stor)r. about the r‘eezons we a;r; for
forming those desires for means. In other words, in fhe pract}c case ?;e < o
remain faithful to the idea that the rationality of a p’s'ychological transi aLoin st
have something to do with the possibility of there being reasons for m n;g)f hat
psychological transition. We must therefore concl}lde thf:lt tl}e apT};learaFlczo e
tionality in the practical case is, much as Hume said, an‘lllu:?mrjx,. ere is 1o such
thing as means-end rationality: falk of “means-enc? reasoning” remains )tze
moron. There is simply the human habit of forming c.le_sn’es 'for means on ;

basis of desires for ends and beliefs about means, a habit that is underwritten by

neither reasons nor rationality.

3. AN EVEN MORE MODERATE, BUT STILL
SOMEWHAT HUMEAN, VIEW ABOUT THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEREN REASONS AND

RATIONALITY wrebanERrAR YAARe g Pepesane

Many of us will find it hard to believe that there is lno such thing as meands;i(:
yationality. But how would we go about consftructlng fm even morethm:auows
position than the moderate Humean position }us‘t described, the one id

for deductive and inductive reasons and rationality 1t?ut n.ot for practica re}:lasorllj
and rationality, not even means-end reasons and rationality? The answer shou

be obvious. -
Up until now we have simply been assuming that there must be some sort
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of nexus between reasons and rationality. More specifically, we have been assum-
ing that the rationality of a psychological transition must have something to do
with the possibility of there being reasons for that psychological transition. But
the obvious conclusion to draw in the light of our discussion of means-end ra-
tionality is that there need be no such nexus. Nor would it be ad hoc to draw
this conclusion in the light of that discussion. For, as we saw, people who fail to
desire the believed means to their desired ends do not just seem to be unuswual,
do not just seem to lack a typical human habit. Their psychologies seem rather
to suffer from a distinctive kind of incoherence, an incoherence that would be
removed if they acquired a desire for the believed means to their desired ends.
Since it appears that that kind of incoherence need have nothing to do with being
insensitive to reasons, we should take that appearance of incoherence at face value
and conclude that they are indeed irrational: means-end irrational. Of course, this
would require us to further extend the story of coherence in some appropriate
way. But again, much as with the case of inductive rationality, it seems extremely
plausible to suppose that that could be done (Harman 1986).

If all this is agreed, then the upshot is that there is an even more moderate
Humean position available. According to this even more moderate view, rational
transitions are possible wherever we find psychological states that display the
appropriate kind of coherence relations. Since these relations are found in both
the theoretical and the practical domains, it follows that there is both theoretical
and practical rationality. There is, however, the following difference between the
two domains. In the theoretical domain there are propositions we believe that
justify our acquiring the beliefs we acquire. It therefore follows that, in this do-
main, there aren’t just rational transitions, but that there are also reasons and
reasoning. But because, in the practical realm, there are simply desires for ends
and beliefs about means to those ends that stand in certain relations of coherence
to desires for those means, it follows that in the practical realim there are just the
rational transitions themselves. There are no means-end reasons and no means-
end reasoning.

Note that we are now in a position to answer a question we postponed earlier.
How are beliefs supposed rationally to give rise to other beliefs? More generally,
how are psychological states supposed rationally to give rise to other psychological
states? What is the mechanism by which this happens? Given what has just been
said, the obvious answer is: in virtue of the fact that the subject of those psycho-
logical states is rational, where the subject’s being rational is a matter of her
having, and exercising, a capacity to have a coherent set of psychological states
(Smith 1997, 2001). Moreover, and importantly, since this capacity has to explain
rational production across the board—that is, since it must explain both how
beliefs rationally produce other beliefs, and how desires for ends and beliefs about
means rationally produce desires for means-—this capacity cannot in turn be

- thought of on the model of a desire for an end, such as the end of having a
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coherent psychology, which works by combining with ;. 1:‘»e1ieff a’?l?lit I;lzz ;13’16;11;:
i is i i ionally produce a desire for tha .
hich this is to be achieved to rationally . . ;
ngr: ;;ter all, would we explain that instance of rational produ.c:tlond(ll)l’efw;1 19:97,
i J ive of the capacity on the model of the in-
Smith 2001)? Instead we must conceive o Y on
felil‘:ntial dispositions Lewis Carroll taught us all to believe in (Carroll 1895).

4. THE INSTABILITY OF THE EVEN MORE
MODERATE, BUT STILL SOMEWHAT
HuMEeAN, VIEW ABOUT THE RELATIONSHIP

BETWEEN REASONS AND RATIONALITY

There is, however, 4 problem with the even more moderate Humean v1ev}\i. Oncz
we adm’it that desires can stand in rational relations to each other»«;o 'e(:irencf
o
ior i immediately, that we can construct the idea
relations—it follows, more or less im ted ‘ . dea of
a consideration that justifies our acquiring a c'ertam desue._A.nd ontcc? v'; far
constructed the idea of a consideration that justifies our acq;urmg clc_alr ain Vie“;
i to a Humean
it i i ny longer committe
it is hard to see in what sense we arc a . . . '
about the relationship between reasons and rationality at all. We seem to hav
lain.
crossed over a threshold. Let me exp ' o
Many have recently argued that some version of the dispositional theo;y (?f
i i ; ; ; Lewis
value looks to be extremely plausible (Firth 1952; Bra'ndt 1979; JGhnStOI;,_lgtS?’m vis
1989; Smith 1989, 1994, 1997). According to the version lff th?D th;lory ain Ceg;ain
: ) ject j i i e case
t judges it desirable that p be
favor, for example, when a subject j th ¢ n certain
i ~ is a belief that she would want that p
circumstances C, what she has is a : . ”
in C if she had a fully rational desire set—or, more generally perhaps, if §he]:j I;
a set of desires that eluded all forms of ratonal criticism. Facts abo?; «;llesna_fl 1tZ
i ave if w
i i from facts about the desires we woul
are, in this way, comstructed b we would .
wer’e fully ratio;ial. As we will see, it is this fact about desirability—that is, the

fact that something is what a subject would desire if she had a desire set that 4

eluded all forms of rational criticism—that looks like it 'constitl?.tes a conideiztl;r;
that can justify that subject in acquiring a corresponding desire, 2111 tilr er 0 sce
ispositi eory
is i d first to spell out the disposition
that this is so, however, we nece ‘ _
fully. In parti::ular, we need to say what would make it the case that a desire set

Il forms of rational criticism. o o .
elud;ilzllow?rfg the lead of Bernard Williams, who is in turn inspired by something

— ion must be accom-
that Hume says in the passage quoted at the outset—"a passion
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pany’d with some false judgement, in order to its being unreasonable”—we might
begin with the observation that the fact that a subject’s desires are based on
ignorance or error itself looks to be grounds for rational criticism of that desire
(Williams 1980). This is because someone who was perfect, from the point of view
of reason, would plausibly be omniscient and make no mistakes. This suggests
that someone who (say} desires to relieve an itch and who believes, falsely, that
she can relieve her itch by staring at her finger, and who on this basis goes on to
form the desire to stare at her finger, fails for this Very reason to have a desire
set that eludes all forms of rational criticism, For'a desire set that eludes all forms
of rational criticism would contain no desires based, as her desire to stare at her
finger is, on a false belief, Likewise, someone who desires to relieve an itch and
who can relieve her itch by scratching her finger, but who doesn’t believe that
this is so, fails to have a desire set that eludes aJ] forms of rational criticism as
well. For someone who has such a desire set would lack no desires due simply to
her ignorance.

Moreover there are other ways in which a subject’s desires might become
vulnerable to rational criticism too. For example, as we saw in the earlier discus-
ston of means-end rationality, to say that a subject has a desire set that, as a
whole, exhibits incoherence is plainly a rational criticism of that desire set, Nor
should it be thought that cases of means-end irrationality are the only cases in
which we find incoherence in a desire set. There would seem to be other such
cases as well (see, for example, Smith 1994, 1997; for an alternative view, see Sayre-
McCord 1997). :

For example, imagine that T desire that person A fares well, and I desire that
person B fares well, and I desire that person C fares well, and so on, but that |
don’t desire that person Z fares well, Suppose further that when asked why I don’t
desire that Z fares well T can’t identify any feature of Z that distinguishes him
from A4, B, C, and the rest—apart, of course, from the fact that he is 2, Perhaps
I don’t discriminate between Z and the others for any other purpose except his
faring well. It is surely then plausible that I could quite rightly thereby come to
see my lack of a desire that Z fares well as completely arbitrary, But if my lacking
a desire that Z fares well is completely arbitrary, then it surely makes perfect sense

+ to say that my desire set suffers from a corresponding kind of incoherence,

We can represent the situation in table 5.5. The suggestion is that there is
incoherence in a psychology that includes the elements mentioned in (12) and
(13) but does not include the desire mentioned in(14). The incoherence lies in
the fact that that pattern of desire and indifference doesn’t fit well with the belief
that an arbitrary distinction is being made. In this case too, then, it seems that
my desire set would be vuinerable to rational criticism, criticism that T could
avoid only by acquiring the general desire that people fare well and, on that bass,
together with my belief that 7 is a person mentioned in (15}, acquiring the desire
that Z fares well mentioned in (16) as well.



Q0 THE NATURE OF RATIONALITY

Table 5.5

i itions
Transitions among Psychological States Relations between Propost

(12) T desire that person A fares well, 1 desire that {127 %2
person B fares well, T desire that person C fares well,
... and I desire that person Y fares well.

i i istingui - ‘} It is arbitrary to distinguish
i i bitrary to distinguish per (13" It is ayl
(ls)ZI lflzl;ivz ﬂ;at TR : person Z from A-Y
son ~
"N 277
" So (14) I desire that people fare well Therefore (14") %
(15) I believe that £ is a person (15" Z is a person
" 97t
So (16) I desire that Z fares well ‘ Therefore (16" 3% ,

Now that we have spelled out a little of what it means to say that a _des1re
set eludes all forms of rational criticism, the crucial point tf) no‘Fe is that .th1s fa;:t
could be the object of a subject’s belief (Smith 1994). Thus, imagine a subJec.t Who
comes to believe that (say) she would desire that she scratches her ﬁnger in the
circumstances of action that she presently faces if she had a )mammally 1nfo?med
and coherent desire set, but suppose further that she doesn’t have any quLre at
all to do so. Now consider the pair of psychological sta}tes that. comprises her
belief that she would desire that she scratches her finger in the circumstances of
action that she presently faces if she had a maximally informed and coherencti
desire set, and which also comptises the desire that sl.le scratches hler finger, an :
compare this pair of psychological states with the pair thz-ft comprises her be‘he
that she would desire that she scratches her finger in the circumstances of ‘actmn
that she presently faces if she had a maximally informe(.:l and coherent desn‘e}:l set,
but which also comprises instead indifference to scratching her -ﬁnger, or perhaps
an aversion to her doing so. Which of these pairs of psychological states is more

?
COhe”;;T.answer would seem to be plain enough (see Smith 1994, 1957, 2001 fo'r
an alternative view, see Sayre-McCord 1997, Schafter—‘Landfu.l 1?99). The. first pair
is much more coherent than the second. There is dlsequlﬂlbnum or dlssone?nce
or failure of fit involved in believing that you would df:sne y(.)urself to act ina
certain way in certain circumstances if you had a maximally m'formed anfi co-
herent desire set, and vet not desiring to act in that way. 'ljhe failure to desTre to
act in that way is, after all, something that you yourtqelf disown; from your per-
spective it makes no sense, given the rest of your desn_es; by vour own lights it is
a state that you would not be in if you were in various ways better than you

actually are: more informed and more coherent in your desiderative outlook. .

There would therefore seem to be more than a passing family resemblance be-
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tween the relation that holds between the first pair of psychological states and
more familiar examples of coherence relations that hold between psychological
states.

If this is right, however, then the upshot is that table 5.6, too, is a rational
transition between psychological states. This transition is a rational one because
it too is underwritter by coherence, Moreover, and more importantly, it even
looks plausible to suppose that the proposition mentioned in (17°)—that is, that
I would desire that p in C if T had a maximally informed and coherent desire
set—is a consideration that, if true, justifies my forming the desire that p. What
better justification could there be for me to form the desire that p?

If this is agreed, however, then we might well begin to wonder whether we
any longer have any reason to suppose, as Hume did, that the theoretical and the
practical dorsains are utterly distinct from each other. The problem is not that
we have come to think that there are beliefs and desires that cannot be pulled
apart from each other modally. That possibility has been granted in all of our
discussions. The problem is rather that, granting that possibility, we now seem to
have an example of a belief that can rationally require the acquisition of a desire
all by itself, something Hume had claimed to be impossible. We have, in other
words, a case in which reason can produce a motive, For the belief mentioned in
(17) can, if the subject is rational—that is, if it operates in conjunction with the
subject’s capacity to have a coherent psychological state {see again the discussion
at the end of the last section)—produce the desite mentioned in (18) without the
aid of any desire.

Indeed, we might even begin to wonder whether we shouldn’t reconsider the
psychological transition from (7) to (8) with which we began—that is, the tran-
sition from the belief that scratching my finger would cause the destruction of
the whole world to the preference not to scratch my finger. For what we have, in
effect, demonstrated is that Hume’s argument for supposing that this isn’t a ra-
tional transition is completely fallacious (see also Korsgaard 1986}. It is irrelevant
that there is no proposition to be mentioned in (8’), and hence that there is no
candidate proposition to be logically entailed by the proposition mentioned in
(7'). The rationality of a psychological transition requires no such thing, as we
have learned from our discussion of means-end rationality. The crucial question
is rather whether the pairing of the belief that scratching my finger would cause
the destruction of the whole world and the preference to scratch my finger is an
especially coherent pairing, as compared with the pairing of that befief together

with indifference to scratching my finger, or an aversion to scratching my finger.

The truth is that I don’t myself see how to answer that question decisively
one way or the other. On the one hand, it is tempting to simply recall Mark

_ Johnston’s remark, quoted at the outset, that though the pairing of the belief with
- indifference or aversion is “not contrary to reason in one sense perhaps,” it is

“brutally insane, psychopathically callous and demonically indifferent,” and to
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Table 5.6

Transitions among Psychological States Relations between Propositions

(17} T would desire that p in C if [ had
a maximally informed and coherent
desire set

Therefore (18') 137

{17} I believe that I would desire that p in C
if I had a maximally informed and coherent

desire set

So (18) I desire that p

insist that the conceptions of insanity and psychopathy that. I'ohnst(‘)n was quite
rightly drawing on here are plainly predicated on the supposm'on of mcoh.eren«:f‘:%
However, on the other hand, we all know that such normative conceptions ¢

insanity and psychopathy are themselves hotly contested ('Szasz 1961). What we
really need here is an independent argument that would clinch the case one way

er, '

” ﬂzlfs (;ﬂllmderstand it, it is an independent argument of this kind that Kantians
have been searching for all along (Kant 1786, Nagel 1970, Korsgaard 1996b). Hu—
means have always insisted that the Kantians’ search for such an a.rg'ulment is in
vain, because Hume provided a decisive refutation of thf: very possibility of there
being such an argument. But, if what we have said here is nght,.t?len both Hume
and the Humeans are wrong to suppose that he provided a decisive re‘ﬁ.ttanon' of
any such thing. Humeans and Kantians alike should therefore turn their attention
to the arguments the Kantians come up with and evaluate them on a case-by-
case basis. Whether the arguments provided here have Put us on slippery .slope
all the way to a Kantian view of reasons and rationality is yet to be determined.

CHAPTER 6

Rationality as Practical Reason

ONORA O’NEILL

Kawnr is famous for undertaking a critique of reason and for calling two of his
most significant works critiques of reason.! These titles raise suspicions, Does Kant
genuinely criticize reason, thereby calling into question the very processes by
which any reasoned thought or action—including any criticism of reason—
should be conducted? Or does he give these pretentious titles to works that deploy
rather than criticize reason? Indeed, could anything really, seriously count either
as a critique of reason or as a vindication of reason? Isn’t the very idea that we
could show that certain ways of thinking or acting are reasoned or reabonable
absurd? After all, the demonstration must either build on assumptions that lack
reasoned vindication or be supported by arguments that deploy the very concep-
tion of reason supposedly vindicated. So it will be either unreasoned or circular;
either way it will fail to vindicate reason, We have grounds for suspecting that no
ways of organizing thinking or acting have unconditional authority, and that Kant
cannot have vindicated reason.

Kant’s attempt to give an account of practical reason that offers unconditional
reasons for action and provides the basis for a reasoned account of human duties
§-spectacularly ambitious; even if it fails in some ways it is worth the closest
attention. In this chapter I aim to give as coherent an account of that attempt as
:can offer, although I shall say nothing about the connections Kant draws be-
tween practical and theoretical reason {see Neiman 1994: O’Neill 1989, chap. 1,



