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The notion of the agent accepting an explanation of his or her
behaviour in these terms and Yyet the beliefl being strangely alien
is elucidated, It is contrasted with both the more straighte
forward acceptance of an analyst's hypothesis, and with our
ordinary conscious ways of knowing our mental states, It ig then
pointed out that, in any case, as long as the capacity wnerringly
to make the distinctions mentioned is present, no further detailed
characterization is necessary of the qualitative differences
between the kinds of awareness involved. TFinally, a comparison
is made between the technical concept of uncongciousness as T
have defined it, and the allied one of "self deception"., It is
shown that the concept I am concerned with is, so to speak, a
static one, and is for that reason to be distinguished from that
of self deception, which primarily connotes an activity, rather

than a mental state,
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How are unconscious mental states to be defined? How do
beliefs, wishes and feelings which are unconscious differ from
ordinary conscious beliefs, wishes and feelings? I mean 1o
investigate these gquestions by looking first at the way in which
the expressions 'unconscious of' and ‘unconsciously' are used as
technical terms in the context of Freudisn theory. It will then
be possible to compare the latter use with the everyday uses of
those expressions encountered in plain, non=technical discourse.
In what follows I refer to "Freudian" (technical) concepts and

contrast these with "Non-Freudian® (nonmtechniaal) concepts.

The Freudian Concept of the Unconscious

Freud's clearest theoretical statements concerning the
concept of an unconscious mind are to be found in hig so-called
"meta~psychological papers“q, in particular, in the two great
1915 essays, "Repression" and "The Unconscious", as well as in
The Ego and the Id (1923}.2 At the time of writing the latter

work, Freud understood his new system of classification into Hgo,

Id . and Superego processes to have transcended and replaced the
earlier one into Consciousness, Precongciousness and Unconsciocusness,
We find him writing, as was remarked earlier, that the charac—
teristic of being conscious
Messseeobegins to lose significance for us.”
(The Fgo and the Id, page 8)

and In Freud's and the neo-Freudians' later advance into what has
come to be called ego psychology, the distinetion between the
congciousness and unconsclousness of mental states received scant
attention, Increasingly, Freud turned from an exploration of the
mind in terms of the gualitative aspects of mental items or ideas,
to an analysis in terms of different mental functions, such as
pergeption and defence, The distinction between “econsecious" and
"unconscious® generally was not conceived in functional terms.
Nor did the functional distinctions which Freud found useful map
onto that between consciousness and unconsciougness in any way.
Important ego functions, for example, were found to take place both
at a consclous and at an unconscious level, to be characterized

by the property of consciousness in one case and not in another.
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However, it must be stressed that Freud's move into ego
psychology represents merely an alteration in direction and
emphasis. The distinction between Conscious, Preconscious and
Unconscious remaing a viable and fundamental one within the body
of psychoanalytic theory despite the latter concern with a more
functional analysis of the mind. The property of being conscious
or not, ag Freud himself remarks in the same passage from which
the previous guotation derives:

Yeesesals in the last resort our one beacon-light in the
darkness of depth-psychology,”

("he Tgo and the Id)

What, then, does Freud mean by the Unconscious? Briefly,
his theory is that there are certain "instinctual impulses" or
wishes, which are either (a) represented by ideas, or (b) manifested
in affective states or feelings, which are themselves best seen as
ideas since they are identified qua, uneconscious items, by their
"ideational representation™, or ebjectg. These are somehow active
within us in the sense of influencing ocur behaviour and coenscious
mental states, while at the same time, because of a particular
resistance on our part to their content, they are not available
to our conscious minds. These ideas are said to be wnconséiouss
and just as we speak indifferently of an ordinary conscious idea
as being conscious or as being an object of consciousness, so Freud
speaks at one time of an idea's being unconscious and at another
of its being such that we are unconscious of it. (In addition,
Freud resoris to a2 somewhat regrettable spatial metaphor: we find
him referring to these ideas as residing "in" the Unconscious and
speaking of "the Unconscious" as if describing a physical place, )

Not merely are we not aware of these ideas: we are unable o become

aware of them, according to psychoanalytic theory.

Freud was prompted first to hypothesise such unconscious
mental states during his studies of hypnosis and the condition
then described as "hysteria' - studies which began in 1885 and
culminated in 189% with the publication, in collaboration with

4

Breuer, of Studies in Hysteria's By hypothesgising that memories

and ideas of which the patient was herself mmaware remained active

within her mind and produced her hysterical symptoms - just as, in



§
(@Y
i

the condition known as "post hynotic suggestion', ideas intro~
duced under hynosis and unknown fo his or her conscious mind had
been shown to affect the subject's subsequent behaviour - Freud
found himself able to explain the peculiar features of this
condition. Hysterical patients, Freud wrote:

"gsuffer from reminiscences. Their symptoms are residues
and mnemonic symbols of particular (traumatic) experiences,”

("On Hysterical Meahanisms”B, page 29)

The contrast drawn between not merely being unaware of ideas

which are "unconscioug®, but being unable to become aware of

them, is emphasized in the distinction which Freud makes between
the "descriptive" sense in which mental life is unconscious, on
the one hand, and the "systematic", or what later came to be called
the "dynamic® sense, on the other, a distinetion which is reflected
in the terminology of ‘*Conscious', 'Preconscious' and 'Unconscious':

"eoseasa paychical element (for instance, an idea) is not
as a rule conscious for a protracted length of time., On
the contrary, a state of consciousness is characteristically
very transitory; an idea that is conscious now is no longer
so a moment later, although it can become so again under
certain conditions that are easily brought about. In the
interval, the idea was =~ we do not know what. We can say
that it was latent, and by this we mean that it was capable
of becoming conscdious at any time. Or, if we say that it
was unconscious, we shall alse be giving a correct
description of it. Here 'unconseious! coincides with
"latent and capable of becoming consciousS'seeceess'

and

"eossesThe latent, which is unconscious only descriptively,
not in the dynamic sense, we call preconscious; we restrict
the term unconscious to the dynamically unconscious
repressed; so that now we have three terms, conscious,
preconscious and UNCONRSCIlOUS.essessesWe Can now play
comfortably with our three terms, conscious, preconscious
and unconsclous so long as we do not forget that in the
descriptive sense there are two kinds of unconscious, but
in the dynamic sense only one."

(The Fgo and the Id, pages 4~5)

Thus, speaking descriptively, "unconsciocus™ can be used to cover

anything which is not an item presently in congciousness, anything
of which we are not presently aware, including those things which
are merely latent, or preconscious; while speaking dynamically,
"unconscious® covers only those items of which we cannot become

aware, the "repressed,

The process of "censorship® by which ideas are both expelled
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and withheld, from consciousness, is described as "repression”,
and the ideas which have been inhibited thus are described as
repressed material, or "the repressed”. The mechanism by which
repression is understood to work, and the theory underlying which
items are selected for repression need not concern us in any
detall here. But, briefly, Freud's idea is that there is a
quantum of psychic or mental "energy" which accounts for the
relative gtrength of various impulses, or ideas representing
impulses, An idea representing an impulse is Tatrong® when it

is highly "energized" or "cathected", or ™nvested", as Freud
sometimes puts it, with a high degree of "libido" or "interest!,
The psyche is regulated by the so-called "pleasure principle®, by
which an organism functions so as to maximize pleasure and avoid
pain and anxiety. Although the satisfaction of impulses is
always pleasant, Freud hypothesises that when the satisfaction

or awareness of such impulses is incompatible with others of the
person's claims and purposes, and when the pain and anxiety caused
by that conflict outweighs the prospective pleasure which the
satisfaction of the impulse might be expected to bring, then:

"eesesothe element of avoiding ‘'pain' shall have acquired
more strength than the pleasure of gratification,”

("Repression", Page 105)
and

Mesesseas goon as an idea which is fundamentally offensive
exceeds a certain degree of strength, the conflict takes on
actuality, and it is precisely the activation of the idea
which leads 1o its repression.®

("Repression®, Page 109)
30, by becoming unconscious of them, a person avoids those of his
or her impulses the awareness of which would be more painful than

pleasant,

Thus, "the repressed” might be supposed to be, and as T
shall argue, is, roughly equivalent to "the unconscious". However,
without offering explicit reasons why this should be so, Freud ine~
gisted that the class of mental items which are unconscious was

broader than that covering “the repressed"eé.

The significance of the latter claim actually is fairly
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Although he takes pains to emphasize the similarities

between unconscious and conscious mental states and processes in
order to Justify describing the unconscious states as "mental®

or "paychological® at alla, Freud also insists that there are
certain qualitative differences distinguishing unconscious ideas
and thought processes from ordinary conscious ideas and thought
processes, Freud's concern here is with differences which may be
summed up in his distinction betwee "primary process® and

"secondary process" modes of thought and mental functioning.

Primary process thought is contrasted with secondary process
thoughts the latter is found in normal, logical adult thinking,
Primary process thinking, at least in the version of the theory
which is of interest to us, characterizes all unconscious thought
pracesses.9 It is described as non=logical (it embraces contra-
dictions), given to ¥displacement? (%hat is, the substitution of
one word or idea for another which in some respect(s) resembles
it), and to "condensation" (that is, the compression which enables
one word or idea to stand for and symbolize several different
ideas which it in some respect resembles), unaltered by the pagsage
of time or by changes through time, uwnimpeded by beliefs about the
external world at all, untroubled by "negation, dubietVessess
varying degrees of certainty,...."??@ characterized by a "mobility
of cathexis"™, a tendency to make the various substitutions des-
eribed (the activities of displacement and condensation) and to
reorient "psychic energy™, or feeling, :,—3;@1_‘;rcapa:'i::3;%;e1y,‘H and

finally, pictorial and concrete rather than verbal and abstract,

In addition to drawing the distinction between primary and
secondary process thought, Freud elaborates, in the later part of

his essay on the unconscious and in The Bgo and the Id, upon the

distinction between the pictorial and conecrete nature of uncon-
scious ideas and the verbal and abstract nature of conscious {and
preconscious) ones, suggesting that an idea's entering precon=
sciousness from the unconscious consists in ite changing from being
a2 mere picture to being a picture together with z "word association®
His theory is that we can distinguish "the idea of the word" (a

verbal or sound memory image) from "the idea of the thing" (the
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concrete picture, or visual image), A conscious and an
uneconsaious ideas

Meeesssssare not different records of the same content
situated in different parts of the mind, nor yet different
functional states of cathexis in the same part; but the
conscious idea comprises the conerete idea plus the verbal
idea corresponding to it, whilst the unconscious idea is
that of the thing alone.”

("The Unconscious™, Page 147)

The visual thinking which characterizes unconscious processes,
according to Freud, is incapable of conveying the relations bew
tween various idea elements: it is static and concrete. Only
when the verbal ideas are added to their corresponding pictorial
images, as occurs when repressed ideas reach preconsciousness,
do the "intermediate links"™ between the various elements of the
subject matter emerge. Only then do the ideas take on the

guality of real “theughts”o12

I have now given a brief account of the psychoanalytic
notion of unconsciousness, Let us compare this with the ordinary
non~freudian use of the terms ‘unconscious of ! and 'unconsciously!

as they are found in everyday non-technical discourse.

The Non=I'reudian Concept of Unconseciocusness

hpart from the adjectival use of 'unoconscious! describing
the insentient and unthinking state of someone suffering the effect
of a blow on the head, there is a standard current use of
'unconscious of' and 'unconsciously' which in some ways resembles
and in other ways notably differs from the Freudian one with
which we have been concerned until now. Tn what I ghall ecall the
"non~Freudian® use, we gpeak of people being unconscious of:

(i) their mental and bodily states; for example, "Unconscious
of her own grief and fatigue she battled on®,

(ii) what happens to them; for example, "Unconscious of the
snub, she replied politely®,

(iii) what they do; for example, "Unconsciously she reverted
to the language of her childhood", and "Unconsciously she
let the book fall from her hands",

(iv) certain aspects or ways of describing what they do; for
example, "She settled herself into the chair and in doing
go unconsciously she echoed the posture of the woman in
the painting®,
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The distinction between (iii) and (iv) perhaps requires
elucidation., Assuming that "settling herself into the chair®
and "echoing the posture of the woman in the painting" count as
doing one thing rather than two, it may be said that "echoing
the posture of the woman in the painting® is one way of describ-
ing what the person referred to did, that is, sitting down., The
contrast to which I wish to draw attention through this example
and the ones described in (iii) is that betweens
(a) carrying out some action or doing something while being
totally unconscious of having done so, ("The girl is totally
unaware that the book has fallen"), and
(b) carrying out some action or doing something when only some
or one of all the possible deseriptions pertaining to that which
ig done elude the person in question,

Although not unaware that she has seated hergelf, the girl in

(iv) is ignorant of having done so in such a way as to echo the
posture of the woman in the painting. In the sense of "unconscious®
under discussion, not only is it true that some deseriptions under
which we can place the things we do may bhe unknown to us, so too

may the fact that we have done anything at all,

There are two ways of distinguishing this Non-Preudian sense
from the Freudian sense of ‘*unconscious' and 'unconsciously!.
Pirst, "unconscious reasons' and "unconscious motives" are strictly
post-Freudian concepts. So note that being "unconscious of¥, or
not knowing what one is doing, in the two different ways described
in (iii) and (iv) above ig to be distinguished from being uncon=
scious of or not knowing why it is that one does what one does.

In the non-technical, Non-Freudian usage under discussion we do
not speak of being unconscious of the reasons or motives for our
actions. And this is the significance of the gualification in
(iv). Although it is possible to distinguish beliefs about what
one doeg from those about one's reasons or motives for what one
does, sometimes a description of what one does is cast in terms of
the agent's goals and ends, and thus it reveals the reason(s) or
motive(s) underlying the action. ("Writing a thank-you letter™,

for example, is a way of describing what a person dees which
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reveals at least one of that person's reasons or motives in doing
it.) Thus, the exception in (iv) which stated that we can be
"unconscious" of only certain of the various agpects or ways of
describing what we do is that of descriptions in terms of motives
and reasons. These we cannot be said to be unconscious of in

the Non=Freudian sense. "Unconscious of what she was doing, she
finished the thank-you letter" is possible, of course, but it
would mean that the whole task was undertaken unconsciously if
"unconsciously" were used in the latter way - mechanically,
distractedly or without close attention. It would merely be a
case of unconsciousness of something done, in the sense of (iii),
"Unconscious that what she wrote was a thank-you letter, she
formed her words with care' makes 1ittle sense as Jong as the
Non-Freudian sense of "umconscious of" and "unconsciously” is
intended. Such a description could only imply the technieal,
Freudian use of the expression,

So, in the Freudian sense of "unconscious” we can speak of
reasons and motives as unconscious: in the non-technical sense we
can not. The second way in which the Freudian and Non=Freudian
uses of "unconscious of" and "unconsciously® can be distinguished
is as follows. Although there are nuances of difference between
the notion of being unconscious of something, in the Non-Freudian
sense, and failing to notice or to attend to that thing, neverthe-
less there are very strong links between the Non=Freudian sense of
unconsciousness and the idea of a simple failure of attentian@%

In some cases, it is precisely a failure of attention which can be
seen to have resulted in the unconsciousness in question, This is

clearly the case when we say, for example: "The excitement of the

%Iﬂ connection with the above-mentioned nuances of difference bew
tween being unconscious of some object in the sense under discus—
sion and failing to notice or attend to that object, it is
interesting to note that while in this sense "being unconscious
of" often means something very close to "not noticing™, we are
said to be unconscious of by no means all that we fail to notice.
The concept "unconscious of" seems to be restricted to roughly those
things which we might have been expected to have been conscicus of
or to have noticed. To say that a person was wmconsciougs of somem
thing is to suggest that there is something wnusual or peculiar in
the thing's having failed to attract the person's attention. When
it is natural that the object should not have received attention,
then we should not naturally speak of being unconscious of it.
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occasion so absorbed her attention that she remained uncensecious
of her fatigue™, or "In her eagerness to exchange reminiscences,
she failled %o notice that she had unconsciously reverted +o the
language of her childhood™, In other cases, 1t is at least true
that no more than an act of attention is required to remedy or

dispel the state of wunconsciousness.

The Non-Freudian sense of 'unconscious' contrasts with the
Freudian sense in this capacity to become aware of the previously
unconsecious state. In the Non-Freudian uge of "unconsciougly®
and "unconscious of" there is no suggestion as to the person's
capaclty or incapacity to make conscious or attend to his or her
hitherto unconscious state, In none of the examples given earlier
illustrating this use is the implication that any barrier might be
placed in the way of exercising the act of attention or introspecm
tion required to make the state in question an item of present
consciousness, 50, one aspect of the Preudian concept of uncone
sciougness which distinguishes it from the Non-Preudian use of
"unconscious of" and "unconsciously® is its emphasis on the persont's
inability to become aware of the states in question., The distince
tion may be put by saying that in the case of Non=Freudian
uncongciousness, it is only contingently the case that we are
unconscious, while their being unconscious is a necessary feature

of Freudian unconsciocus mental states,.

Summary of Differences Between the Freudian and Non=Freudian
Concepts of Uncongelousness

We can now sum up the differences between the Freudian
concept of unconsclousness described in the previous section and
the non-Freudian concept just discussed, The Freudian use of
"unconscicus of" and "unconsciously™ differs from the Non=Freudian
ones
1. in implying that our unconsciousness is a necessary and not a
merely contingent feature of our mental state, and
2., insofar as they take different objects., As well as taking all
the objects described in (i)m(iv), the Freudian sense of
"unconseious of" and "unconsciously" extends, as we have seen, to

cover reasons and motives,
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In the Freudian sense, we may be unconscious of our reasons and
motives in two different ways. First, we may be unconscious both
of having acted in a certain way and of the reason why we g0 acted
or the motive for our action. And, gsecond, ve may be unconscious
of the reason or motive for the action although aware of having
acted in a certain way. Neither description is possible if we

are merely speaking in the Non~Freudian sense of "unconscious of"

and "uncongclougly®.

The Need for a Definition to Distinguish the Technical from the
Non=Technical Concept

It may be supposed that were we to rid the Freudian concept
of unconsciousness of its theoretical underpimings, having an
unconscious mental state would come to nothing more than having
a mental state of which one was unaware, That is to say: all
the sowcalled Freudian uses of "unconscious of" and "uncongciously®
actually would reduce to what we have been calling Non=Freudian
uses, and there would be no such thing as being necessarily
unconscious of some state. Clearly, if this were the case, then
distinguished from the body of psychoanalytic theory the concept
of unconsciousness would have very little philosophical interest.
Yet, many philosophers of psychology apparently have assumed that
it is possible to give a definition of "unconscious of" and
"unconsciously” so as to distinguish the Freudian from the None
Freudian use, Or, more often perhaps, it has been assumed that
the difference between the two classes of phenomena is gufficiently
obvious to obviate the necessity of a formal definition at all,
other than the cursory and patently inadequate kind which states
simply that unconscious mental states are those of our mental

13

states of which we are not conscious.

How Freud, as we have seen, presupposes the validity of at
least two fundamental cornerstones of psychoanalytic theory in
introducing the concept of the unconseious. First, he uses the
theory of repression to describe the origins, development and
dynamics of unconscious ideas and processes; and, secondly, he

refers to the distinction between primary process and secondary
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process thinking to characterize the gqualitative difference
between consciousness and unconsciousness. Eguipped with these
additional theoretical toolg, it is certainly possible for Frend
adequately to distinguish his own from the Non=Freudian use of
"unconscious of and "unconsciously”, and to offer a watertight
definition of his own use, Indeed, as we have seen, he may do so
in a number of ways. He may define unconsciousness in terms of
the theory of repression, in terms of the theory of primary
process thinking, or in terms of his theory about the presence

and absence of the "verbal idea® or “word association®”,

It has been argued, for example by Alasdair Macfntyr@,14
that the dependent relationship described which obtains between
Freud's concept of the unconscious and his other theoretical
concepts is not one which it would ever be possible to sever.
If this were so, then the usefulness and the very life of the
Freudian concept of unconsciousness would rest squarely upon the
conceptual and theoretical viability and walidity of psychoanalytic
theory as a whole - the concept of the unconscious would "stand

or fall" (MacIntyre) with the general theory,

In opposition to the above view, however, I wish to consider
the possibility that the notion of a state of which a person is
necessarily unconscious in the sense described can be detached
from any other aspects of Freudian theory and vet can be distine
guished adequately from the Non=Freudian sense of "unconscious of*
and "unconsciously™. To this end, T shall attempt in the second
half of this chapter to give a formal charascterization of what
ought perhaps now to be called the Ytechnical™ rather than the
"Freudian® concept of unconsciousness - a characterization which
is independent of other Freudian theoretical concepts in the way

described,

Apart from the purely theoretical challenge which encourages
such an enterprise, several considerations, some of which were

raised in the introduction to this thesis, have influenced my
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decision to approach the concept of unconsciousness in this WaY
The first is that there is some evidence which appears to cast
into doubt the theoretical and conceptual validity of certain
other of the constituent concepts making up the general theory

of which the concept of the unconscious iz a parﬁgﬁs To claim
this is not to make the absurd claim that, say, the cencept of
repression could be given up easily. Nevertheless, it is to say
that it would be wiser noct to let the validity of the technical
sense of the unconscious depend on relatively controversial
Freudian theories, concepts and empirical claims. Thus, to
dramatise our endeavour, we might speak of 'saving' the concept
of unconsciousness. In addition, there would appear to be some
Justification in exploring a concept which, while beginning as

a purely technical and theoretical one, has found a place in
ordinary discourse. T wish to test the validity of using this
concept in the absence of the theoretical underpinnings which first
spawned it. The latter point is linked with the following one.
The notion of a mental state which is correctly ascribable to a
person,while an ascription of the capacity for awarenesg of the
same state iz at the same time witheld, is one which alone would
appear to have the utmost significance for and application to
several of the most pressing problems which emerge in the philo=
sophy of mind., For this reason, it should be hoped that the cone
cept could be helpfully introduced into discussions of philosophical

problems wncluttered by any further theoretical baggage.

In the section which follows, I shall explore some of the
difficulties which arise when we attempt to follow such a proce=
dure and to give a definition of the technical concept of uncon=
sciousness when it is abstracted from the additional theoretical
hypotheses in terms of which it is presented to us by Freud. It
ig important to notice that unless a definition can be found which
is adequate to distinguish the technical from the non-technical
uge of "unconscious of" and "unconsciously® - as T think that
we do eventually succeed in doing =~ then the conecept would not

hold so great a philosophical interest.
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Before proceeding to the next gsection, I must make one
further remark about the general method and approach employed in
the following pages and in all conceptual analyses throughout
this thesis, While, for reasons which T hope are now apparent,

I intend that all subsequent discussion should be free of
reference to psychoanalytic theoretical concepts, T shall neverw
theless continue to cite Preudian writing and appeal to descripe
tions of cases offered by Freud when making reference to empirical
facts about the evidence for unconscious mental states and

wmeonseious motivation,

Tt is, of course, possible to distinguish Freud's purely
empirical claims from his theoretical analyses of those claims.
And psychoanalytic theory offers not only the classic statement
of the case for the existence of unconscious mental states and
wconscious motivation, but alse the most thorough empirical
description of these phenomena. It goes without saying that the
thesis owes so much to Freud's work, The substantive work of
Freud and his followers provides the material about which T raise

and try to answer some important philosophical questions.

Unconscioug Mental States: The Problem of Providine a Definition

What is clearly for us the significant aspect of the techni-
cal concept of unconsciousness is that, as we have seen, it
involves not only a lack of awareness of those states on the part
of the person whose states are said to be unconscious, but an
inability to become aware of them, We may treat their being

inaccessible to awareness or consciousness as the defining charace

teristic of unconsciocug mental states,

But,the latter way of charasciterizing unconscious mental
states in terms of their inaccessibility to awareness is, as it
stands, insufficient for our purposes. Tor, not only does it seem
possible that the same state, for example the belief that P, which
is now unconscious, might have been a conscious state at some

earlier time (that is, at time %, T might have believed P

1
conseiously, while at time t2 T had come to believe P unconsciously),
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but, in addiion, the very process of cure in psychoanalysis, and
in muech psychotherapy as well, is said +to enable us to become
aware of our previcusly unconscious mental states., Yet, if its
inaccessibility to the person's awareness is the defining charace

teristic of an unconscious mental state, how can fthis be possible?

There are a number of ways in which the definition of unconw
scioug mental states may be modified to deal with the diffieulty
mentioned, It has been proposed by Alisdair %,cfntyreg6, for
instance, that gince the therapeutic recovery of unconscilous
mental states employs methods quite unlike the effortless ecalling
up of ordinary mental states which are merely latent in the mind
{or preconscious, to use Freud's terminology), and the reflection
which precedes the ordinary giving of reasons for our beliefs and

actions, the definition might betier read
¢

(A) Unconscious mental states are those of our
mental states of which we are wnaware and of
which we cannot become aware without the
gpecial aid which therapy providesg.

The difficulty with the latter gqualification is that it fails to

account for the possibility of the practice of gelf=znalyais,

It leaves too loose the specification of the nature of the aid
which therapy provides. But it must do so Just because the nature
of the aid ig only loogely definable., Various activities are said
to be able to disclose unconscious motives, beliefs and desires,
including self-analysis, We can imagine a person time t? digcovers
ing unaided the hitherto unconscious reason for the action which

he or she undertock at time ﬁg. Indeed, Freud explicitly admits

of this pheﬁomenon,17 S0, this particular gualification to our

definition is an unhelpful one,

Instead, it may be suggested that althousgh it is possible
for a person to become aware of his or her unconscious mental
states, it ig not possible for that person to become aware of them

at the same time that they are influencing the conscious mental

states or behaviour which they are introduced to explain. Our
coming to acknowledge our unconscious mental states usually is

pictured as a form of hindsight, At some time affer the behaviour
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which the unconscious mental states motivated or in some way
produced, or the occurrence of the conscious mental state which
they occagioned, we become aware of them as the explanation of
that behaviour or state. And it may be supposed that this
temporal gqualification applies unfailingly to situations in which
such awarenessof unconscious mental states occurs, If this were
80, we might modify the definition te read

(B) TUnconscious mental states are those of our mental
states of which we are umaware and of which we
canmot become aware, at least at the time at whiceh
the behaviour which they influence and which they
are introduced to explain, is taking place.

Yet, there would appear to be a weakness with this formula-
tion of the definition also. For, prima facie, there is no
particular conceptual difficulty with the notion of a person
somehow learning of his or her wnconscious motive or reason for
doing X (Or for being in state V) through therapy, self-analysis
or simply through having been told it, and thus no longer being
unaware of it, and yet continuing to do X {or to be in state v)
and continuing to act upon (or behave or be in some state out of)

hig or her "unconscious"™ staie, motive or reason,.

Plausible cases of a person doing something out of, or
being affected by,an unconscious mental state of which that pErson

is at the time conscious are not difficult to frame,

Case 1: Let us consider a simple case of straightforward
action. A man may experience nothing more than a conscious wish
to avoid stepping on the cracks in the pavement, and vet may
hypothesise that there is some unconscious motive underlying this
wish, and may discover it, Perhaps 1t is an unconscious fear of
the cracks based upon some symbolic identification between them
and another object, for example, menacing female genitalia,

There are actually two distinct versions of the case as it has
beenn described so far;

{i) On the one hand, the person might experience no consciousg
inclination concerning the cracks in the pavement at all, If his

avoidance of them were drawn to his attention before the light
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of insight dawned, he would deny the existence of any intention
in this behaviour and charge his actions to coincidence or habit,
(ii) On the other hand, he may (consciously) either have known
that he liked to avoid the cracks but believed {falsely) that

his crack skipping reflected a whimsical identification with
Christopher Robin, or have believed it to be a mere fancy,
without reagon or significance of any kind. Whichever version of
the case 1s presented, the important peoint is that after his

recognition of the likely connection between hig crack skipping

and his sexmal fears, it seems possible to describe the man as
continuing to be affected by his unconscious mental states while
B AN R TR

walking on pavements and continuing to aveid the cracks,

Cape 2: Suppose that after a sesgion with her analyst a
woman hypothesises that her tendency fo be attracted to, and to
develop relationships with older men, reflects her Oedipal atirace
tion to her own father, an attraction which, at the level of
conselous experience, she does not feel, Believing this to be a
likely explanation for her behavicur, she nevertheless continues
to exhibit the same tendency and to act upon it. Again, correspon-
ding to (i) and (ii) above, there are two slightly different
situationg which might fit this general descripitions
(i) The woman may be aware of a consciously experienced preference
for older men for which, until her moment of insight, she could
give no reason, or for which she could give no reason which actually

had moved her {(she might falsely have believed their savoir-faire

to be the source of their appeal), or

(ii) Poth preference and reason for it may have been unconscious.
She may have found features other than those related to their
maturity to be the attractive aspects of her men friends, so that
her preference for older men would itself have had to be discovered
by observation of her past behaviour, rather than by an introm

spective appeal to her own tastes.

The latter case is complicated because "being attracted o
older men™ is a cabcheall phrase covering a whole behaviour
pattern, which comprises some behavioural tendencies and some

affections as well as standard caseg of actions. Feelings of
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ttraction, for instance, are primarily passions, whose onset,
quality and duration are not factors over which we seem to
exercise much, if any, control, We must restrict ourselves to some
particular action which makes up part of the behaviour pattern

of being attracted to older men, for example the action of accepte
ing flowers and invitations from them. Then we can gay that our
woman continues to act thus (tbat 1s, 1o accept flowers and
invitations) after her moment of insight, and continues to be
unconsciously motivated in doing so, even while she is aware of
the unconscious motive or state moving her. If, on the other
hand, we choose another aspect of the behaviour pattern and deal
with the apparently passive state of wanting to accept flowers

and invitations from older men, we may say that after her ingight
our woman continues to be affected in this way, even as she

acknowledges to herself the reason why she is so affected,

Cages 1 and 2 have, as I have said, a prima facie plausibility.
On the face of things, it would seem incorrect to suppose that
merely knowing of the unconscious mental states moving him or her
would make it impossible for a person to (continue to) act upon,
or be affected by those states. Yet, these very examples might be

thought to invite certain objections nonetheless.

Before examining the kinds of objections mentioned and the
ways in which they can be countered, one further observation must
be made about the nature of the examples themselves. Notice that
in each of the cases described, the unconscious state or motive
under discussion ig something more than a mere wish or desire
taking as its object a description of the action undertaken, or
state experienced., Thus, although it seems possible to describe
a case 1In which a person does X even while being aware that the
"uncongeious™ reason which explaing his or her action is some
further belief P (for example, the belief that the cracks repregent
female genitalia) and desire § (to avoid such menacing objects),

it ig not pogsible to describe a case in which a person dees X

wnile aware that the "unconscious" reason which explaing his or

her action is the wigh to degire to do X, The wish to do ¥ can

only be introduced once into an explanation of a particular
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action X. And, because a person's doing X, assuming that the
action is voluntary and intentional, entails that he or she may
be said in the ordinary conscious way to want or desire to do X,
then, merely to introduce an unconscious wish to do X is not in
any way to add to the explanation of why the person did X. So,
only cases of the kind described in Cases 1 and 2, where the
ucongcious state of which the agent is said to become aware is
some additional reason or motive over and above the simple wish
to do the action in question, are ones which it is possible to

pregent in this context,

Let us now turn to the kind of objections that might be
raised against examples such as those described. The first such
objection precludes the possibility of that kind of case on
purely az priori grounds. The objection rests upon the temptation
to argue, a8 some people discussing unconsciocus mental states as
motives have donegjg that our unconscious beliefs and desires
are so "totally opposed™ and contrary to our consciously held
beliefs and desires that, were they to become conscious, we would

never espouse them or act upon them. PFor example, the desire to

commit incest might be one guch belief,

Two different formulations of this kind of objection may be
distinguished., The above formulation, which is the stronger one,
states that for conceptusl reasonsg internal to psychoanalytic
theory it cannot be possible to find cases of the sort which we
have sketched. A weaker form of the cobjection would be that while

it is not concepiually impogsible, as a matier of fact we never

find cases such as the onesg described,

However, in my view, nelither version of the objection has
much to recommend it. The stronger formulation seems to reflect
nothing more than a slavish (and possibly mistaken) adherence to
Freudian hypotheses about the causes of repression, viz., that
only those ideas and wishes which continuously are highly painful
and anxiety provoking to the agent ever are unconscious - Freudian
hypotheses to which I am explicitly remaining uncommitted,
Moreover, the factual assertion underlying the weaker formulation

of the objection is cast into doubt even by certain passages in
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merely become aware, on the other., Thus, the crack skipping man

in Case 1 would have been able introspectively to distinguish

guch an ordinary conscious reason for behaving as the one atiri~
buted to him of wishing to play at being Christopher Robin (in
order, perhaps, to amuse a small child accompanying him}, from

an unconscious motive or reason of which he happened *to become
aware, such as the unconsclous identification of the cracks with
female genitalia. The gualiiy of his awareness or consciocusness
of these two different sorts of reason or motive would strike him
as different in each case, That is, he is not aware of it as a
motive or as his motive; he is not aware of the fear that he might
be swallowed back into the womb., He is aware, however, of the

unconscilous motive explanation.

Nor, in this case of the crack skipping man, would this
capaclty to disgtinguish between the two different reasons or
motives for his behaviour be based on the peculiar, incoherent
nature of the unconscious beliefs and desires attributed to him,
the intrinsic oddness of the idea of such an identification and
such a fear, To turn to my other example, had the woman in Case 2
been moved by an ordinary, conscious lustful identification of
her ageing sultors with her own father, with whom, let us say,
she had quite recently had an actual incesgtuous relationship,
then her awareness of it still would be distinguishable from the
awareness she had after analysis of her uncensclous Cedipal
feelingss the latter awareness being an awareness that she had

been g0 moved,

In the same way, our awareness of the unconscious springs
of our apparently passive states or affections would alsc be
digtinguishable from our awarenegs of the conscious springs of
these states. BRelieving (a) that T am annoyed because T have
failed to finish some work in time is distinguishable qualitatively
from believing (b) that unconscious feelings of rivalry and
competition have fed my annoyance. And so is {c) believing that
T am annoyed because of the irritating noise of children plaving

outgide, and (d) believing that I am amnoyed because unconconsciously

I am regretiing having failed to finish the work in time, The
reasons for our actions and so too the objects of our affections

which are known to us in the ordinary conscious way are always



distinguishable, intuitively, from any reasons for cur actions
and states which we might hypothesise as being their unconscious

MOVeTrsS.,

Thus, the expression “"being conscious of P" (or "being
aware of P”) capn be shown, as was suggested earlier, to be
ambiguous:

1, Saying that a person is conscious or aware of a belief or
desire of his or hers may be taken to mean that that person knows
or believes that that state is tc be ascribed to him or her. And,
in addition,

2 It may be taken to mean that the agent's awareness of the

belielf or desire in question presents itself in a ouvaliltatively

distinguishable way.

If the latter condition obtains, then the person may still be

said to hold the belief or desire unconsciously in the technical

sense, even while being aware that the state may be ascribed to
him or her: ascribed, that is, either by others or by a theory

which he or she accepts in general terms.

Armed with this intuitive distinction we can now insist that
while the people in Cases 1 and 2 can be said to have kunown about
the unconscious mental states influvencing their behaviour, they
were not completely conscious of themy technically speaking they
remained unconscious mental states. In order that we avoid the
apparent contradiction mentioned, it must be the case that there

ig something gualitatively different aboult our awareness of our

uncongcious beliefs and desires, As long as this distinction holds,
it cen be argued that the examples may be described without
contradiction. And, at the same time, it can be shown that a
glight modification of our definition of unconscious mental states
will overcome the difficulties in its previocus formulation which

the examples were initially intmoduced to illustrate,

We need to modify the definition by adding a qualification
to the effect that the awareness required be of the appropriate

kind. Tentatively, then, we can say thats
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(C) TUnconscious mental states are those of our
mental states of which we are unaware and of
which we cannot become aware, except in the
gualitatively distinguishable sense which we
may call "awareness X", at the time at which
the action or state which they influence, and
which they are introduced to explain, is
taking place.

But what is the nature of "awareness X"? What is the peculiar
gqualitative difference between the awareness people have of

their ordinary conscious beliefs and desires and the awareness
they have of their (previously) unconscious mental states?

While we can accept intuitively the possibility of knowing of and
acting upon unconscious mental states which do not present theme
selves in the same way as our ordinary conscious reasons for acte
ing, it may be supposed that ensuring that this intuitive
distinction is requisitely comprehensive would require ideally
that we show some concrete characterization of the difference
upon which 1t is based, I shall argue presently that the latter
demand 1g misdirected, but before doing so, I wish to examine in
a little more detall the directions in which such a demand may

be expected to lead us.

In trying to characterize "awareness X" we might lock first
at a criterion commonly introduced to characterize our awareness
of the reasons for our actions and of our own congeious mental
states, We are sald to know our reasons and our own mental states
"immediately"” or, in a more recent gloss of that expression,
"nonmobservatiaﬂally”,20 by which has traditionally been under-
gtoad both that we are aware of our consclous mental states and
reasons without grounds or evidence and that our knowledge of them
ig infallible. The pitfalls of this interpretation are legion and
well decumented. We do seem to be highly fallible concerning our
congcious mental states - perhaeps about whether we have them in
any particular case, certainly that they take the objects we
imagine and function as reasons in the way that we suppose. Thus,
any attempt teo characterize the difference between our awareness
of our ordinary conscious mental states and "awareness ¥" in terms
of the infallibility of our knowledge of the former, or the
feeling of certainty we seem to enjoy in relation to our judgements

about them, would be both misplaced and guestion begging.
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Limiting curselves, then, to the former interpretation of
the idea of immediate knowledge -~ that is, knowledge without
observation ~ we can see that if there is an intuitive distinc=
tion between knowing why one acts in the ordinary way, on the
one hand, and having an hypothesis about the unconscious motive
for what one does, on the other, then we might well have a way
to characterize the difference. In the latter case, & person
would go about establishing the existence of his or her uncon-
scious mental states just as one might establish the existence of
another person's ordinary conscious mental states or as one
might discover one's purely behaviourasl traits. Bither the pere
son would be told, or he or she would form an hypothesis on the
bagis of the evidence provided by his or her knowledge of
psychological theory and of his or her past habits, psychological
characteristics, person history and the like, 1In the former case,
on the contrary, appeals to such facts do not occcur: a person

seems just to know the reason why he or she acts.

Thus, it might be supposed that we need merely alter our
definition of unconscious mentsl states to read:

(D) Tmconscious mental states are those of our mental
states of which we are unaware and cannot become
aware except when the awareness is acguired
fobservationally? by referesnce Lo evidence or
grounds,

But a further difficulty arises. We well know that some beliefs
which initially were known observationally become, in time, merely
by dint of thelr familiarity, part of our store of non~observational
knowledge., This is true of certain beliefs about ourselves such

28 those concerming our own names, for example. In the same way,

we can imagine a person reaching a state of familiarity with his

or her wunconsclous mind which would obviate the necessity of his

or her carrying out anyv reasoning or inference in order to assert
the presence of some unconscious mental state. Thus, In a sense,
some of his or her unconscious beliefs and desires might be said

to have become, for that person, non=observationally known,

There ig an obvious reply to this claim, however, 11 may

be objected that neither knowing one's own name, nor knowing of
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one's unconscious mental states would count, strictly speaking,

as cagses of non~observational knowledge. For, in each case,
although at some particular time of assenting to them we do not
hold our beliefs on the basis of the evidence, nevertheless

(a) there is evidence available which might have been adduced

in support of such beliefs, and

(b} originally, when we first acquired such beliefs, we would
have done so on the basis of evidence,

Moreover, it may be said, when we know something non=observationally
in the strict sense, we do go because there is no evidence which
could be adduced in support of it., Knowledge of our conscious
mental states and of the reasons for our actions is said to be
like intuitive knowledge in this respect: we have such knowledge
without grounds because it neither has nor requires grounds. Thus,
it may be proposed that the dlass of unconscious mental states of
which we are aware is distinguishable from the class of our ordi-
nary conscious mental states in that only our knowledge of the
latter counts as what might be called Yoriginal non-~observationsl

knowledge™,

But the above refinement, too, is unsatisfactory. For there
remaing the possibility that some unconscious mental state of
which we are aware might originelly have been a conscious state
and might, thus, have originally been known non~observationally.
For example, T might have felt X at time t@ and hence entertained
the conscioug belief that X at bime t2 non=obgervationally, and
this would count as a case of knowledge which was originally
non=-observational. At time ﬁgg however, I might come to hold my

belief that X unconsciously, and then at time t? my belief might
again have ‘entered' my conscious mind, Yow, if we bring in the
element of originality described earlier, we seem committed to
Judge my belief at time t5 according to its initial status as
originally known non-observationally o the person whose belief

it ise

We are thus left without a useful interpretation of immes
diate or non-observational knowledge, Helther if we read it to
mean gimply Yknown without grounds or evidence®, nor if we read
it as "known without grounds and groundless®, will this characs

teristic be sufficient to exmclude the class of cases of unconscious
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ordinary conscious mental staéesa%
In discussing the clinical phenomenon of "resistance®,

Freud himgelf makes the observation that merely becoming aware of

his or her previous unconscious mental states during the course

of analysis does not by itself put a person in the same relation

to them as that person enjoys in relation to his or her ordinary

conscious mental states, But, Freud's characterizations of the

nature of the qualitative difference are, for our purposes, regrete

tably few and c:asuaLg1 He remarks that the immediate effect of

revealing some hitherto repressed and unconscious idea to a

patient is negligible:

"eessssour telling him makes at first no change in his
mental condition.....it does not remove the repression
nor unde its effects, as might be expected from the fact
that the previously unconscious idea has now become
conscious.™

("The Unconscious", Page 125)

#* There is actually an additional difficulty which may be supposed
to arise with the introduction of a stipulation about qualitative
differences in awareness in terms of observationality and non=-
observationality, which can best be brought out if we consider
again the second of the two cases described and, in particular,
the second formulation of it (Case 2 (ii)). This is the case

where the woman has been ignorant both of her preference for older
men and of what has been called, in contrast, "her reason" for her
preference, If we conceive our present task as one of showing
wherein lies the difference between the case of a consciously
motivated woman aware of her attraction to older men, on the one
hand, and that of an unconsciously motivated woman who is ignorant
of her preference, on the other, and if we are proposing that the
reagon for her selection of companions may in each case be said to
be this preference itself (rather than being the reason for the
preference, which has hitherto been referred to as "the reason"),
then 1t seems worth pointing out that the woman's consciously
motivated preference might be based upon observation as much ag
would an inference about her mental states drawn by the unconsciously
motivated woman, There iz not always a datum of conscious
experience to tell us of our own prefervences. It may be necessary
for the consciously motivated woman to discover by observation

the reason for her behaviour in the cases where her "reason",

viz, the preference, has not hitherto been an unconscious one,

in a similar way to the way in which the unconsciously mobivated
woman might attempt to discower the reason for her preference.,

How it may be said, in reply, that the preference, whether conscicus
or wnconscious, is not a reason: it is merely a disposition, and t
propose it is never to explain but merely to restate with greater
generality. Dut, it does seem worth pointing out that we do cite
preferences, both conscious and unconscious, as reasons for certain
behaviour,

Fad
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What does Freud mean by the removal of the repression and the
undoing of its effects? He goes on to give a technical account
of the nature of this phenomenon:

"eeseothere is no lifting of the repression until the
conscious idea, after overcoming the registances, has
mited with the unconscious memory trace, Only through
bringing the latter itself into consciousness is the
effect achieved,?

("The Tnconscious™, Page 125)
But such an account is not of help to us since it fails to desecribe
the gualitative difference between an ideas which has been united
with its unconscious memory trace and one which has not. Tn
another passage in which he describes having been asked to advise
analysts who complained that revealine to the patient his or her
meonscious states made no difference to that patient's behaviour
or mental state, Freud is a little more explicit:

"One must allow the patient time to get to know this
3y ¥

"
t
resistance of which he is ignorant, to 'work through
it, to overcome it..... Only when it has come to its
height can one, with the patient's cooperation,
discover the repressed instinectual trends which are
feeding the resistance: and only by living them
through in this way will the patient be convinced of
their existence and their power,"

("Further Recommendations in the Teehnigue
of Psychohnalysis® (1914), Page 375)
Linking the preceding remarks with an earlier passage from the
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same paper in which Preud speak

"eessss(convineing himself that) after his resistances
have been overcome, the patient no longer invokes the
abgence of any memory of them (sensation of familiarity)
as a ground for refusing to accept them,"

*

(op. cit., page 369)
we can perhaps conclude that even when acquainted with the interw

pretation of his or her behaviour in terms of a particular
unconscious mental state or memory, the patient at first resisgts
the interpretation literally, by simply denying that it is
correct, and (and this is the part which is of importance to us
here) 'resists' the interpretation by failing to feel towards
the putative unconscious state as he or she would towards an

ordinary conscious state, that is, by failing to feel that

® . My underlining



"sensation of familiarity™ - a sort of acceptance - which

k)

characteristically accompanies mental states of which we are
k3
congcious in the ordinary way.

The problem which confronts us now is this: how much can

be made of thig characte@ﬁigtic feeling in our search for a

qualitative criterion for distinguishing ordinary conscious
states from those of our unconscious states of which we are
aware? It has been suggested by Peter Alexander that

on becoming aware of them as a result of anglysis the patient

comes to and remains feeling towards his or her wnconscious

mental states "as a Stranger”,z' This expression ig very
promising ag an attempt to give a qualitative description of

the difference in awareness to which we have been referring.

But it is ultimately metaphorical - in finally admitting that

the hitherto wnconscious reason is the reason why he or she

acted, felt or behaved in a particular way, the patient is admite
ting to gome relationship of ownership to it. In the most obvious
physical and causal sense, it is his or her reason since it is the
reason or motive which, at least in part, brought about the action
or affection in question, Thus, the sense in which it is not his
or her reason but rather is a reason which is strange and aliemn,

seems to regquire further elucidation.

Cann it be that a chavacterization of the patient's uncone
scious mental state of which he or she is aware ag a strange and
alien *feeling' or 'seeming' indicates an actual datum of

experience? Could the claim be that there is a distinetive feeling

associated with an awareness of these states = something, perhaps,
if we follow FPreud's suggestion in the last passage guoted, along

the lines of the absence of that "feeling of familiarity" which

* It ought perhaps to be emphasized again that T am interested
in Freud's empirical claims here, and not his theoretical
hypotheses. Whether or not the concept of resistance actually
explaing the peculiar gquality of the patient's awareness of
these states need not concern us., I am interested simply in
Freud's empirical claim that the state of familiarity is
present in the one case and not in the other,
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William James claims accompanies our memories of our own
@xperiences?zg I do not believe that this 'special! awareness
of unconscious states can be so characterized as a feeling state,
The sort of awareness we are trying to capture, and with which
Freud was clearly familiar, is minimally (but not only) an
wareness that..... That is, an awareness on the part of the
agent that he or she is unconsciously motivated. But more than

that it is a sort of intuitive acceptance as a result of the belief

presenting itself in a distinguishable way., It might be said that
the agent accepts, and not merely acknowledges, that he or she is
indeed unconsciously motivated, but yet the belief is, and remaing,

strangely alien. That is, it is not fully embraced at s consclous

7

level., It is difficult to characterize more accurately, However,
it is not, at this stage, of crucial importance to attempt further
clarification., Few of our subsequent argunents depend on any
definitive characterization. It is, in any case, unimportant
because any unconscious mental state which is deduced while we
are still doing whatever it is which the state is introduced to
explain either will become a conscious motive, reason or state,

or else will strike us, intuitively, as different, TIf it becomes
a conscious state (motive or reason), then we no longer have

a case of at once being aware of and acting upon, or being moved
by an unconscious state {motive or reason) at all. Tt becomes

the consclous reason or motive for our acting or being affected,
Let me illustrate this point by returning to the examples we

discussed previously,

In Case 2 the woman wag described first asg accepting
invitations and flowers from her older suitors while, at the
same time, knowing that her wish to do so derived from an
unecongclous Oedipal attraction to them. In this case, the woman
experienced no conscious Oedipal attraction despite her
"imowledge" of her unconscious attitude,. However, we can imagine
that the case might change, so that what were unconscious Oedipal
Teelings of which she happened to be aware, might become
conscious feelings., Consciously, she might come lustfully to
identify her older suitors with her own father., Tut as long asg

she did do this, then what was an unconscious state would have
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become an ordinary conscious one. (And the case would be the

same as the one described earlier where the woman's actual
incestuous relationship with her own father meant that what might
in an extended sense still be described ag her 'Oedipal?
motivation, cceurred on s thoroughly consecious 1@V€10> Similarly,
in Case 1, on becoming aware of why he wished to skip the cracks
in the pavement, the man might either (a} continue to do so while
aware of the unconscious reason for his wish to de g0, but
without embracing it as the reason, or (b) he might so embrace it.
If the former case (a) were to obtain, then his avoiding the
cracks might still be said to be based on, or occasioned by, an
uncongcious reason, despite the reason's now being one of which
he was actually aware, Only in the latter case (b), however, has

the reason 'become! his conscious resson.

Bither the person's state appears distinguishably alien and
different to him or her despite being acknowledged as the state
which occasioned the particular asction or affection, or it does
not. If the latter (that is, it is not distinguishably alien)
is so, then it is acknowledged not only as being the state
occasioning the behaviour, but alsgo as being, in some sense, the
person's own reason for behaving thus. Tt is not possible for
the person 4o be mistaken in his or her Judgement that the state
is of one kind or the other. We are infallible at least with
regard to our knowledge that a mental state is a consecious one,
rather than an unconscious one of which we happen to be aware,
even though we are not infallible with regard to the actual relation
between our behaviour and either of these kinds of reason. (T may
be wrong in supposing that "my conscioug reason X% actually moves
me to act, just as T may be wrong in supposing that "unconscious
reagson Y of which T am aware" did so.) And, presumably, the
explanation of the small degree of infallibility which we do enjoy
is simply that being "my conscious state” merely means appearing
to me in a distinct way which is intuitively obvious to me. Since
we are fallible with regard to judgements made about the relation
between our ordinary conscious states and the behaviour they
occasion, then their only characteristic feature is their
appearance or phenomenal presentation, and we cannot be wrong
about that. And, because we must be able werringly to distinguish
conscious from unconscious states, no further characterization of

the quality of our awareness in either cases could be required,
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50, in the troublesome cases of our seeming to be able +o
be aware or conscious of our unconscious mental states = the cases
which looked to be a hindrance %o our definition of uneconsclousness?
in the technical sense - we still have a way of characterizing the
difference between unconscious mental states and ordinary ones,
evmz%mnihefmmmrmmmm&kmsommzmekmmntatMB%mntég
the time at which the behaviour or state which they are Introm
duced to explain is occurring., We are thus in possesgion of a
definition of unconscious mental states which is sufficient to
distinguish the technical sense of ‘unconscious of' and
‘unconsciously' from the looser, Non=Freudian and non=-technical
sense in everyday use. The definitions

(E) TUnconscious mental states are those of our mental
states of which we are unaware and of which we
cannot become aware at the time at which the
behaviour and states which they are introduced
to explain are occurring, except in a way which
is always gualitatively distinguishable from the
way in which we are aware of our ordinagry
congscious mental states,

Before fturning to a more detailed examination of the cone
cept of unconscious motivation, T wish to make some observations
about the relationship between the concept of unconsciousness as
I have attempted to elucidate it in this chapter and the allied

concept of self-deception.,

Unconseciousness and Self-Decention

r
£1

fow does our technical concept of unconsciousness relate +o

that one which has received so much asttention in recent vhilosom

o

s

&

phical literature, the concept of self-deception? First, we i
agk what 18 meant by the term 'self deception'., By way of giving
a rough, working definition, we might say that tgelf~deception!®
describes the activity of putting oneself into a pogition of
entertaining some proposition while at the same time believing

a contradictory proposition to be true {and thus necessarily

being aware, in some sense, of the contradiction),

Any account of self-deception must adequately distinguish
that phenomenon from several others which bear some similarity to

it and which may be confused with it. There are, particularly,



(1) Cases where a person asserts P or so acts as to imply the
assertion of P while believing not-P or not believing P, This,
of course, is the deception of others, or lying. Closely
related and again distinguishable from selfwdeception is:

(2) The case where a person asserts that P or acts =o as to
imply the assertion of P, or inwardly makes assent to P in order
to persuade, comfort, encourage, etc., him or herself, while
believing not~P or not believing P, "The latter kind of

behaviour is best described as pretending to onegelf, Another

kind of case which an account of self~deception must exclude is
(2) That of entertaining contradictory beliefs completely
unwittingly, or ‘unconsciously!’ (in the non-technical sense
introduced earlier in this chapter), when the beliefs held are
merely so complicated or so full of subtle implications that the
contradictions inherent in them are not apparent to the person

holding them,

The three cases which T have outlined are, in varying degrees
and ways, related to the phenomenon of self-deception, Deceiving
others and pretending or lying to oneself both merge into and,
indeed, often become self~-deception. And, we may describe the

motive for pretending or lying to oneself as the wish to deceive

oneself, At time t? I may tell myself something which T do not
believe to be true, pretending to myself In the hope of deceiving
myself in doing so. And at time %2 I may have suecceeded in
deceiving myself. TFut pretending to onself is not always an
example of or an sttempt at gself-deception in that way: daye
dreaming and wishful thinking often may be instances of engaging
in the former without being an instance of the latter. So the

two activities and the two motives are distinguishable,

In our previous discussion, the notions of consciousness
and unconsciousness have been understood as propertics of states
of mind or as states of & person ViSm;mviS particular states of
mind. In the same way, i1t seems posgible to speak of a person as

being in a state of selfwdeception in relation to one of his or

e

<

her mental states. For instance, the state of gelf-deception
2

» \ 5 PR > 4 0] >
Vis—a-vis a particular belief may be supposed to be distinguished
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from the stdte we are in when lying or pretending to ourselves,

or lying or pretending to others, about that belief, in that in
the case of self-deception, we both believe P and believe not-PpP,
whereas in the cases of lying and pretending to onself we merely
assert that either P or that not-P is true while believing the
opposite to be true, And the state of gself-deception appears to
be distinguishable from the phenomenon described in (3) above
(holding contradictory beliefs unwittingly) because, while in both
cagses the agent believes two contradictory propositions, only in
the case of self-deception is he or she also aware of the controm

diction,

However, more commonly, self-deception is wmderstood
dynamically, as a mental activity or what might be described as
a motive for a particular action or procedure, and in that respect
the concept of self-deception runs more clogely parallel %o the
dynamic Freudian concept of repression than it does to the statie
concept of unconsciousness which we have been attempting to

capture in our definition.

ven though the dynamic concepts of repression and self=

deception are cleaxrly related, it is not obvious that the

phenomenon of wrepression in the strict sense implied in the

"

H

Freudian theory, and the activity of self=deception are identical,
24 . s . ;

as sometimes has been supposed.,”’ Some cases which might be

described ag indicating self-deception and, indeed, many of the

A

examples which Freud cites, imply the presence of less than such
full or total repression as would correspond to, and be taken in
Freudian theory to result in, unconsciousness of the kind implied

%
in our definition,

In fact, it is perhaps gene y true that cases of selfw
deception are more commonly met with than strict cases of
repression, and that the class of cases of "unconscious mental

a »

states" designated by our definition may be a relatively small one,

* Freud's own concept of "suppression” is designed to handle
guch eases.
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First and foremost, "selfwdeception" is treated as a description
of something which the agent does, a procedure engaged in (we
say that person X had deceived himself into believing P, for
example), or one intended by engaging in other manoceuvres (we
say that by doing A, person ¥ tries to deceive herself), and not
a state which, at a particular time, the agent is in,at 2ll. And,
because the concept of self-deception ig not primarily a static
one, in the way that that of unconseciousness is, it is not as well
suited to a philosophical analvsis of the sort to which we wisgh
to subject that of unconsciousness, {although it is, of course,
possible to evaluate the moral worth of the activity of self-
deception, as some philosophers have done).

For this reason, at risk of introducing what may, in fact,
be, as I remarked earlier, a very small class, I wish to restrict
my discussion to the concept of wnconsciousness and to the class
of mental states Titting the deseription in our definition and,
except inasmuch as they may be supposed to be identical, I shall
not deal with those mental states described ag indicating or

1ting from the apparently more widespread phenomencn of

-

gelf=deception,

Te conclude the first chapter: my approach go far has been
to examine the possibility of a notion of unconscious motivation
which will stand on its own and which does not depend upon the
correctness of either Freudian theories or empirical claims. 7T
have argued that a Non=Freudian concept can, indeed, be identified
and T have used some plausible examples of unconsciously motivated
behaviour to refine the concept. DBecause of that, T have dwelt
at length on the coherence of the examples. I have made a
plausible digtinetion between:

{?) congciously knowing why one acts in an ordinary way, and
(2) consciously having an hypothesis about the unconscious
motives for what we do,

T have tried to show how we can describe cases in which a person
is acting upon or being moved by an unconscious motive or state
(and therefore not completely conscious of it, in one sense),

while at the same time being conscious of that same {unconscious)




- 38 -

motive or state. The paradox, I have argued, is more apparent
than real. Tt rests on the mistaken belief that "being conscious
of" a mental state and "being unconscious of" a mental state are
contradictories, It is the case, however, that the expression
"being conscious of unconscious motivation' has two main senses
(1 and 2 below)., In order that the apparent paradox is avoided,

it must be the case that there ig something gualitatively

different about our awareness of unconscious beliefs and desires.
That this is so is, interestingly enough, found impliecitly in
Freud's own gtraightforward descriptions of patients, There are
gualitatively different types of {cansoiaus} awarenesg of
unconsgclously motivated behaviour:

(1) & simple acknowledgement of an unconscious motive where the

agent or patient acknowledges an analyst's hypothesis.

(2) An intuitive acceptance = as a result of the belief presenting

itself in a qualitatively distinguishable way (p rhapa, for
example, after analysis) = of the fact of unconscious
motivations and, where the agent ig, indeed, still
uncongeiously motivated and yet the belief {the hypothesis

in 1) is and remains strangely alien.

(2} & full embrace by the agent at a conscious level of the
motivation invelved, In this case the behaviour ceases to
be unconsciously motivated,

The first sense of awareness is unimportant for my purposes. 1t

is the second sense of awareness which is of interest to me in my

definition of unconscious mental sistes, The gualitatively
different sense of awareness involved is difficult to character 17e,
but 1t is real enough. It is not a feeling, but an intuitive

acceptance,

Thus, we have now arrived at a working definition of
uncenscious mental states (definition T on page 34}, which
T will employ in subsequent chapters. T now turn to a more

detailed examination of the concept of unconscioug motivation,
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The metapsychological essays are reprinted in Freud:

General Psychological Theory, edited by Philip Riefrf
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See "Repression®, page 1063 "The Unconscious® in
metapsychological essays, ope. cit., Page 122,

see "Repression", pages 108, 111,
See "The Unconscious", page 118,

As Wolheim has observed (“w@ Fontana Modern Masters,
Londen, 1971, pages 154=~155 ; ?rmvd actually introduces

two different and incompatible analyses of “primary process"
thinking. Sometimes he treats it as the characteristic of
all unconscious processes = at other times as the charace
teristic diggvisa which unconscicus ideas don in order
safely to enter consciousness., Only if "reud used the former
analysis would he have a criterion for dlstlmgulshlng
unconscious mental states in the way which I have implied.
Yet, if he did, then problems face him in the apparent
rationality mf uch unconscious thinkings and, in fact, the
evidence in some ways favours the latter interpretation.

i

Uneonsgeious™, page 134

(a) TIbid., page 147

(b) TFreud's analysis of bringing something to (pre)
consciousness has an echo in a recent attempt to characterize
the same activity in terms of Yspelling out™. In his
discugsion of the phenomenon of self-deception (Selfmﬂecepﬁicﬁ,
Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1969), Fingarette argues
that becoming conscious of some mental states is best

analysed in terms of exercising an essentially verbal skill
which he labels "gpelling out™., See Chapter 11, especially
pages 59-47 and page 121,







N

- 41 -

See, for example, the definition proposed by Collins
("Unconscious Belief®, J., Phil,, 1969), in which he argues
that a person's belief is called unconscious because that
person denies that he or she has (that is, believes) it.
If there is compelling reason for "He believes that P
and "He candidly denies +that he believes that Pty then P
is an unconscious belief. By contrast, see: Peter
Alexander, "Rationality and Psychoanalytic Explanation®,
Mind, 1962, Page %38:

"We can never know what it would be like to aect with
(the typical unconscious reason) in mind since it
does not make sense to talk of acting with unconscious
(in the technical sense) reasons in mind. The typical
uncopseious reasons are not the sorts of reasons which
would lead to that sort of behaviour if we were
conscious of them, The shocked reaction 'Good gracious,
is that why I did it? I should never have done it if
I'd known' is typical and says more than the gpeaker,
and perhaps Freud, usually realizes, The whole point

f the theory is that neurotics behave ag they do
because they fool themselves completely about certain
things, but we cannot fool ourselves completely and be
aware that we are fooling curselves. Imconscious
reasons are not just possible conscious reasons for the
behaviour in question; they would not be regarded as
reasons for it if they were conscious. (And) this does
not mean simply that the patient would see the reasons
ag disreputable if they were conscious, but that he
would see them as inadequate,”

And Mullane, "Psychoanalytic Explanation and Rationality®,
Jo Phil., 1971, Pages 4234243

"The reason why (the neurotic) gives up his neurctic
behaviour rather than adopt his hit@%te unecongeious
beliefs as operant, conscious ones and then proceeds
to continue to behave as if he had is that these
unconscious beliefs cannot operate as his (conscious)
beliefs, TInsofar as he is fully conecious of the nature
of his reasons and the nature of his behaviour, he
cannet behave for bad reasons, i.e., he cannot behave
in self~defeating or neurotic ways. His rejection of
these reasons takes place because they are totally
and necesgarily incompatible with and alien to his
conscious or (as they are sometimes called) frealt
desires,”

Speaking of one of his obsessive patients he remarks that:
"The interpretation of the symptoms was discovered

by the patient herself in a flagh, without guidance
or interference from the analystesees’

(Page 275, Ceneral Introduction
to Psycho~-Analysis, Pocket Books
(My underlining) Tdition, N.Y., 1971)

See Anscombe, E,, Intention, (Blackwell, Oxford, 1957)
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peak of awareness of beliefs: "being aware of P" is
rely eliptical for "being aware that T believe that DU
and "being aware that I believe that P® presupposes
"being aware that PY,

Peter Alexander, op. cit,

William James, Principles of Psychology, Page 201,
(Cleveland, Fine Editions Press, 1948).

For example, by Fingarette, op., ¢
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is a motivated action. Merely by citing the agent's desire or

wish to act thus we camnot be said to explain a motivated action

in the sense of giving & reason for it, although we do explain
a whim in that sense by doing so.

Freud's theory of umconscious motivation is discussed and
it ig shown that while some of the phenomena which Freud cites

seem to reguire the description of motivated by unconscious

mental gtates, other behaviocur would appear to be bebter described
by saying that it is a sign or symptom produced or caused by

such siates., It is argued that only by postulating azn additional
or secondary unconsclous mental state - a wish to express the

o

uneonscious belief or wish first postulated - is this latter class

o

of behaviour transformed into behaviour which appears to be unconw
sciously motivated, Different kinds of unconscious motivation

are distinguished, and in the light of these distinctions a
definition of wunconscious motivation ig offered., The thesis of
overdetermination is discussed and defended, and three kinds of
explanations are distinguished, corrvesponding to the three ways
in which unconscious mental sitates can be shown to motivate

behaviour,

So as to clarify at the outset my pf@ferr@d approach to the
analysis of motivation I state, at present without justification,
but for reascns of clarity and help to th r@ad@r, the following
views which I hold. T express my views in ten propositions:

1. I use 'motive' as the central ferm: not 'reasont:
2, Following Davidson, I claim that intentional action is a

clase for which there are reasong:

3. Some intentional action is unmotivateds

4., Some action for which there are reasons is unmotivated:
¥ 2
5. All mobivated behaviecur is intentions

Therefore

e

6., For all motivated behaviour there are reasons

7. An action done on a whim is one for which there is no motives
but while it unmotivated, it is done for a reason (that is,

i
3 s 1 £
the whim itself);

8, AMn action for which there is s reason, but no mobive, is an

action done merelv because the agent felt like 1t (that is,
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SECTION 2: UNCONSCIOUS MOTLVATION

In this section I use examples of Freud's case studies to
show how different interpretations may be given of unconscious
motivation, I then try to arrive at some formal definition of

"unconscious motivation®,

Freud's Theory. Our unconscious mental states exert their
influence, according to Freud, throughout all of our ouitward beha-
viour as well as inwardly, in our dreams, out thoughts, feelings

and desires. They are particularly evident and easily detectable

in our errors, omissions, mistakes, inconsequential actions and
gestures (fiddling with objects, touching our clothing, humming
tuneg, doedling, and so on), dreame, wit and humour and neurotic
symptoms. Of these phenomena, it is especially 'errors' of action
and memory and certain neurotic symptoms which deserve our attention,
since, as I shall argue, only in Freud's discussion of these do we
find what might be called a theory of unconscious motivation as
distinet from claims about the revelation of unconscious mental

states through signs and symptoms,

The distinction between motives, one the one hand, and
signs and symptoms, on the other hand, has been introduced already.
It may be illustrated in the following way: an unconscious wish to
avoid X may be gaid to be revealed or reflected in a dream about Y
or, to put it differently, dreaming about Y might be said to be a
sign or symptom of unconsciously wishing to aveid X. But, unless
it was further hypothesised that in dreaming about Y the subject
was exhibiting a further unconscious wish, perhaps a wish to express
his or her unconscious wish to avoid X in order thereby symbolically

to fulfil it ( a theory of motivation behind dreaming which has
sometimes been attributed to Freud,10 as it happens, but one which
it is doubtful that Preud consistently and intentionally aspoused11)
then, while it would be true to say that the dream revealed or was
a sign of the unconscious wish, it would not follow that the dream

was unconsciously motivated,
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Freud seems not consistently to have recognized this
distinetion as such, although at times, as in his contrast between
the symptom's meaning and purpose, he may be supposed to have done
802

"(All these symptoms) would be proof enough that the
obsessive act is full of meaning; it secems to be a
representation,a representation of that all-important
scene. Bul we are not bound to step at this semblance;
if we investigate more closely the relation between the
two situations we shall probably find out something
more, the purpose of the obsessive act."

A General Introduction to Psychoanalysis
2
(Page 274)’
But more often the distinction appears to be cellapsed, or

emphasis is placed at one time on behaviour and dreams as reflecting
one kind of relation, and at anether, the other. When he speaks

of neurotic symptoms and the aberrations evidenced in the
"pagychopatholegy of evapday life™ as "wish fulfilme%ts“ and as

1

attempts to fulfil unconscious wishes and desires, -~ Freud seems to
imply that uneenscious mental statez always motivate and are not

merely expressed in signs and indications.

At other times, Freud seems to be appealing to a kind of
semantic theory, in which what might be seen as "grammar® and
"syntax” of the unconscious are to be found in the characteristic
features of primary process thinking and the psychoanalytic theory
of symbolism, When he does so, Freud speaks of the expression of
unconscious mental states in behaviour and of the meaning of
behaviour being found in the wnderlying unconscious states. And
the latter terminology would seem better to fit the concept of
wconscious states being reflected oxr indicated in behaviour which
ig sign or symptom of them than it would the more purposive concept
of behaviour being motivated by unconscious wishes and desires.

Because it is not obvious that Freud meant the same thing by
these apparently different ways of expressing the relation between

14 nor yet that he was

unconscious mental states and bebaviour,
congistent in his use of such descriptions, it seems best to look
at the cases offered by him and to assess the application of each

kind of description to them on its merits, ignoring the way in



which Freud himself might have characterized the relation.

Recently, it has been argued15 that all behaviour which Freud
describes as giving evidence of unconscious mental states (dreams,
neurctic symptoms and the slips and errors of the "psychopathology
of everyday life"), is better seen as an expression or sign of
those states. (Although it is a somewhat more technical sense of
that expression than the one which I employed in my earlier dis-
cussion of signs, it is a sense ' which is included in that sense. )
But I would argue that only some of the behavioural phenomena which
Freud describes invites the latter interpretation. There are addi~
tional cases in which we seem to want to go on and say that the
behaviour also, or perhaps instead, seems to be unconsciously moti~
vated. (It is important to notice that the two interpretations are
compatible. A piece of behaviour which is a symptom might be a

gign of, and might also be motivated by, an unconscious mental statee)

Some of the behaviocur Freud describes may be said te look to
be motivated since the relation between the unconscious state(s)
and the subsequent behaviour which they cccasion has what might be

regarded as the observable feature characterizing motivation or, to

put the same point differently, the features characterizing the
appearance of motivation. That is, the behaviour may be seen as
appropriate to the desire(s) comprising the unconscious motive in
question, And behaviour is appropriate to a motive vwhen it can be
seen ag a possible way of fulfilling that motive and is what is
sometimes deseribed as "realigtic®™ -~ that is, it might actually
bring about the desired state of affairs.

Now clearly no behaviour can be seen as @ possible way of
fulfilling a wish or aim in the abBence of an acceptance of at
least some beliefs about the world. However obvious it may seem,
the truth of the asserition that an action A is likely to or conld
bring about goal G, presupposes the truth of certain additional
beliefs. But in the case where behaviour is "realistic" these
additional beliefs are merely generally agreed upon beliefs shared
by most people.



We can distinguish, both in animals and in humans, between
behaviour which seems to be motivated and behaviour which is
motivated. And, of course, behaviour may seem to be motivated
and not be (the cat's'fight' may be playful). Similarly, human
behaviour may be motivated and yet might not seem to be, My sitting
apparently idly in the sun may be motivated by my wish to irritate
P, although even knowing of my motive, an outsider could not have
guessed the deliberate nature of my pose, If animals likewise have
behaviour which is motivated but does not seem to be, then we will
not know of it. To be described as motivated, animal behaviour
must geem to be motivated. It must at least ' have the look of
being appropriate, in something like the above sense, to the
animal’s gosl.

In somewhat the same way, I would argue, we may be gulded in
applying the concept of unconscious motivation to human behaviour,

At least when there is the appearance of motivation, we can hypo-
thesise an unconscious motive,

Freud's theory of unconscious motivation is best geen, as I
have indicated, in his exﬁlanations of neurotic symptoms and in his
accounts of certain, but not all, of the mistakes and omissions which
he classes as belonging to the "psychopathology of everyday 1life",
particularly forgetting things, losing and ‘accidentally' breaking
and destroying objects, and making 'mistakes' in the performance of

actions,

Bvervday Life

In offering an explanation of the latter class of 'actions',
hitherto dismissed as haphazard and incensequential, Freud postulates
the presence of an unconseious "counter will", a current of feeling
oppesing and countering the conscious wish or intention to ecarry out
the said action. When the conscious intention is to do X, the
meonscious counter will or counter wish is the wish not to do X,

The counter will interferes with the carrying out of the consciously
intended action by inhibiting or removing from consciousness the
consclious intention. For example, if my conscious wish or intention
is %o turn down Huntington Street, and my unconscious wish or counter
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will is not to tumn down Huntington Street, then my counter will
acts upon my conscious wish in such a way as to negate it, The
effect of this megation in my conscious mind is that on reaching
Huntington Street, I fail to remember to turn down it: wmy
conscious wish is rendered ineffective by being at least tempora=—
rily extinguished,

Notice that if Freud had stopped with the introduction of
the concept of the counter will, he would have been short of a
theory of unconscious motivation, according to my terminoloegy,
although he would have been postulating unconscious intentions,
or "reasons" - wants or wishes which would explain behaviour in the
manner of "whims"™. However, he also postulates unconseious
beliefs and wishes which explain both the counter will and the action

flowing from it,

At one level of generality, the motive for, or purpose of,
the counter will is usually to be found in Freud's so-called
"pleasure principle® = the wish of tendeney to aveoid painful
feelings:

"eseossthe aversion on the part of memory against recalling
anything connected with painful feelings that would revive

the pain if it were recalled. In this tendency towards
avoidance of pain from recollection or other mental processes,
this flight of the mind from that which is unpleasant, we

may perceive the ultimate purpose at work behind not merely
the forgetting of names, but also many other errors, omissions,
and mistakes.”

(Page 78, A General Introduction to
Psychoanalysis, 1924)

But, at a less general level, the motives or purpoges in terms of
which the cownter will is explained are differentiated. Of the
counter will which comprises unconsecious wishes to lose, mislay
and destroy objects, for example, Freud remarks that:

"eeosssowhat varies (in all the cases of unconscious wishes
to lose things).....is the reason for the wish and the aim
of it. One loses something if it has become damaged: if
one has an impulse {o replace it with a better; if one has
ceased to care for ity if it came from someone with whom
unpleasantness has arisen; or if it was acquired in circum—
stances that one no longer wishes to think of. Letting
things fall, spoiling, or breaking things, serves the same
tendency,®

(Pages 80-81, op.cit.)
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Notice that Freud uses explieitly purposive language here,
as he does in the case, which I shall discuss presently, of
neurotic symptoms. It is not merely that such 'errors' as des—
cribed reveal the unconscious counter will or wish (although they
may be said to do that too), but that there are reasons or motives
for the counter will - a particular motive relating to the context,
for example, a wish to avoid being reminded of the person who gave
one the object, together with a general motive, a wish to aveid all
painful or unpleasant feelings, like the unpleasant feelings which
the memory of the donor might be expected to evoke. And the 'action’
in question, mislaying the object, can be seen as the successful

carrying out of the unconscious 'intention' or motive,

The case of verbal slips (both spoken and written), that other
class of 'errors' from the psychopathology of everyday life, is not
18

If we

consider Freud's famous example of the President of Parliament who

so evidently one of full=blown unconscious motivation,

opened a session with the words, "Gentlemen, I declare a quorum
present and herewith declare the sesgion cloaed“19 - we are inclined
to suppose that the slip merely revealed the speaker's wnconscious
wish that the session were finished. This is because the utterance
could not fulfil the wish it expreases.* The relation between
unconscious mental states and verbal slips better fits the category
we described of the production or causation of behaviour by uncone
scious mental states than it does that of unconscious motivation.,
Thus, verbal slips would better be described as being signs or
symptoms of unconscious mental siates,

It is only if we ascribe to the speaker an additional and
secondary unconscious wish, viz. the wish to express his primary

unconscious wish (for the session to be finished), that we seem
tempted to appeal to the notion of motivation of the kind which
seemed to be applicable in the case of other 'errors'. Notice that
this move, while it entitles us to say that the slip is motivated,

and not merely produced,by an unconscious mental state, involves

quite a distinct claim from the one suggested earlier. Having the
umeconscious wish W must not be confused with having the wmconscious
wish to express the unconscious wish that W. Just as having the
former by no means entails having the latter, so it would seem that

* Please see next page for footnote
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one might have the latter in the absence of the former. At the
level of ordinary conscious mental states, T might have a wish to
express the belief that P without believing P; for example by
lying. 8o, it will not follow from our being able to explain some
behaviour by describing it as motivated by an unconscious wish to
express the (unconscious) wish W that it will alse be correct to
describe that behaviour as produced by unconscious wish W,

Notice that the above objection to the notion of unconseious
wishes to express unconscious mental states applies only in the
case of verbal slips. We necessarily attribute to a person a wish
to express P in describing his or her speech act or act of writing

as intentional., But clearly no such an automatic description of
an unconscious wish to express the state expressed or reflected

in any non=-verbal action or behaviour follows from our saying that
it is intentional. It may be that in engaging in some non=verbal

behaviour a person is gratifying an unconscious wish to exXpress

some belief or desire, but it may not. And, since this need not be
80, it will be genuinely explanatory to introduce an account in
terms of such an unconscious motive, even after it has been ascer—
tained that the action in question is an intentional ome. (More
detailed discussion of intentions is found in Chapter Three, )

However, there is an additional complication with the case
of wishes to express, which can be shown eventually to render this
interpretation unhelpful, 1In the same way that if one acts (does X)
intentionally, them it is a necessary feature of the situation that
one also wanted to do X, so if A asserts proposition P verbally

intentionally, whether in speech or in writing, then it seems to
follow as a necessary consequence that A must be said to have had
a wish to express P, DBut, since it is a necessary condition of
asserting P intentionally, it is not helpful to cite A's wish to

* This case is somewhat complicated in that deeclaring the parliament
open is a performative utterance. For, if it is regarded as
doing something, and not merely as expressing a wish, then the
example does, of course, indicate a clear case of unconscious
motivation, since the speaker's motive can be seen to have been
the closing of the session. But, in fact, its being a performative
utterance is an aspect of the action in question which, for the
purpeses of this discussion, we can ignore.




express P as part or all of the explanation of why A asserted P,

So, if we resort to a description in terms of an unconscious wish
to express in an attempt to show that verbal glips may, too, be
interpreted as cases of unconsciously motivated behaviour, as
distinct from behaviour in which unconscious states are revealed,
then we shall be disappointed, since even if such a wish were
postulated, the whole account would fail to be one of motivation,
due to its lack of explanatory force.

Neurotic Symptoms

In speaking of neurotic symptoms, Freud at times employs

explicitly purposive locutions and describes cases suggesting
unconscious motivation, in the sense deseribed., For example, we
find him speaking of a patient with an erotic attachment to her
father, who had herself perceived that her illness would prevent
her from marrying, and remarking that:

"We may suspect that she became so ill in order to be
unable to marry and so to remain with her father,"

(Page 285, General Introduction to
Psychoanalysis)
And, of that part of the same patient's elaborate bedtime ritual

which included keeping the door between her bedroom and her parents'
room open, Freud observed that the underlying unconscious motive

was a wish to stop sexual intercourse between her parents in order to
avoid a rival in the form of a younger sibling,

In other cases, however, psychoanalytic descriptions of
neurotic symptoms would seem better understood as the mere expres—
sions or signs of unconscious states than as the carrying out of
explicit unconscious wishes or 'intentions'. See, for example,
Freud's assertion that an hysterical patient's throat irritation
and coughing signified an unconscious fantasy of fellatie.zo
Because we camnot even imagine what behaviour would count as being
apparently motivated by a fantasy, it is impossible to classify this
case as either apparently motivated or not according to our earlier
analysis of apparent motivation., And, if we reinterpret Freud's
description and posit an unconscious wish on the patient's part to
engage in the act of fellatio, then we must conclude that since

suffering throat irritation and coughing could not bring about that



action's occurrence, the behaviour has not even the feature of

being apparently motivated,

A puzzling case, though so common as to constitute the normal
one in clinical psychology is that in which fulfilment of the
unconsciaus_wish is symbolic rather than real. Although, in the
case described earlier, the patient's keeping the door open might
be likely, in fact, to have ensured the fulfilment of her wish
(that her parents refrain from sexual intercourse), most of her
obsessional, bedtime rituals (and most neurotic gymptoms in general,
according to Freud)only involve wish fulfilment at a gymbelic level,
For example, Freud explains his patient's insistence that her
bolster not touch the back of the bed by saying that the bolster
symbolizes a woman, the bedstead a man, and:

"She wished.....s.by magic ceremony, as it were, to keep
man and woman aparts that is to say, to separate the
parents and prevent intercourse from occurring.”

(Page 278, op. eit.)
Such symbolic carrying out of unconscious wishes seems to fall
midway between the two categories we have been employing, that of
uneconsciously motivated behaviour and that of behaviour which merely
reflects or is a sign of unconscious states. We can regard the
bolster and bedstead ritual described as nothing more than the
symbolic revelation or representation of the unconscious conflict,
much the same as we would normally regard the symbolic expression

of such a conflict in the work of a painter or writer21

or in a
dream (as long as we exclude the theory that we dream and create
art for the purpose of symbolically fulfilling our unconsecious

WiShe?o)o

If, on the other hand, we treat the bolster ritual as
uncenseciously motivated, in the full sense, then we have two
alternative interpretations available to us. First, we may admit
the action as the fulfilment of an additional unconscious wish,
concerning the separation of mother and father for the avoidance
of sexual intercourse. The gecondary wish is an unconscious wish
to express the conflict, Or, secondly, we may go further and treat
the separation of bolster and bedstead as an action which constitutes
the explicit carrying out of the primary unconscious wish, an action



which in its ow way (that is, symbolically), constitutes just as
successful a fulfilment of the primary unconscious wish as did the
more ‘realistic' action of opening the bedroom door (when the
degree of 'reality' accorded to a belief is a measure of the
extent to which a belief concurs with generally agreed-upon
beliefs about the world).

On the assumption impliéit in the symbolic identification
that the bolster and bedstead stand for and thus in a sense are
the patient's mother and father, the ritual can be seen as an
appropriate one. For an appropriate realization of a wish to
avoid sexual union between a real flesh and blood man and weman
would be to keep them physically apart. This case differs from a
more 'realistic' action whose appropriateness would not rest on any
assumptions of symbolic ldentification, only in respect of this
‘unrealistic' belief that the bolster and bed are the particular

man and wife,

(Notice that Freud merely states that the identification is
between the bedstead and bolster and man and woman in general.
While this identification may be one link in the chain of identifie
cation made by the patient, unless the further step is made to
identify the symbolic figures (whether bedstead and bolster, or
"men" and "women" in general) with the particular man and woman
in question, viz. the patient's own parents, then this ascription
of appropriateness cannot be said to apply., Attempting to separate
any other man and woman than the two in question would not have
the requisite likelihood of effecting the wmeconscious goal.)

Summary of Unconscious Motivation in Freud

We can sum up our analysis of the theory of wmmconsecious
motivation as it is reflected in Freudian writing by saying that
there are strictly speaking two kinds of phenomena described by
Freud which might be thought to indicate a theory of mnconscious
motivation, as distinet from an account of the way in which
behaviour and mental states are signs and symptoms of, and may
thus be said to be produced by, unconscious mental states. In the

first place, there are cases where identifiable unconscious
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motives or purposes to which we can refer in explaining the
unconscious wish or counter will are present, and where the
action which represents the carrying out or fulfilment of the
underlying *intention' or motivation is appropriate to, in
the sense explicated earlier, and perhaps even likely to be
successful in carrying out the unconscious wish. The action
in these cases has at least the appearance of having been
selected in the light of a 'realistic'! comprehension of the

world.

There are also the sort of cases (for example, the bolster
case) described previously, in which on the aggumption of a
symbolic identification between the objects of the desire(s)
and belief(s) comprising the motive or motives, and some other
objects in the world, it is possible to see the behaviour in
question as apparently motivated., On the assumption of that
identification, then the behaviour is an appropriate way of

achieving the goal or aim expressed in the motive.

In addition to these two kinds of case, the possibility was
mentioned of an additional way in which behaviour may be seen to
show unconscious motivation -~ not only that behaviour which we
have already spoken of as unconsciously motivated, but also that
behaviour so far dismissed as being merely a sign or symptom of
weconscious mental gtates, We can postulate that the unconscious
motive explaining a person's behaviour is an unconscious wish to
express his or her various unconscious wishes, feelings and
beliefs. In the light of this sort of unconscious motivationm,
not only seemingly or apparently motivated behaviour like that
described above counts as unconsciously motivated = so too does
behaviour, like a verbal slip, which does not otherwise have the
earmark of apparently being motivated; behaviour which wntil now
we have described merely as being a sign or indication proeduced
by wncemscious mental states,

The traditional Preudian conception of umconscious motivation
has often been supposed more closely to resemble the model of
motivation deseribed on pages 47 and 48 wmder (1) in our earlier
discussion of ordinary conscious motivation, where the behaviour
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is explained in terms of some emotion or attitude like guilt,

Jealousy, remorse, etc., than the more purposive model described
in (2) which implies that in addition to the presence of wants

and desires there are certain beliefs about the relation between
the behaviour in question and the objects of the desire(s) or
wishe(es) involved in the motive., Freud himself more often spoke,
moreover, in identifying the sources of their neurotic symptoms,
of his patient's unconscious wishes than their unconsciocus
'intentions' or purposes., However, it is certainly possible, am
the previous discussion of the notion of unconscious motivation
indicates, to extend the notion of unconscious motivation to cover
the purposive model desecribed in (2) on page 48, in which motivated
behaviour is viewed as directed towards goals or ends. In fact,
it can be shown that even among Freund's own examples there is

a whole spectirum, ranging from cases best understood on the model
of (1) to those which do seem to presuppose the presence of those
additional beliefs (whether conscious or unconscious) about the
relation between what is desired, the goal or object of the wish,
on the one hand, and what is done, on the other, which characterize
the model of motivation described in (2). In the case of Freud's
patient's bedtime ritual of opening the door between her own and
her parents' room, for example, we seem entitled to suppose that
either consciously or unconsciously the girl had the belief that
doing so would be one way, and a likely way, of bringing about her

wish that her parents not have sexual intercourse.

Kinds of Unconseions Motivation

In the most commonly described cases of unconsciously
motivated behaviour, the person is said to be unconscious of at
least one of the beliefs and desires or wishes which may be said
to constitute the motive for his or her behaviour., Interestingly,
there is an additional sort of case, the case of behaviour dese
cribed as unconsciously motivated when neither the primary wish
or desgire comprising the motive, nor the primary beliefs about it
are mweconseious., Rather, what i1s uwnconscious in this case is a
belief about the connection between the particular belief(s) and
wiah(es), want(s), ete,, and the action in gquestion - the motivation.
One might have a general, consciously-held belief that deing D tends
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to bring about X, and a general consciously held wish to bring
about X, together with an unconsciously held belief that one's
consciously held belief and desire or wish had produced one's
behaviour in doing D. For exemple, I might be aware of my wish to
attract X's atiention and might consciously believe that doing Z,
entering the room alone and after a pause, would be a good way of
doing so. TYet even after contriving to do so by busying myself
with aomething outside the door until the right moment, I might
fail to realize that my entering the room at the time at which T
did was motivated by my consciously held wish and belief, T might
suppose it to have been motivated by the matter outside the door
which I had allowed to take my attention and distract me from
entering immediately and with a goup. In this case, while T may
be said to be unconsciously motivated, the only thing which is
unconscious is my belief about the relation between my consciously
beld belief(s) and desire(s) and my behaviour. Strictly speaking,
I am perhaps unconscious of my motivation rather than my motives:
that is, T am unconscious of the comnection between my belief(s)
and my subsequent behaviour,

Freud's patient's efforts to prevent sexual intercourse
between her parents by keeping the door adjoining the bedrooms open
may be taken to count as an instance of such a case. Originally,
as he points out, his patient had acted upon her then explicit and
conscious intention in a straightforward way:

"Years before the institution of her ritual, she had attemp-
ted to achieve this end (of preventing intercourse from
occurring) by a more direct method, She had simulated fear,
or had exploited a tendency to fear, so that the door
between her bedroom and that of her parents should not be
closed.”

(Page 278, op. eit.)
By the time of the analysis, her methods were more veiled., It
is not made clear whether her fear was totally unconscious, or
whether she was merely unconscious of the comnection betwesen her
fear and her behaviour. But even if the former were true, then we
can nevertheless postulate that at an earlier time, the latter state
obtained. At some time between when she had employed the "more
direct methed"”, as Freud puts it, and was fully aware of her desire,
and when she was thoroughly unconscious of it, we may conclude

that there was a point at which she was still aware of her wish to
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prevent her parents from having intercourse, and aware of her
belief in the efficacy of her ploy, without being aware that she

acted out of the motive comprising these two.

In my earlier discussion on the concept of motivation it
was pointed out that a necessary condition for some motive's being
said to motivate some behaviour is that the said behaviour be done
from or out of the motive X, it is necessary not merelys:
(i) that there exist a relation of efficacy between the two,
but also
(ii) that the relation itself be of the required kind, that the
action be undertaken out of the motive, and not merely produced

or caused by it,

In the context of motivation which is unconscious the former
qualification applies just as it was shown to do in the case of
ordinary conscious motivation, A person might have an unconscious
wish to do X, and might do X, without it being true that that
person's unconscious wish was effective in any way in bringing
about the behaviour, or actually motivated him or her. However,
in the case of behaviour which is wnconsciously motivated,
applying the distinction described in (ii) above = between doing X
because of some motive and doing X out of that motive =~ is dif=
ferent from applying it in the case of behaviour which is motivated
in the ordinary way. For, as it is applied in the ordinary casge,
the distinction is a purely introspective, intuitive one, often
suppoged to be unfailingly evident to the agent., Where a person
has a conscious motive, this is always evident to him or her.
However, since in most of the cases of unconscious motivation
described, the agent is conveyed as wnaware of either or both of
the belief(s) and desire(s) comprising the motive and of what we
have been calling the motivation = that is, the connection between
the motive and the subsequent behaviour -~ it is not a distinction
which the agent is in a position to make. We must simply stipulate
that in order for the concept of motivation correctly to be aseri-
bed in such cases, it must be that this relationship does obtain,
that is, that the person acts out of his or her unconscious

motive(s).
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neongcious Motivation -~ A Definition

Taking inte account the two different models of motivation
discussed earlier in connection with ordinary, conscious motiva=-
tion, we can sum up the various kinds of unconscious motivation

by defining unconscious motivation in the following way:

Either (1) P has some motive M; that is, some emotion or
attitude the very concept of which has built into
it directedness towards certain sorts of behaviour,
behaviour of which B is an instance. Consciously
or uwnconsciously P believeg B to be an instance
of such behaviours P does B cut of motive Mg M is
unconscious, or P is unconscious of the comnection
between M and B.

Or (2) P hag motive M, that is, some desire or wish D, and
believeg that doing B would be, or would be at least
likely to be, a way of achieving the state of
affairs S5 vhich is the object of D. At least one
of P's desire(s) and belief(s) is unconscious or P
is umeconscious of the connection between M and B,

P does B out of D.

One further distinction must be stressed here, As has often
been remarked, it is possible 1o view what is in one sense the
same action under different descriptions, some of which are deg~
criptions in terms of intentions or motives which (that, is the
intentions or motives) are not themselves correctly ascribed to
the agent whose action it was. Thus, while engaged in some
ordinary intentional action, such as converging with P, I may
also be correctly described as hurting Q's feelings., Yet, it may

not be my intention to hurt Q's feelings., I may not even be aware
of doing so.,

Clearly, the sitwation is further complicated by the intro-
deution of the notion of intentions or motives which are wncon=
scious, My hurting Q's feelings in conversing with P may be seen
to be compatible with a number of different accounts. I may neither
consciously nor unconseiously intend to hurt Q's feelings,and yet
I may do so nevertheless, Now my doing so might merely be unwitting,
or 'unconscious' in the non-Freudian sense introduced in Chapter
Cne, that is, I may hurt Q's feelings unintentionally and I may
be unaware of doing se. On the other hand, I may do so unintene
tionally while being aware of what I do. I may be indifferent to
the fact that I do so. But I may also hurt Q's feelings inten-
ticnally. TIn this case, my intentions either might be conscious



or they might be uncomscious, in the full, Freudian sense, I may
have an unconscious wish to hurt Q's feelings of which T am not

avare.

The class of behaviour which can be described as unconsciously
motivated covers, of course, not only bodily actions of all kinds
but alsc decisions, choices, even beliefs and desires inasmuch as
they are actioms or things done, rather than mere passions or things

which happen to us.

Te say that some behaviour was unconsciously motivated is not
to say that its sole motivation was unconscious. Among the
various kinds of explanation in termsz of unconscious motivation,
the one in which a partisular unconseious motive, or unconscious
motives, are presented as a complete explanation of the phenomenon
is perbhaps relatively rare. Nevertheless, there are some fairly
well defined situations in which we are regarded as having been
actuated golely by unconscious motives., ILet us comsider these
first before turning to the more common case in which behaviour is
explained by what we shall call mixed motivation, of which some is

congcious and some unconscious,

Solely Unconsclougly Motivated Behaviour

Clearly, we are solely moved by unconscious mental sitates in
the case of what might be called acts of omission, in which we
fail to remember something or fail to (remember to) do certain
things. We could not have had any comsciously held motive in
failing to remember or to do something for the simple reasom that
had we had one the forgetting itself would to that extent have
been unsuccessful, Thus, if I fail to (remember to) keep a
dentist's appointment, then given that it is plausible to explain
my behaviour in sweh a way at all, it can be said of me that my
motivation was completely and solely wnconscious., In additien,
in the class of solely umnconsciously motivated ‘action' there
are the kinds of ‘mistakes', 'errors', 'accidents' and apparently
chance and playful occurrences which Freud describes in The
Pgychopathology of Bvervday Life.22 These are things which we
are said to do, which have not hitherto been regarded as
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intentional actions. For example, Freud deseribes the case of

a woman (Page 148, op. cit.) whose stumbling and falling on a

heap of stones in the street be explained as an action unconsciously
intended to administer punishment for guilt felt overfhaﬂing had an
abortion, In the case of such 'accidents' a simple causal expla-
nation would hitherto have been supposed appropriate. There are
other cases, thinking up an apparently random number, playing and
fiddling with objects about one's person, scribbling apparently
aimlessly, ete. (see pages 151 and 195 in Freud, op. cit.) which
have not hitherto been supposed to have required explanation at
all; typically, they have been relegated to the class of chance

OCCUTrTrencs.,

Apart from the various unconsciously motivated things people
do which I have mentioned so far, there is another class of
phenomena often explained by reference to unconscious mental
states. I refer to the class comprising the states which may be
agscribed to us: our passions, feelings, moods, certain of our
emotions, beliefs and desires, and our bodily states and conditions.
Examples of the unconscious motivation of states:of the kind I have
just mentioned are common in Freudian theory, with its emphasis
upon the effects of unconscious mental states on ordinary bmdily
states like those Freud investigated in his "hysterical™ patients,
on the one hand, and upon disturbances of feeling and emotion, on
the other,

In proposing that the latter class may be said to be
meonsciously motivated and not merely produced, caused or affected
by unconscious mental states, Freud may be seen to be introduecing
a concept which is doubly at variance with common intuitions. For
the class of mental and bodily states, while resembling certain
tactions® of the above kind (‘*mistakes', 'errors', 'omissions®)
in ordinarily being considered to be the sorts of things which are
happenings, themselves beyond our voluntary cantrol,bhave the
added feature that they are not usually characterized, gramatically
speaking, in the active voice., Thus there might be said to be some
Justification for distinguishing such states from omissions, errors

and actions done or left undone due to failures of memory, since
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the latter, but not the former cases are spoken of as things we
do, even before any hypotheses are entertained about their being

motivated actions,

A third class covers those things we do =~ not themselves
actions, perhaps, although they may comprise gome actions -
unknowingly, even when we may have known or been aware of doing
the thing(s) comprising doing them. For example, in engaging in
an ordinary series of intentional actions, in conversing with P,

X might be said to be doing a number of different things - A, B,
C, D = or to be acting in a number of different ways. While aware
of what she was doing, in one sense, or under ome (or several)
description(s), X might fail to be aware that in doing A~D she was
also hurting P's feelings. In this case it would be said that her
hurting P's feelings, although her doing none of A~D, was solely
unconsciously motivated. Her conversing with P would presumably

be said to be an action with mixed motivation, partly conscious
and partly unconscious. Whether or not we choose to regard hurting
P's feelings as something extra which X does, or as another way of

describing what she does in conversing with P, that is, the questions

of the counting rules to be applied in describing things done or

actions, is wnimportant for this discussion. Although in postula-

ting that there is an unconscious motive for hurting P's feelings

actually we may be supposed to have Justified describing hurting
P's feelings as a distinet thing which is done.:

What might be classified as a subgroup of this last class of
phenomena is the class of cases comprising those where the agent
can be said not to have known the motive for his or her having
acted or behaved as he or she did at all., Within this class can
be distinguisheds
(i) those cases where the agent neither knew nor believed himself

* While it is true that in such cases our behaviour may be dege
cribed as being entirely unconsciously motivated, as it was
remarked earlier, we very often do things wknowingly or
unwittingly in this way in the non-Freudian sense = hurting P's
feelings may be done unconsciously without it also being true
that unconsciously the person wanted to do so.
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or herself to know the motive behind the action, appearing to act
on a whim - wanting to do X but having no notion why; and

(ii) those cases where the phenomenon of 'rationalization' is
present. A rationalization, as I remarked earlier, is a false
account of his or her motivation which the agent believes to be
true and offers to explain some behaviour, For example, philosoe
pher P's competitive and uncompromising position in a philosophical
debate might stem solely from mnconseious sibling rivalry. However,
P might believe that her desire for the correct answer and the
strongest argument dictates her behaviour. Although she may love
the truth, this love may not actually be effective in bringing
about her behaviour. So her analysis of the reason for her
behaviour may merely be a rationalization, Her unconscious wish

to outdo her hated sibling may have been, in fact, the sole condie

tion effective in producing her behaviour,

In each of the types of case described above in (i) and (ii) -
behaviour apparently done on a whim and behaviour accompanied by
a rationalization - the agent has, of course, some conscious
desires or wants which truly are ascribable to him or her, In the
former case, there was the (apparent) whim itself, In the case
involving the rationalizationdescribed above, P wanted to insist,
demand, interrupt, shout, etc. But, in neither the case of action
apparently undertaken on a whim, nor of action for which there was
a rationalization (which may be seen to reduce to a case of action
apparently undertaken on a whim), could the agent be said to have
a conscious motive in acting; in both kinds of case the agent's

behaviour was completely and solely unconsciously motivated,

Such cases deserve particular attention in the light of my

discussion in an earlier section on wants, and the difference

between behaviour done on a whim and hence unmotivated, and
behaviour which is motivated. In that discussion. it was concluded
that the whim itself is the sole sufficient (mental) condition for
an action undertaken on a whim. And the difference between wanting
to do X when the want functions as a vwhim in an instance of doing
X without a motive, and wanting to do X in an instance of doing X

when X is a motivated action, was seen to be expressed in the kind
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of role played by the want in each case, In the former case, the
want was treated as a sufficient (mental) condition for the action's
taking place and described as the reason which would be given for
the action; in the latter case it was regarded as a necessary but
not a sufficient condition of its taking place and it was not
accorded the status of being even part of what would be cited as

the reason for the action,

To summarise here; we must distinguish betweens
1. Wanting to do X - when the want functions as a whim - as an
instance of doing X without a motive,
2. Wanting to do X - as an instance of doing X - when X ig a
motivated action,
The role played by the want is different in (1) and (2):
In (1) the want is a sufficient (mental) condition for the action's
taking place and is described as the reason for the action,.
In (2) the want is a necessary, but not a sufficient,condition of
the action's taking place and is not be be accorded the
gtatus of being even part of what would be clted as the

regson for theaction.

With the introduction of the concept of unconscious motiva-
tion, it would also appear necessary 1o re-examine mwy definition
of a whim. It will be remembered from my earlier discussion that
a whim was characterized in several ways in addition to the way
Just mentioned ~ that is, in temms of its functioning as the sole
sufficient (mental) condition for an action's taking place., Whimss:
(1) were described as passive states in which we find ourselves, and
(ii) were said to be uncomnected with any other of the agent's
degires,

Although whims are characterized by being wconnected with other
consciously held desires, to admit that they spring from unconscious
motives is to acknowledge their link with other mental states of

the agent's, albeit that they are wmconscious ones. Similarly,
while it may be the case that all desirez to act which are uncon-

nected with any other consciously held desires present themselves,

phenomenologically speaking as passive states; nevertheless in the

cases in which there actually are unconscious motives from which



they stem, it is at least misleading to say that these desires to
act are merely passions.

Now a theory of unconscious motivation such as the one I
have been discussing encourages us to believe that much behaviour,
hitherte dismissed as done on & whim, actually iz motivated. But
not all whims might be expected to be unconsciously motivated and
so, even il we accept a theory of uwmeconscious motivation, there
8till may be supposed to be cases of actions which are completely
explained by reference to the whim on which they were done. The
theory merely suggests that in fewer cases than was previously
supposed does an apparent whim count as a sufficient condition or
as a sufficient and complete reason for some action’s having taken
place, Or, to put it differently, in fewer cases than was
previously supposed is an apparent whim really a whim.

Before leaving my discussion of the ways in which behaviour
can be deacribed as being solely unconsciously motivated, let us
return briefly to the cases I discussed in Chapter One, in which
the person became aware of his or her unconscious motive for
acting at the time of the action and yet continuved to act uwpon it,
and, we must add, continued to be (umconsciously) motivated by it.
May we say that cases such as these cownt a2s solely unconsciously
motivated actions, or only that they are partially unconsciously

motivated actions?

There is some temptation to insist upon the latter, for if
the agent continued to pursue his or her activity after learning
of its mneonscious springs, we might suppose that alone to be
evidence of some degree of conscious acceptance of the motive., If
in learning of the unconscious reason for his wish to skip the -
cracks between the paving stones, the man in the earlier example
continued to skip them, we might be inclined to attribute to him
some conscious motive over and above his (conscious) wish to do so.
Perhaps the game motive held now at a conscious level as well -
which in the context of this particular example, and assuming the

man otherwise to be reasonable, seems unlikely = or some wish
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based upon a general policy of accepting and acting upon one's
conscious wishes provided they were harmless and satisfying, eor of
"humouring one's id", or some such, However, such a demand seems
to be implausible, There may sometimes be reason to count such
cases as examples of solely unconsciously motivated behaviour.
While accompanying conscious motives of the kind described might
be expected sometimes, and perhaps even usually to enter the
pilcture when an unconscious motive becomes conscious in the way
described -~ there also secenms té remain the possibility that the
agent might be aware of the unconsecious motive and yet might be
unmoved by it (at a comscious level) and might continue to
experience the wish to act as if it were an unmotivated whim. So
it seems at least possible that cases such as these might also
count as gelely unconsciously motivated and not merely as partially

80.

Partially Uncongciously Motivated Behaviour

Frequently, when we describe unconscious motivation, we do
not take ourselves to be offering a complete explanation. Rather,
we regard ourselves as giving some (perhaps the more salient) of
a number of conditions, some of which will be ordinary, comsciously
held beliefs and desires, which were jointly sufficient to produce
the behaviour being explained. The standard case of an explanation
citing both conscious and wunconscious motivation is familiar enough.
Let us turm again to the example of the philosopher used earlier.
Contrary to the explanation given when the example was intreduced
on page 81 we can say that both P's unconscious gibling rivalry
and her conscious love of the truth and insistence wpon the right
answer topether explain her competitive and uncompromising behaw
viour in a philoséphiaal debate. Without her consciously held
values P's unconscious motive would have been insufficient to
produce her competitive behaviour, and without the unconscious
motive her conscious wishes and desires would likewise have been

insufficient to do so.

In addition, there is reference in the psychoanalytic
literature to another way in which a number of different factors
together produce behaviour, a way expressed in the notion of the
"overdetermination™ of behaviour. The term is Freud's own. His
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attempts at a definition of it are‘cmmpatihle with the thesis that
he used it merely to refer to the sort of causation deseribed
above, where several conditions,none of which alone would be suf=

23

However, at leagt in the interpretations of the concept made by

ficient to do so, operate together to bring about the effect,

later psychoanalysis, it has been used to indicate a phenomenon
whereby although individuslly sufficient to do go, a number of

different conditions itogether produce some behaviour. Thus, in
contrast to the example just described, if the behaviour were
overdetermined, either P's conscious wish or her unconsecious
attitude would alone have been sufficient conditions feor her com~
petitive and uncompromising behavicur, although in fact, they
both contributed in bringing the behaviour about. The concept of
overdetermination is taken to apply both to the case where the
several determinanis of behaviour are consciocus and unconscious
mental states, as in the example just described, and to the case

where they are all or both unconsclous ones,

The Thesis of Overdetermination

What can be made of this concept of overdetermination? There
is an obvious and simple interpretation of the notion which allows
that it is distinct from the one described earlier where several
conditions, none of which alone would be sufficient te do so,
jointly preoduce some effect, withoul suggesting that it introduces
the puzzling and paradoxical idea that two different sets of sufw
ficient conditions can actually be referred to to explain the
occurrence of the same phenomenon., The force of this interpretation
rests on a certain ambiguity or unclarity in the notion of some
condition or set of conditions being sufficient to bring about some
phenomenon. For "X was a sufficient condition for P" might be
taken to mean either:

(i) that X would have been sufficient to produce P, or
(ii) that X actually produced P.
Because of such an ambiguity it is possible to emphasize (i) rather

than (ii) and to interpret the thesis of overdeterminism of P
by sufficient conditions X and Y as indicating that while either
of the conditions X and Y were sufficient to produce P and might
have done so, X actually produced P and Y did not; although Y
would have done 80 had X not done so. This account at least

differs from the earlier one in which X and Y were only jeintly



sufficient to produce the phenomenon,

In orxdinary explanations of non-psychological phenomena we
do, in fact, resort to explanations of each of thetwo sorts men-
tioned. We might explain P's odd behavieour by saying that she had
taken a glass of wine on an empty stomach, when it was understood
that neither taking the glass of wine, nor having an empty stomach
would alone have been sufficient to produce her state of intoxiw
cation, but that jointly they had been sufficient to do so. On
the other hand, T might account for a shrivelled plant by saying
that it gets no light in that corner and I forgot to water it, when
it was understood that one or the other of these conditions actually
mugt have been the cause of death, the lack of water drying up the
roots or the lack of light stopping the process of photosynthesis.
Although I might not be in a position to say which was the cause
of death, nevertheless, if the plant had not died due to lack of
water, it would have died from lack of light,

Can we also countenance the more radical interpretation of
the thesis of overdetermination in the case of ordinary physical
phenomena? Let us alter the latter example to fit the radieal
interpretation by saying that both the lack of water and the lack
of light together killed the plant, although each would have been,

and getually was, sufficient to do so. What do we mean? Such a

proposition can most plausibly be taken to suggest that the plant
was weakened by lack of proper photosynthesis so that a dryness of
the roots which would not ordinarily have been sufficient to do so

at that time was in this case sufficient to kill it. But as soon

as we mention the temporal clause in a description of the effect

it becomes apparent that this is just to say that the sort of
causation first described explains what occurred:; it is to say that
while either condition would net have been sufficient alone to
bring about the effect, viz. the death of the plant at time t1,
together they were sufficient to do se. So it is not a case of

overdetermination at all.

However, it would be possible to describe a case so ag to
exclude the above interpretation and to make a description in

terms of overdetermination the only one applicable., This can be
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dene simply by building the temporal gualification into the
deseription, that is, by insisting that each of the two (sets of)
conditions was gufficient to bring about the effect at time t1.

Such a description remains sounding awkward and unlikely: there
seems to be a strong presumption in favour of the alternative
interpretation. Yet, I would suggest, it is impossible to establish
a good reason for the presumption and while that is so, it would
seem that the possibility of complete overdetermination of the kind
described must be allowed,

But, interestingly, it is only in ordinary explanations of
non-psychological phenomena that any such oddity or implausibility
attaches to the radical version of the thesis of overdetermination
which allows that several conditions or sets of conditions suffi-
cient to do so actually were operative in bringing abaut the effect.
And, since we are interested in psychelogical rather than non=
paychological explanations, we may ignore the peculiar features
of the overdetermination of non-psychological phenomena discussed
above, AS soon as we tum to psychological explanations of
erdinary conscious motivation the more radical version of the over—
determination thesis seems to lose any implausibility which may be
thought to characterize it in the context of non-psychelegical
explanations., We often cite several distinect reagsons for choices
we make and actions we take, with the implication both that gny
of them would have been sufficient to bring about the choice or
action, and that all of them actually were influential in doing
80, My reasons for going abroad in Januvary might both be a wisgh
to see my long lost friend and a desire to avoid the cold of a
London winter. And it seems perfectly acceptable to say that,
while either reason would have been gufficient 1o make me go, I

may be going because of each,

Now it may be argued that the modality of intensity enters
here and saves us from the conclusion that mental phenomena can
be said to be overdetermined in the strong sense in cases like
this, For although it is not always made explicity, every want or
desire has a specific intensity, which can be established roughly
by ranking ordinally the objects of all of our wants and desires.
When X is the goal or object of one want and Y of another, and I
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would prefer X over Y if presented with the possibility of having
to choose between the two, then it can be said that my wanting X
is more intense than my wanting Y. And it may be said that even
if either one of the two different reasons cited in the example
above is sufficient to make me want to go abroad in Januwary, I
want to go more if both reasons influence my decisioﬁ than I should
do if either one alone did. All that is necessary, it may be said,
is to refine the guestion asked in order to receive a non=~
paradoxical answer about my motivation, If I am asked what made
me want to do X as much as I did (when this is some quantifiable

amount) then in citing both my reasons for going, I should merely
be giving an explanation (of the type first described) in terms of
conditions only jointly sufficient to explain the particular want

or intention in question,

However, the latter answer will not suffice for two reasons.
In the first place, since intensity comes in with the concept of
wants and desires but has no place in the concept of actions, the
above answer may be sufficient to dissolve the claim that wants
are sometimes overdetermined in the radical sense, but it does
nothing to show that actions, which are undertaken for the same
reasons, are not. My going abroad because of the itwo reasons given

s8till would seem to be overdetermined, even if my wanting to go

were not, In the secend place, at leagst on an introspectively
gauged scale of intensity (and the complications and hazards ine
volved in introducing any other kind a2t this stage of our knowledge
of brain science are obvious) it would seem that a person might
want to do X because of some reason, and want to do it with maximum
intensity (which might be measured as: not being able to imagine
wanting anything more than it), might subsequently discover an
additional compelling reason for doing X, and might then want

to do X with the same intensity but for both reasons,.

Whether the difference between the way we regard explanations
of mental or psychological phenomens and the way we regard
explanations of non=-psychological phenomena is merely a contingent
one, resting on our present relative ignorance with respect to the
nature and constituents of mental phenomena and the ocomplex cone

nections between beliefs and desires and human action - or whether



it reflects something deeper about the nmature of psychological
24

phenomena, = is not a question with which we can here concern
ourselves., It is sufficient to say that, for whatever reason,

this difference is apparent: not even the presumption that for any
particular occurrence only one sufficlent condition is present
prevails in the realm of the psychological., And sine = other than
their being concerned with unconscious rather than consecious
states -~ explanationg in terms of uvnconscious motivation and
wneonscious reasons for action funetion in a way which is parallel
to the way that explanations in fterms of ordinary conscious
motivation and ordinary conscious reasons for actions and beliefs
do, we seem free to admit the possibility that explanations in
terms of unconscious motivation can be of the form expressed in
what we have called the radical form of the overdetermination
thesis., It is posgible to say of some behaviour that it is overw
determined in the sense that several conditions or sets of conditions,
some or all of which are unconscious mental states, lfogether
brought it about, when each was gufficient to do so.

Thus, in summary, we must allow that there are three
different kinds of explanation, corresponding to the three ways
in which unconscious mental states can be said to motivate,
There are:

(i) explanations citing one condition or set of conditions
(some of which are unconscious mental states) which
was sufficient to bring about some behaviour, and
did, in faet, do so;*

(i1) explanations citing several conditions or sets of
conditiong some or all of which are unconseious motives,
which while individually insufficient to do so,
jeintly were sufficient to bring about some behaviour,
and did bring it about;

(iii) explanations in terms of overdetermination, where
several conditions or sets of conditions, some or
all of which were unconscious mental states,
individually were sufficient to bring about the said
motivation, and jointly did so.

* Notice that (i) includes the kind of explanation described
on page 85, where there are several conditions or setfs of
conditions each one of whisch wouwld have been sufficient to
bring about the effect, and one of which did so.
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Noteg and References

1

Anscombe makes what I take to be the same point in her
discugsion on what she called backward-looking motives,
(Intention, Section 13):

Mesoaoedlf I kill a man as an act of revengeeses
revenge is my object; but revenge is not some
further thing obtained by killing him, it is
rather that killing him is revenge.®

(Page 20)

But, Anscombe's account is incomplete in its suggestion that
this characteristic is limited to the class of backward=
looking motives (revenge, gratitude, remorse and pity for
something specific), as my example about politeness illu=
strates. As well as backward-looking motives, some of what
inscombe calls motives-in-general have as their object
merely the behaviour in question as seen under some
different description.

Kenny (Action, Emotion, and Will, Routledge and Kegan Paul,
London, 1963, Chapter IV) makes a move somewhat akin to

this in claiming that whenever we ascribe a motive, a
certain pattern is present., There is (1) a state of affairs
of which the subject disapproves; (2) an action, and (3) a
astate of affairs of which the subject disapproves, such that
A is P (when P = the state of affairs of which the subject
disapproves), then A acts, then A is Q (when Q = a siate

of affairs of which the subject approves). And, whenever
someone's action has a motive:

W eesssell We are to understand his action, we must
know how heis better off (or thinks he is), or how the
world is a better place (or is thought by him to be)

as a result of what he does. He may explain this
either by showing the badness of the preceding state
of affairs or by showing the goodness of the (expected)
succeeding state of affairs.”™

(Page 91, ope cite.)

However, Kenny's "disapproves of" seems rather too atrong.
If generosity is my motive for giving to a friend it may
not be that I disapprove of my prior fiscal state, (T may
look upon it with approval as allowing me my act of
generosity) but merely that I approve of the state in which
T am able to place my friend. It would perhaps be better
to say that there is a state of affairs which is perceived
by the subject as having some advantage over the prevailing
one,

1t seems that we can say this even when, as is the case in
some cultures, the act of revenge merely reflects a
formalized reaction. Although not perhaps so strongly felt
and well-considered, such a wish is equally atiributable to
the Sicilian taking ritual revenge ag to the avenger in our
society.
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The more the thing (object) is envisaged as a likelihood,
as Anscombe puts it, "the mere wishing turns into wanting."

(Intention, Page 67)

Others have restricted the expression 'reason' in the way
in which T here restrict 'motive’,

Davidson, 'Actions, Reasons, and Causes', J,Phil., 1963.

It gometimes has been insisted that, as Kenny puts it
(op. cit., Page T1):z

B eroaseWith mogt things it doesn't make sense to say 1
Just wanted te', We have to specify a desirability
characterization,”

However, the latier claim would seem {o be misleading. Ve
certainly accept "I just wanted +to" in the sense.of "I just
felt like doing it", as a sensible accowunt of why we

indulged the better known appetites associated with foed,
drink and sex. But these, Kenny would argue, may be said to
be a special case, since there is a well-known teleological
explanation which is tacitly assumed when these cases are
given and which serves to make explanations in terms of them
intelligible, However, it seems to me that we also may
gsensibly cite just having felt like flying kites, or taking

a walk or just having wanted to talk to someone after a day
of solitude (not because of such a day in the sense which
indicates the presence of a reason rather than a brute cause).
Rational these wante may not be, but they are surely poessible.

Cf. Anscombe -1 want to'® ig not an explanation of what a
man is doing®., (Page 90, op. cit.)

Llthough the details of this disecussion need not concern us
here, 1t is interesting to note in passing that the contrast
which has seemed in philosophical discussion to invite the
use of the broader sense of the term 'want', is roughly that
drawn between being free and being unfree or determined,
Being free is often characterized ag being free to do what
one wants to do -~ from which it is taken to follow that .
acting freely invelves doing X out of a wish to do it. Thus,
for every action freely undertaken there will be a wish or
want, in the broad sense of that expression, to do it.

On the basis of the following remarks in The Interpretation
0f Dreams (1900) (Page references are to the Avon Books
edition, N.Y., 1965)s

"(Dreams )sses000are psychical phenomena of complete
validity the fulfilment of wishes; they can be
inserited into the chain of intelligible waking mental
acts: they are constructed by a highly complicated
activity of the mind.®

(Page 155)
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and ".....in the meantime, the meaning of the dream
was born in upon me., I became aware of an intention
which was carried into effeet by the dream and which
must have been my motive for dreaming it,."

(Page 151)

See also the case referred to by Peter Alexander in the
symposiums "Wishes, Symptoms and Actions™ by Frank Cioffi
and Peter Alexander, '

As is argued in a detailed, thorough account of the

meaning of 'meaning' (Sinn) in Freud's dream theory by
Shope ("Freud's Concepts of Meaning®™, in Psychoanalysis
and Contemporary Seience, Vol. 2, 1972).

All page references to Pocket Books edition, New York, 1971.

See for example his remarks in The Interpretation of Dreams,
thats

"The theory governing all psychoneurotic symptoms
culminates in a single proposition which asserts that
they too are to be regarded as fulfilments of wnconscious
wishes,"

(Page 608)

and "The pathological actions of everyday life (also)
involve the carrying out of an unconscious intention."

(Page 610)

Which makes attempts to ferret out the view correctly
ascribed to Freud, like Shope's, op.cit., somewhat mis=
guided, although, of course, interpretations of Freud in
the light of one position or the other, like that of Lacan,
degeribed, are not,

For example, by lLacan. The most sccessible aceownt of this
interpretation is that given by Ricoeur, in Preud and
Philosophy, translated by Savage, (Yale University Press,
1970).

Rieceur, for instance, emphasizes that although he is
indebted to Cassirer for the general notion of a sign or
gymbol, his own definition is much narrower than Cagsirer's:
he wishes to restrict the notion of a "symbol” to those
signs whoses

"intentional texture calls for a reading of another
meaning in the first, literal, and immediate meaning....
(Signs which) share the peculiarity of designating an
indirect meaning in and through a direct meaning, and
thus, call for something like deciphering.”

(Page 12, op. cit.)
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Since the number of motives we are prepared ever to ascribe
to animale is severely limited, the latier condition's
being met would not alene free us to describe animal beha—
vionr as motivated. Although the dog's behaviour may give
the appearance of being motivated by, for example, a spirit
of detached secientific interest, we should not allow that
it wags correctly described as motivated thus.

Although it pertains only indirectly to our discussion, since
verbal slips are not central cases of behaviour which is
unconsciously motivated, it is interesting to note that
Freud amalysesthe mechanism producing verbal slips differently
from that producing other ‘errors', Unlike the case of
error he postulates not two but four oppesing forces, or
Vintentions' in explaining slips of tongue and pen, the
initial conscious intention to say or write X, itogether

with an intentien not to say or write not=X, and the
*interfering tendency®™ or counter will which actually may

be momentarily comscious in some cases, as he points out,

a wish to say or write not-=X, and one not fto say X. An
attempt is thus always wmade to stop the interfering tendency,
it is 'forced back® ands

*The speaker has determined not to convert the idea
inte speech, and then it happens that he makes a #lip
of the tongues that is 1o say, the tendency which is
debarred from expression exerts itself agsinst his will
and gains utterance, either by altering the expression
of the intention permitited by him, or by mingling with
it, or actually by getting itself in place of it."

(Pages 68-69, op. cit.)
Page 44-45, op. cit.

¥This hysterical £irl.ecese.who had heard of the occurrence
of such a method of sexual intercourse.......developed an
unconscious fantasy of this sort and (gave) it expression
by an irritation in her throat and coughing.”

"Analysis of a Case of Hysteria®
Page 63, Vol. III, Collected Papers
of Sigmund Freud.

It is perhaps important here to forestall a possible misin-
terpretation., It has sometimes been suggested that there is
a way of aseribing intentions to behaviour and to art, which
enables us at least to remain neutral as to (i) the actual
presence of an intention, and (i1) any relation between

such a postulated intention and the phenomenon (behaviour or
art). It is sometimes put more strongly as a oategogical
denial of the presence of any such intention. Gusta¥son

{"lnconscious Intentions®, Philesophy, 1973) argues this on

the bagis of a putative distinction between "intentions in"
and "intentions with which" « claiming that unconscious
intentions, like intentions in art, are to be identified

with the former, rather than the latter; unconscious
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For example, from Studies in Hysteria (1893):

"eoseoeothe principal feature in the aeteology of
neuroses - that their genesis is as a rule overdeter=
mined, that several factors must come together to
produce this result.®

(Page 263)
and, from "A Reply to Critiéisms of my Paper on Anxiety

Neurosis" (1895) in the Standard Editien of The Complete
Psychological Works, London, Hogarth Press and Tnstitute

of Psychoanalysis, 1955-~1964:

YAs a rule, the neuroses are overdetermined: that
is to say, several factors operate together in
their aeteoclogy.”

(Page 131)

As some psychoanalysts have wished to suggest, See
especially Guntrip, (Personality Structure and Human
Interaction, 1961, Hogarth Press, London)j; for example,
Page 1553

"Pgychoanalysis provides a new type of model for
personality as a complex of various psychic levels
and structures that enables the phenomena of
personal living -~ i.e., those of conscious and
uncongcioug conflict - to be explained on the basis
of overdeterminism and plurality of causes, 'cause!
being no longer understood in the physical sense.®
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CHAPTER THREE

Summary

The logical comnection often thought to obtain between the
notion of having a reason or intention, on the one hand, and being
able 1o become aware or conscious of it, on the other, is now
examined. I argue that the notion of having a reason or an
intention is not logically tied to being able to become aware or
consclous of that reason or intention by a simple act of introspec-
tion. 1 deal largely with reasons and congciousness, but provide
some discussion specific to intentions at the end of the chapter.
I show that there might be an indeterminate, rather than finite,
number of beliefs and desires which might be reasons for a particu-
lar action and that, therefore, the agent will alwavs be unable to
give all his reasons for his actions,

I then distinguish between reasons and causes. T allow that
while reasons may be causes, they are a distinguishable and a
philosophically interesting subset of causes. 1 argue that, unlike
behaviour which is merely caused, an action done for a reason is
one where a wish or desire on the part of the agent is ome of the
causally necessary conditions for action. I further distinguish
between 'his or her reason'! and 'the reason' for an action. It is
then argued that there can be no conceptual impossibility in suggest-
ing that beliefs and desires which are unconscious =~ in either the
sense of unknown to the agent or that of known only in a
qualitatively distinguishable way - are reasons. It is argued that:
(2) in the absence of a way of distinguishing so called 'primary
reagsons' we must allow the possibility that no person knows all
of those reasons which are his or her reagons for an action, and
(b) in certain special but everyday situations, which differ from
ordinary ones only in the special respect concerned, we allow that
reagsons are present of which the agent 1s umaware and uwnable to
become aware, The inconclusive nature of conceptual arguments
of this kind is discussed, but I conclude ultimately that there
is no reason to doubt the conceptual possibility of unconscious

regsons and intentions.
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Finally, the further possibility of unconscious rationality
is then introduced and is shown to arise out of the suggestion of
Toulmin and Flew that unconscious mental states function in the
same way that ordinary conscious moitives and reagons do. Toulmin
and Flew were concerned to show that while Freud was sigmificantly
right when he introduced the concepts of unconscious motives,
purposes and intentions for neurotic behaviour; he was profoundly
wrong when, at a theoretical level, he insisted that these uncon-
scious motives were actually inferred efficient causes., I claim,
with them, that Freud should not be interpreted as introducing

efficient causes, but as introducing motive~type explanstions. I

conclude this chapter with an examination of the claim that uncone
seiously motivated behaviour can be regarded as retional inasmuch
as it is a rational response ito the situation as perceived from

the point of view of the agent'’s unconsecious state of mind, I

argue that there are two quite different types of case: those
where behaviour is produced by unconscious mental states and those
where behaviour is unconsciously motivated, In the latter case
behaviour is sometimes rational and sometimes irrational, This

leads us on to Chapter Four's discussion of rationality.



In discussing the concept of unconscious motivation 1 drew
attention to a distinetion between behaviour which is merely
produced or caused by umconscious beliefs and desires and behaviour
which can be said to be motivated by them. However, it has been
argued by some philosophers that the wery notion of behaviour vhich
is at onece occasioned by unconscious mental states and, in some
broad sense, intentional, is contradictory or, as it has sometimes
been put, that the very notion of an unconscious reason or an

unconseious intention is one which can be ghown to be incoherent.

This ig not, it will be noted, a claim about the incoherence
of the notion of wmconscious mental states in general. The
traditional objection to the idea of something's being at once
mental er psychological and unconscious, to which Freud addressed
himself1 is no longer encountered, But, while the mind may not
now be regarded as coextensive with consciousness, the idea of
having a reason or an intention is still often thought to be firmly
tied to that of being able to become aware or conscious of that
reason or intention by 2 simple act of introspection. For example,
we find Hampshireg describing intention ass

¥ sesesthe one concept thalt ought to be preserved free
from sny taintof the less than conscious.”™

Clearly, as long as this view were to prevail, the category which
T have distinguished of unconsciously motivated behaviour would
have be be subsumed under the category, against which it was there
juxtaposed, of behaviour which is merely produced by unconscious
mental states.

Now while intentional behaviour is behaviour done for reasons,
it may be argued that reasons and intentions are distinguishable.
(In particular, while all intentions are perhaps reasons, not all
reagsons may be intentions,) Thue T wish to maintain a separation
betweens
1, The claim that there cammot be unconscious reasons, and
2, The claim that the concept of an unconscious intention is
ingoherent,

And T shall concentrate first on the former claim, returning
briefly to the question of the coherence of uneonsciouns intentions
only at the end of this chapter.
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Inecongsciousness and Heasons

It was observed In Chaplter One that the notion of immediacy
or non=observationality has been introduced ito mark, among others,
the distinection between two supposedly distinet sorts of explana=
tory entity, both of which are appealed to in explanations of
human behaviour: ®reasons® and "cauges". And it was shown that,
however it is construed, "immediate™ or "non-obgzervational®
knowledge, which usually is associated with our knowledge of the
reasons for our behavicur, camot be mapped onto the distinction
between congcious and wmcongcious states. It cannot be shown
that our knowledge of our wnconscious mental states is always in
the required sense mediate, or observational, while knowledge of
our ordinary conscious mental states is immediate or none

obgservational,

However, there ig a second way in which the distinction
between reasons and causes may be supposed to correspond with
that between the sensse of 'conscious' and "wnconscious' described
in Chapter Cne, It follows from our definition of unconsclous
mental states that ordinary conscious mental stales are definable

as those of our mental states of which we are aware or of which

we can become aware, merely by an act of attention or introspection.
And, being items of which we either are, or necessarily can become
aware or conscious,attention or introspection has been intr@duced§
as a criterion by vwhich the reasons for actions might be distine
guished from their causes., Because of this, it has sometimes been
asgumed that only what we have been calling ordinmary conscions
mental states could ever function in explanations as reasons for
actiong and that a criterion of the sort we used in Chapter One 1o
digtinguish conscious mental states could alse be used to
distinguish reasons.

A corollary of the latter view, of course, is that uncon~
scious mental states conld never be said to function as reasons
for actions and that the accounts we give of human behaviour in
terms of unconscious mental states are best regarded asg part of a
causal explanatory framework. It is roughly this view which is
proposed by philesophers attempting to dismiss the possibility
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of describing unconsciously motivated behaviour as in any way
rational.,

My main aim in this chapter is to investigate the suppesed
distinetion between reasons and causes and the distinction between
reasong explanations and causal ones, In partieular, I shall
investigate what I shall from henceforth call the awareness
condition for reasons — the assertion that our being aware or con-
scious of something might be said to be a necessary condition of
its being a reason for an action as distinet from its cause -~ with
a view to evaluating and defending (with certain qualifications)

the conceptual possibility of wnconselous reasons. T centre the

discussion initially on the purported distinction between reasons
and causes and reasons explanations and causal ones but, first,
some general observations about the nature of reasons for actions
are called for,

Reagons

A reason for an action is a particular kind of explanation,
In baldly meking this claim, no reifiecation of reasons as mental
entities is implied. To offer a reason is to offer certain
beliefs and desires of the agent's (or other of the agent's propo-
sitional attitudes -~ fears, expectations, hopes conjectures, etc, =
themselves reducible to beliefs and desires) which pertain to the
way the action in question is conceived, How can the beliefs anmd
desires comprising reasons foraciions be characterized? In
answering this question I shall make use of gome of the terminology,
although not the analysis of reasons, introduced by other philo=

sophers.

Giving a reason for an action involves giving what has been
called (originally by Anscombe) a "desirability charactarizati@n",4
that is, citing some way(s) in which the action undertaken was
seen as desirable, appealing or necessary, And, on this view,
the role played by the desirability characterization in having
reagons might be put thus: having a reason for doing X entails
having a pro aﬁtitude,ﬁ when having a pro attitude entails wanting
to do the action towards which the attitude is directed in the
broad sense of the temm ‘want' which covers having an inclination




based upon any kind of positive evaluation (wishes, whims, feelings
of obligation, ete.), either towards the particular action in
guestion or towards some class of actiong of which the particular

action iz (believed to be) a member,

Notice that this.characterigzation alleows the inclusion of
reagong varying in thelr degree of explanatory power. Compare two
different kinds of answer which might be offered in response to
a demand for a reason for making a certain remark to ¥: such as,
®T thought you ecalled yourself a pianist. I would have thought
that all but novice pianists would have found this piece easy to
play.”

Reagon 1: Because I felt like doing it.

Reagon 2: T like deflating braggards and X has been boagting all
evening.,

A reason of the kind given in the first example would never be

more than minimally explanatory of the action in question, vhile
Reagon 2 may be highly explanatory. Nevertheless, an answer of
the form given in Reagon 1 does fulfil the requirements expressed
above: "feeling like doing X" is a case of a pro attitude directed
towards a particular action. The significance of the latter point,
and of the kind of reason expressed in Reason 1, was explored in
the last chaplter where I discussed the relation between reaseons and

motives,

Notice that there may be more than one reason for any

particular action, Reasons 1 and 2 above might each function as

reasons for the same action. We may make the same peint by saying
that it is possible for the reason for an action to comprise more
than one desirability characterization., Notice also that the
requirements for something's counting as a reason for an action
designate the minimal conditions which must be met by a person

4o be said to have a reason in acting, although not necessarily

those conditions reguired in order for an adequate answer to the
guestion "Why did X deo that?"™ to count as a reason., The reason=
giving context, especially the relative knowledge enjoyed by the
inguirer and agent, greatly affects what 1s offered as the reason
for an action. It is rarely necessary in giving a reason for an
action to cite both the general pro attitude and the belief that
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the action in gquestion is a member of the class towards which that
attitude is directed, for example. According to the context one
or the other usually is wnderstood.

On the other hand, sometimes the context demands that at
least in giving a reason for an action we supply additiomal beliefs
and desires or desirability characterizations other than those
comprising what we have so far deseribed as the minimal conditions
for having a reason, These include:

(i) additional beliefs about the particular action which show it
to be an instance of the class of actions towards which the pro
attitude is directed;

For éxample, in the case of Reason 2 above, it may be necessary
to add certain facts Y showing that the particular remark had
sarcastic import for him., For instance, if the remark was made
about pianists, an added feature of the reason for acting may be
the belief that

Reason. %: X is a bad pianist.

There are alsos

(1i) additional beliefs and pro attitudes direcited towards the
general pro attitude expressed in the primary reason:

Por examples

Heason 4: Boasting and bombast deserve withering sarcasm because
they ruin parties.

We appear to have some choice in classifying statements such
as those in Reasons % and 4 above. They might be treated as

additional reasons for the action or as secondary aspects of the
reason for it. Alternatively, however, they may be dismissed as
not strictly part of the reasen for the action at all, This
decision involves the general one of how reasons are to be counted,
and what constitutes the having of a complete reason. In choosing
to allow Reasons 3 and 4 as parits, albeit secondary ones, of the

reagon for the action in question, we are employing a fairly
generous counting principle. In choosing instead to restrict the
reason for the action to what is encompassed in a reason in the

gsensge defined above we are appealing o a more economical one,
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Now there are certain obvious considerations which might
be gupposed to be pertinent to a decision of this nature. Both
(i) and (ii) may be said o be reasons not for the action (making
the remark, in this case), but instead for (parits of) the reason
(for the action) itself, Reason 4 above might be said strictly
to be the reason why the sarcasm was deserved, rather than the
reagon why the remark was made. And similarly, Reason 3 may be
seen as the reason why the sarcastic remark had the import vhich
it did, rather than the reason for the action, Thus, it is arguable
that our additional reasons for the action in question are part of

the reagons for other actions or heliefs,6

And, in the interests of avoiding a regress of reasons,
for instance, we might be expected to prefer the more economical
counting which limits the reason(s) for any particular action to
the ramson for it and relegates considerations such as those
expressed in (i) and (ii) to the status of reasens for associated

beliefs, actiong and evaluations,

I shall argue for a genereous cownting principle, but one
congequence of a counting method dietated by a less economical
prineciple would, of course, be that such a method would allow that

reagsons for actions might comprise an indeterminate number of

beliefs and desires instead of a finite one, and thus that the agent
might be wnable to give all of his or her reasons for any of his or
her aections., Such a consequence may well be thought to be an wndew
sirable one (although as I shall argue, it is one which we are
obliged to accept).

However, the fact that Heasons 3 and 4 would more commonly

be gited as reasons for other beliefs and actions is not alone an
argument for saying that they are not part also of the reason for
this action. And, although it might seem in certain cases
intuitively obvious vhere the cut=off line would be drawm, if we
would employ an economical counting method and limit the reason
for any action to the primary reason(s) for it, we must first
establish the basis on which one desirability characterization
would be demignated as the reagon for an action and another as

merely a secondary reason or a2 a reason for that reason,
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It might, for instance, be supposed that we can delimit the
primary reason(s) for an action by pursuing a progression of
guestions demanding reasons of the kind described above until
reaching a reason for that action which, while expressing a belief
or attitude held by the agent, was, for example, so general or
remote that it could not be said to be a reason because of which

the agent acted., The rezsons ‘standing between' this general or
remote reason and the action would then be deemed to be the
primary reasong. The latier point can be illustrated with an
example like than one in Heagon 4. Pressed for her reason for
making the remark, the agent might reach some very general prin-
ciple likes

Reagon 5: Unnecesgsary suffering ought to be avoided.

1t seems possible that the agent might at the same time deny having
acted "because of” her belief that uwmecessary suffering ought to
be avoided. In somewhat the same way additional reasons of the
kind given in Reason % above appear to be regressive. Depending
upon ingquirer ignorance, "giving the reason” might involve expli-
cation of such things as the meaning of the term *pianist’., Thus,
if the questioner were a child or a foreigner, we might haves
Reason 63 ‘'Pianist’ means one who plays the piano.

It seems on the face of it strange to suggest that the agent wnder-
took the action in guestion, even in part, because of her belief

that the assertion expressed in Reason 6 is true.

However, to appeal to our use of "because” here is not
actually to advance us further in the decision to use the more
limited concept of a reason inasmuch as "because", like "reason",
is a flexible expression. "Because" is not always, although it is
perhaps usually, restricted, in accordance with =y restriction
on "reason¥, to certain beliefs and desires which somehow are
primary in influencing the action.

That "because” is used too freely to handle the task can be
shown if we turn to the concept of the cause of an event. In
everyvday usage we count only some of the various conditions necege
sary for iits production as "the gauaegs)ﬂ of an event, describing
it or them as the factor(s) because of which the event occurred.

Neverthelegs, the decision te thus limit the description of a cause



is in one way artificial, since all the conditions necessary to
bring about the event in guestion are describable as causes of
that event, as factors because of which that event eccurred.
Clearly, we cannot make use of limita on the use of "because®
to establish the boundaries of reasons proper, since "because®
would be flexible enough to handle whichever counting prineciple
were to be adopted.

In certain respects the "decision® I have been discussing
runs interestingly parallel to the decigion to count some factor
or factors as the "ecause"™ of an event and to relegate other
factors which were equally necessary in causing the event in
guestion to the status of "mere conditions™, and it may be worth

examining that decision further.

Although the latter distinction is not one which has a
place in scientific conceptions of causation, where all the
conditions regquired for the production of the effect are causal
conditions and might thus be said to form part of the “cause" of
that effect, it has been observed by some philosophers that
informal discourse does allow of the distinetion and, indeed,
legal theory, embodying as it is said to do commonsensical distince
tions, relies upon it., Purther, just as it was showm above that at

least what is given as a2 reason is relative to states of the

inguirer and the context of the inguiry, it has sometimes been
argued that the distinction between the cause of an event and the

mere conditions involved in its production is an entirely relative

one - relative, that is, to the ignorance (Mill) or the purposes
(Collingwood) of the inguirer, But attempis have also been made

to establish the distinction as something more than that and to
show it 1o be based upon principles (albeit vague ones), and this
corresponds to my efforit to emphasize that while conditions

of context may be intreduced to explain any variations in the prac-
tice of reason giving, nevertheless, there still might be expected
to be general principles which regulate how reasons for actions
ought to be delimited,

One attempt of the kind described to esiablish principles

underlying the distinction between "the cause™ and "mere conditions®
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igs that of Hart and Honmré; In their discussion it is argued
that what decides that any condition necessary for an action is
treated not as a "mere condition™ but as the or a cauge is
primarily its abnormality - its not being present as part of the
ugsual state or mode of operation of the seguence in which the
effect ogours, This is so, Hart and Honoré emphasize, because
demands for the cause of an event in everyday and legal contexts
of inguiry, as distinet from scientific ones, are associated with
a concern with abnormal funetioning, with ",...the puzzling,

particular contingency” (page 31) o

But although reason giving and justification may be seen to
some extent to be affected by the kind of consideration which Hart
and Honor& show to affect the limitations we place on the exprese
sion "the cause", as well as by the more obvious considerations
mentioned earlier (the relative purposes and ignorance of the
inquirer) = having reasons clearly is pot so limited. Its obvious
and everyday nature may mean that I am never called upeon to give
my wish to go to work and to get there on time as my reason for
getting up each morming, yet however normal and ebvious it may be

that igs my reason nevertheless.

Thug, we seem to be left without a way of distinguishing what
we have called the reason(s) for an action from the additional
desirability characterizations and beliefs necessary for the
action's being earried out, That we often rely on some such
intuitive distinction is evident. We speak of the "main" reason(s),
of the "primary" reason(s) and of the "most important" reason(s)
for wndertaking actions. And, just as we distinguish the cause(s)

of an event from mere condlitions involved in its occurrence, o0
often we carefully seem to refrain from allowing that ceritain
beliefs and desires, which (it is admitted) were necessary con-
ditions for our action's taking place, played an important or
central role in the decigion. Put these expressions and gualifi-
cations appear to be used too loosely to be helpful in providing
a justification for distinguishing primary reasons. Sometimes
what is regarded as the main reason is the desire which the agent
regards himself or herself as feeling most strongly or intensely.
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At other times it would appear to be distinguished by being the
more unusual or abnormal consideration in the sense in which

Hart and Honoré show "the cause” to be, while at yet other times
it appears merely to be the one which the agent regards as best
grounded or Jjustified. Apd yet, eonfusingly, we do not always
appear to be ineclined to recognize such a distinction at all: we
gpeak rather as if any consideration, however remotely it affected

the deeigion to act, counts as part of the reason for zo acting.

It seems, then, that we cannot distinguish primary reasons.
Without a way of delimiting some particular desirability charace
terization(s) as the primary reason we must not see ourselves as
presenting here anything other than the conditions which must be
met in order for something te be said to be suffiecient to cowmt
as (part of) the reason why we act. Let us now turn our attention

to the general distinction beiween reasonsg and causes,

Reagons and Causes

It has been argued by some philosophers that the explanations
which are offered for the events and phenomena comprising human
behaviour are 1o be assimilated wnder two distinet models: some
are expressed in terms of reasons and some are expressed in terms
of cauﬁeaag Caugal explanations are given of human behaviour when
that behaviour is characterized in terms of movements made by
bodies and bodily parts. Reasons are only offered for bhuman beha-
viour when that hehaviour consists of and is characterized as being,
intentional action. There isg a differencé, it is observed, betiween
my arm risine and my raising my armag
pressed by saying that only in the latter case is the phenomenon

The difference may be ex-

an intentional action which invites explanation in terms of
reagsonss in the former case the phenomenon is merely a happening

for which a causal explanation is appropriate.

Since what is in one sense the same event or phenomenon can
under one description be an action and under another a movement
(although my arm's rising does not always entail my having raiged
my arm, nevertheless my raising my arm always entailes that my arm
rises), it follows that what is the very same phenomenon, in one

sense, may sometimes both be described and explained according to
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the two different kinds of schema. Event X may be regarded as an
action and explained by a reason, or it might be regarded as a

collection of movements and explained by a ecause. This much is
admitted¢10
(such as R.S. Peters) would deny that any event which under one

But the proponents of the reasons/causes distinetion

description counted as a true action could ever completely or
sufficiently be explained merely by causes. Only reasons completely

explain intentional actions, In addition, there is thought to be

a class of cases comprising mere movements; that is, the class of
things which happen to us, which we guffer rather than do, for
which reasons explanations are never applicable. For example, if
my arm rises in a reflex jerk or because it is pushed by an external
force, then an explanation of why it does so in terms of reasons

would never be appropriate.

The strong version of the theory propesing a dichotomy
between rveasons and causes asserts that anything which is a reason
in po sense also is a cause. A more moderate position allows that
while reasons may be causes, they are al least a distinguishable

gubset of causes -

It is this latter position which I espouse. I would assert
that, although reasons are a subset of the class of causes, actions
done for reasons or intentional actions, are distinguishable in

philosphically interesting and important ways from 'aectiong! which

are not., My doing X because I believe that by doing so I can
achieve Y may in one fairly uninteresting sense be on a par with
my doing X because I was pushed from behind., But in significant
ways it is guite different from it. The difference between the

two kindz of case mdy be distinguished, moreover, in the following
gimple way. Unlike behaviour which is merely caused, an action
done for a reason, or whalt 13 sometimes described as an intentional
action, is one the conditions causally necessary for whose
occurrence include a wish or desire on the part of the agent to

undertake the action in gquestion,

At risk of inviting confusion, I shall from henceforth use

"reangon” as contrasted with "cause"™ when the above considerations

are taken as understocd,11
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"Hig/Her Reasons" and "The Reasong"

Linguistic considerations sometimes have been adduced in
support of the distinction between reasons and causes and reasons

explanations and causal ones, It is aaid12

that our usage reflects
and upholds the distinetion between reasons and causes., But, in
fact, the situation is considerably more complicated than such a
claim suggests. If ordinary usage can be appealed fto at all in
support of this distinetion, it cammot in the simple way just men-
tioned., Rather, ordinary usage allows of an additional distince
tion smong what generally are called "reasons" for phenomena, a
distinction which is reflected in the difference between "the"
reason and a person's own reason, or "his or her" reason. In
certain cases, when we speak of the reason why some even X occurred,
even when X is some human behaviour, we should not naturally sub=
gtitute the possessive form. In other cases we should; only in
certain cases the reason why P did X naturally may be expressed

as P'as reason for doing X.

Underlying the distinction which we do appear roughly to
observe in language between "the reason" and "a person's reason",
is the fact that reasons are not always contrasted with causes.
Not only is there a perfectly good sense of ‘'cause' in which it
appears to be used to cover what we usually mean by ‘reason’ when
the latter term is being contrasted with 'cause' -~ as whien we
say "She has cause for her alarm", meaning that there is a reason
for her to be alarmed -~ so too there is a perfectly good use of
the “term ‘reason' in which it is treated as synonymous with 'cause'.
Sometimes we speak of causes as reasons, For example, we say
"The reason why I tripped was that the floor was slippery", when
in eiting the role played by the slippery floor we are offering
nothing more than a simple causal explanation. In addition, even
in non=~gentient behaviour, we speak of "the reason®': we say "The

reason the flowers grow in that direction is to get the sun".

Now, the distinction mentioned, which ordinary usage supports,
between "the reason™ and "a person's reason", overcomes the
previously mentioned ambiguity in 'reason', since it is actually

only the looser expression ‘the reason' which admits of these
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ambiguous uses., The expression 'his or her reason' does appear

to be restricted to those assertions in which 'reason' is
contrasted with ‘cause', rather than being used as synonymous with
it. The slippery floor may be described as being the reason why

I tripped, but it would not naturally or correctly be described as
being "my reason" for tripping. And this presumably reflects the
fact that the tripping, not itself being an intentional action over
which I had voluntary control, was merely caused,

The latter distinction between "the reagon"™ why a person acts
and "his or her reason™ for so acting was first emphasized by
Peters (1953).13

"We.esoe0ften say of a men that his reasons may have been
X but the reason why he acted like that was Y.....whether
the explanation in question ig correct or incorrect does
not much matter: the point is that to speak of the

reason why a person does something is different in that it
is a way of calling attention to the law or assumed law
that a given case actually falls under, His reason may
coincide with the reason....But, whereas hig reason -
whether real or not = entails that a man is conscious of
his objective, the reason why he did it does not. The
reason why he did it (walked acress the street) might well
be sex or aversion to work; yet the individual might be
quite waware of pursuing or aveiding the relevant goals.
And whereas to say that he had a reason for something is
more or less to rule out a causal explanation, to give the
reason why he did it is sometimes to subsume it under a
law-like proposition of a causal kind, This is not necegw
sarily so., For we can say that sex or aversion to work
was the reason why he did it and simply be insisting that
a different directive disposition is being exercised,”

(Page 8, The Concept of Motivation)

We can sum up that part of Peters's distinetion which is
important to us in the following ways:

1o The person's reason for an action may ormay not actually have
been operative in bringing about the behaviour in questiong
ite characteristics are merely that:

(i) the person was comscious of it, and
(ii) reference to it indicates that what Peters calls a
a reasons type of explanatory framework is appropriate,
rather than a causal one.
(The distinetion in (1)(ii) is a common eone,) Peters's idea
wag that a reasons explanatory framework differs from a causal

one in being based on what he calls the purposive, rule-
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following model: explanations in terms of it actually explain
only on the assumption of certain norms of efficiency and of

14

secial appropriateness, S50 "his or her reason" is a reason
but not a cause. On the other hand:

2. When we speak of "the reason" why a person acted in a particus
lar way Peters claims that we refer to the phenomenon, whether
Teason or cause, which actually was operative in bringing about
the said behaviour oraction (or else to the habit or tendency
which explains the behaviour by showing in what light it is to
be regarded; what Peters elsewhere d&scrib&sj5 ag a trait,like
tactlessness, or a directed disposition, like aggressiveness),
We may be speaking of a cause of the behaviour or introducing
a causal explanatory framework. But we need not be: "the

reason” may be a reason or a cause.

(The context of Peters's introduction of the latter distince
tien, it is interesting to note, is closely akin to the present one.
Peters introduced his distinction in a discussion about unconscious
mental states and the explanatory status of the concept of uncone
scilous motivation. His purpose in intreducing it was to argue that
only in the (above) second sense of "the reagsons" could it be
said that uwneconsciously motivated behaviour i8 behaviour done for

reagons. )

While in agreement with Peters, as was indicated earlier,
in maintaining that a distinetion is to be recognized between an
action undertaken for a reason and behaviour or movements which are
merely caused or, to use the terminology more closely reflected in
everyday language, that betweer:
(1) The agent's having a reason of his or her own for acting, and

(2) There being a cause (or reason) of his or her behaviour or

movement -

I now wish to argue that ne kind of conscicusness or awareness
distinguishes and characterizes the former class of reasons, Before
I do so, however, let me clarify my purpose in selecting Peters's

account of the distinction between reasons and causes,

Apart from appeals to purported facte about the way in which

we speak, a number of different considerations, of which Peters's
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awareness condition for distinguishing "his or her reasons" is

but one, have been introduced to establish that there is indeed

a genuine difference in kind between reasons and cauges, and be—
tween reasons explanations and causal ones, Although several of
these are important, T do not intend here exhaustively to discuss
the distinetion. In trying to argue for the possibility of uncone
acious reasons, I wish to deal solely with the more limited
gquestion of the value of the previously mentioned awareness
condition for distinguishing between reasons and causes, the clainm
that the reasons for our actions as distinet from the causes of
our movements are such that we are always aware of conscious of

them. The rationale for my restriction is the following one.

I shall argue that the awareness condition is not a NeCcesSsary
one for something's being a reason for a person's action., From
the fact that the awareness condition is not a necessary one for
something's being a reason, it may not be thought immediately to
follow that unconscious mental states may be described as reasons
for actions, For, unless it could be shown that the awareness
condition expressed the only feature enabling us to distinguish
reasons from causes, which it does not, then it would seem that we
must first establish that the class of unconscious "reasons" meets
any additional criteria for being a reason, It might thus be
thought necessary, in order to establish the possibility of
unconscious reasons at all, to examine all the other ways, mentioned
above, in which it has been proposed that reasons are thought to be
distinguished., This, however, is not so, In fact, none of the
other criteria introduced to distinguish reasons will actually be
sufficient to exclude unconscious beliefs and desires from being
classed as reasons. This is so because the only way in which
conseious mental states are taken to differ from unconscious ones,
according to my analysis in Chapter One (which differs here, it
will be remembered, from Freud's, whose notion of wnconscious
mental states varies in several respects from that of ordinary

conscious mental states), is in virtue of their not having the

guality of comsciousness at all or, if they do, presenting themselves

phenomenologically in a distinct manner, It follows that any
feature which characterizes ordinary conscious reasons will apply

equally to reasons which are "unconscioug" according to my
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definition,

The above remarks apply, of course, not only to other
accounts of the distinction between reagons and causes but also
to Peters's claim that explanations of human behaviour, as
distinet from causal accounts of mere movements, are characterized
by explaining only if we assume ceriain norms of efficiency and
social apprepriateneas.16 This claim of Peters has no particular
force in the context of a defence of unconscious reasons.,

The Awareness Condition

My aim in examining the awareness condition, it will be
remembered, is to establish whether such a condition represents
a necessary condition for something's being a reason in the sense
in which 'reason' is contrasted with 'cause'; that is, where "the
agent has a reason" is contrasted with "there is a cause/reasen®,

I argue that the awareness ceondition is not a necessary condition.

Two different versions of the awareness condition now must
be distinguished, In the discussion in Chapter One concerning a
definition of unconsciousness, a distinction was drawn among those
of our mental states of which we are conscious or aware, beltween
those which count as our own reasons and those 'reasons' which seem
alien and unfamiliar, It is possible that the distinction
between reasons and causes which we are now considering actually
maps onto this finer distinetion rather than onto the one between
mental states of which we are simply aware or conscious, in any way,
on the one hand, and those of which we are not, on the other, If
this were so, only those of our reasons of which we are aware

in the requisite intimate way would count as reasons proper while

the rest of our so-called ‘'reasons' would be relegated to the class
of non-reasons, or causes. Not even those of our uncongecicus
'reasons' of which we happened to become aware would count as real
reagons. Thig stricter interpretation of the awareness condition

17

sometimes has been espoused by philosphers. However, to undermine
the validity of the view sketched ~ that awareness is a necessary
condition for something's being a reason - I need only show the
implausibility of the simpler version of the awareness condition.

I shall do this by showing that sometimes we have reasons proper
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of which we are not aware in any way. I return, briefly, to the

stricter interpretation of the awareness condition on page 126,

In order to show the implausibility of the simpler version
of the awareness condition let us begin by observing that it is
hazardously ambiguous to characterize this condition, as Peters
does, in terms merely of "being conscious®., Not all reasons are
such that we actually are conscious of them, as long as we are
merely speaking, in Freud's terminoclogy, "degeriptively". We
engage in many (probably most) of our actions while not being
conscious of our reasons for doing so, in the sense that we do
not attend to them or think about them at the time of acting (or,
often, ever).18 For instance, we do so when we act distractedly,
or when we engage in habitual or routinized actions. T usually
lock the door when leaving the house without thinking of my reason
for doing so, my wish to deter intruders. Yet it seems just as
true to say of me that I have my reason for so acting in this case
as it does in the cases where I consciously think about and attend
to my reason for undertaking the actions for example, on the occa=
sions when I purposely leave the door unlocked, thinking as T do
that I will be out only in the front garden and will be returning

indoors soon.

Thus, in order for an awareness or consciousness condition
for reasons to have any plausibility at all "conscious of" and
"consciously” must be characterized "dynamically" rather than
"deseriptively”, to use Freud's temminology. Though my being
consclous of my reason may in fact involve my actually attending
to it, all that is required is that T am able to attend to it.
Although I lock the door without thinking about why I do so, were
my attention drawn to it at any stage during my performing the
action of locking the door I could readily become aware of and give
my reason for doing so.

It is perhaps important to point out that it is not in the
spirit of a wish to improve upon ordinary language that the distinc~

tion between the dynamic and desgcriptive senses of "unconscious®
is introduced here; it is merely a wish to capture a distinction

which usually is conveyed by the context in ordinary discourse.
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At worst, it might perhaps be said against ordinary language

that it is ambiguous with regard to this matter. But there is
certainly a common sense of the expressions "consecious of", "aware
of", "having in mind" and suchlike, which implies the kind of

capacity for attention and awareness which Freud's concept of

preconsciousness connotes. Depending upon the contrast intended,
"being conscious of X", or "keeping" or "having 'X' in mind”, convey

actually attending to X in one context, and having the cgnaclity

to attend to X, in another.

Since certain extra conditions must be met in order for a

person to be able to state or express his or her reasons (a certain

verbal and conceptual facility, and the necessary physical
wherewithall, such as muscular control, etc.), it has been emphas
sized rightly, for example by Peter Alexander,19 that the aectual
capacity in which we are interested here is best deseribed in terms
of recognition. The person must be able, at least inwardly, to
recognize it as his or her reason when that reason is presented to
him or her. The inarticulate person witheut much verbal facility
or the mute, for example, might thus still be said to have reasons,
even though he or she camnnot give them. And this seems to be
correct. The concept of being aware or conscious of a reason does
not appear to be so closely tied with that of giving or expressing
it, in verbal form or otherwise, that we would judge that it
should be otherwise. Notice, however, that the notion of recog-
nition does presuppose a certain degree of conceptual and verbal
ability. The paralyzed mute who can merely recognize his or her
reason when 1t is drawn to his or her attention understands language

and uses concepis, at least inwardly.

I now wish to argue that even In the light of the above
refinements to the awareness condition, it can be shown that there
are cases of behaviour in which the person may be said to have a
reason and is, yet, uvnaware of the reason. Some such position
would seem to be suggested, in the first place, by the conclusions
which 1 drew in my earlier discussion about the open=ended nature
of reasong, If, as was there argued, there ig no clear and consi-

stent set of rules to allow usz to distinguish those beliefs and
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cases was not actually conscious or aware, descriptively speaking,
of the reason for acting while doing so, nor yet of the reasoning
process which formed the reason, is not in itself a problem for
the awareness condition, since it requires only that the person
could become aware or consclous of the reason, and the presence

of the capacity is not precluded in these cases. It is sufficient
that were the driver X stopped at the instant at which he slammed
on the brakes, he would be able to give his reason: "I saw the
child dart out in front of me®. And this account certainly core
rectly describes a number of split-second reactions of the sort

I am considering.

In support of my case, however, it would seem that there are
also more recalcitrant and extreme cases in which the perception
on which the reaction is based, the basis of the reason, seems
itself to occur at a subliminal or unconscious level, In the
previous case, the driver's report sounds rather like a descrip-
tion of a speeded up version of ordinary conscious reasoning and
reason formation in which the reason may be seen ag leading to
the action: "I saw the child and thought 'I must pull over to the
right, fasti'™; in the latter case it sounds more like an inference
leading from the action to the reasons “I must have noticed the
child because I swung over 80 quickl¥......". In more extreme
cases the driver could net say why he or she acted at all: vet
the facts are such that the obvious reason is that he or she
noticed the particular threat in the situation to which the reaction
can be seen as being a response - without perhaps noticing himself
or herself noticing it. While in one senaeyﬁant to say that the
person must have been aware or conscious of it, in the sense of
consciousness or awareness which is demanded in an awareness

requirement, he or she was nat.QQ

Do we say that in such a case a driver's noticing the danger,
albeit that she does so unconsciously, or does not notice herself
doing so, cannot be said to be her reason for reacting as she does?
If, against my argument, we follow the awareness condition for
reagons then, at least in the case last degeribed, the woman has no -
reason (of her own) for her action (although there may be a reason

why she did it). But such a conclusion is implausible., What makes
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it so is precisely that the latter action seems to differ from
the ones deseribed earlier in no other detail than the one of the
woman's awareness of her reason. In all other important ways the
actions seem to be exactly the mames the perception of the danger
must have occurred, even if it did so unconsciously, and so must
the reasoning. While this is so, it seems to be arbitrary and
captricious to say that merely because the reason was noted at a
consclous level in the one case and not in this one, it is at best
"the reason" in the latiter case, while it is "his or her" reason
in the former one. I suggest, therefore, that in the latter case
it also makes sense to speak of the woman having her reasons:

degpite the lack of requisite consciousness.

I shall return to the force of this objection to the awareness
or consciousness condition after first looking at the other class
of cases described as presenting difficulties for that condition,
those in which a person learns to make classifications between
items on the basis of perceptual diseriminations. One case of
type (ii) might be as follows: the trained sexer of day=old
chickens, for example, makes unerring distinctions on the basis of
visual cues which are, at least in one sense, unknown to him or her.
In this case, the "reasons™ why the chicken sexer picks one of the
chicks as female and another as male remain umknown to him or her,
since the skill is net taught discursively:s the components of the
act of diserimination at no point are analyzed conceptually., A
similar skill is that of recognizing a composer from listening to
music., Here the skill may be taught by non~discursive trial and
error techniques in the way that chicken sexing is. Notice that
if it is, the picker might not only be able to distinguish
"Scarlatti”, "Chopin®™ or "Bach" unerringly while unable to cite
reasons for doing soj further, he or she might not even be able to
recognize a certain factor as his or her reason even if presented
with it.

There are two possible explanations for an inability of the
latter sort. One of these is relatively trivial and the other
fundamental. The composer picker may simply be wnfamiliar with
the technical vocabulary of discursive musical "reasons®., He or

she may fail to recognize his or her own reason for discerning
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unidentified works as Scarlatti's in: "The characteristic half-
way modulation to the relative major when the piece begins in the
minor key", even though in fact this was the reason. However,
such a difficulty can in prineiple be overcome, since with the use
of ostensive definition the composer picker could be taught the
technical vocabulary so that he or she could come to recognize
and state his or her reason. A more serious problem arises with
the possibility that diseriminations are not made on the basis of
digtinet, identifiable elements at all, but on the basis of an
unanalysable perceptual gestalt which cannot be deseribed or
tanght discursively.

In contrast to the kind of cases described are other cases
of making distinctions on the basis of perceptual discriminations
where the basis for the judgement originally are learned discure
sively and only come, with practice, to be exercised intuitively.
The "reasons" on the basis of which the person was first taught
to make the distinctions may themselves be forgotten over time,
so that even the composer picker with a techniecal knowledge of
music or the art historian judging fake from real antiques, for
instance, might eventually come to proceed in a manner comparable
with that of the chicken sexer. There are reasons on the basis of
which the judgements are made, but they are not such that the per—
son can state or perhaps even recognize them. Are we to say that
they are not real cases of reasonsg, or are not the person's own
reagons, in these cases? T suggest that they are indeed real cases

of reasons and are the person's own reasons.

The latter cases have some bearing on the question raised
earlier in relation to the suggested distinetion between having a
general conceptual and linguistic ability and being able to
verbalize or conceptualize about the particular reason for a
particular action or choice, It would seem that we do want to say
that there are reasons for the composer picker's choices and that
these are his or her own reasons for naming one composer rather
than another. Just as I remarked that it seemed arbitrary to sug-
gest of the driver who swerved on account of subliminally or
mcongciously noticing the child dart out, that her noticing the
child was not her reason for swerving, so it seems arbitrary to
suggest of the composer picker who, for instance, originally
learned his or her skill discursively and merely came to forget

this (so that he or she made accurate discriminations discursively
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at time ¢, and intmitively at time tg), that at time t, he or she
had reasons in the full sense of for the choice, and yet at time

tz he or she had not. And if we do accept this conclusion, then

we are able to say that the conceptual and linguistiec capacity
which has to be built into the awareness or consciousness condition
iz a genmeral capacity, not a specific one., Being aware of ome's
reason entails having general conceptual and linguistic skills,

but it does not further entail being able to conceptualize about

one's reason or express it, even inwardly, in words,

In eonclusion, I would suggest that the cases described would
appear to be sufficient to cast doubt upon the awareness condition
itself. If there can be reasons for apparently ordinary actions,
no part of which the agent is aware, then the awareness condition
cannot be presented as one which is necessary for the correct
aseription of (his or her own) reasons to the agent.

Uncongcious Beliefs and Desires as Reasons

T can now relate these conclusions to the question of whether
imcenscious "reasons" can be regarded as true reasons. Sinece it
would seem that consciocusness or awareness need not characterize
all that we should wish to call genuine reasons, we can conclude
that even the case of unconscious beliefs and desires affecting
our behaviour and action may rightly be described as our reasons
for what we do.

Let us now return (long enough to dismiss it) to the more
sophisticated version of the awareness or consciousness condition
which states that we must not only be aware of our reagons, but
be aware of them in an intimate way as constituting our own reasons.
Remember that, even if the simpler thesis I have been discussing
had been established and it had been shown that "reasons®™ proper
must be such that we are conscious or aware of them, it is apparent
from the discussion in Chapter One that this characteristic of
reasons would have failed to exclude all cases of unconscious
mental states from the class of reasons., For we can and do beecome
aware of some of the unconscious 'reasons' for our actions as the

regult of self-analysis and therapy. However, all unconscious
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reasons would be excluded by the more sophisticated hypothesis
that real reasons or reasons proper (his or her reasons) are those
with the characteristically familiar feeling associated with our
awareness of them. This hypothesis would allow that unconscious
*reasongs’® could not be reasons since even vwhen we happen to be
aware of them, they do not have this characteristic familiar
feeling or aspect,

However, I would suggest that since it has been shown that
not all reasons need be such that we are aware or conscious of
them, the sophisticated and siricter awareness condition deseribed
above has nothing left to recommend it. We are entitled to speak

of unconscious reasons, both in the case where the reasons in

guestion comprise beliefs and desires of which we are in no sense
aware, and in the c¢ase in which, allthough aware of them, we are

go in a particular, gqualitatively distinguishable way.

Degpite this conclusion, there remains one context in which
our awareness of and capacity 1o give cur reasons does become
eritical, It is the context in which we evaluate an action as
"reagonable® and we shall return to it when we discuss the
guestions of the rationality and reasonableness of behaviour in

Chapter Five.

Reagong, Infallibility and Rationalization

My conclusion that there can be unconsciouns reasons runs

counter, of course, to any suggestion that the infallibility or

incorrigibility we enjoy with regard to them is what characterizes

real reasons. Although such 2 claim was already raised and
dismissed in Chapter One, it perbaps requires further comment.
Notice first that gince fallibility or corrigibility involves
ignorance as well as error, the cases described of having reasons
of shich one was completely umaware serve to refute the latler
theory as much as do cases of having reaé@na of vhich one was

aware, but in less than the requisite, Intimate way.

The theory that reasons proper must be known infallibly
appears to be cast into doubt by a person’s being able not only
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to be wrong about his or her deductions of wnmeoonscious reasons

but also, despite the alleged special access that person seems to
enjoy in relation to them, to be wrong about the comsciously held
beliefs and wishes, and consciously felt emotions and atil tudes
which are cited as reasons. Sometimes people believe that they act
for certain reasons, which they are aware of in the requisite,
intimate way, when in fact it seems that these 'reasons'® are merely
“rationalizations” which have played no part in bringing about the
said actions at all. And, while they may still be credited with
being reasons, in the weakest sense of being the reasons for which
the person believed himself or herself {o have acted, it seems to

me that on the standard mesning of the term thiz makes the reasons

cited merely "rationalizations™ and not really reasons proper at
21

all,

Marzism and most of modern social science would be impossible,

Indeed, without the concept of rationalization, Freudianism,

 The evidence from rationalization, however, while at first
sight lending support to my gimple dismissal of the infallibility
or incorrigibility criterion for reasons, in fact may be regarded
ag showing, rather, that the guestion of whether or not we are
infallible or incorrigible in our knowledge of our reasons (whether

or not, that is, reasons can be characterized by the infallibility

or incorrigibility we enjoy in relation to them) is one which is

interestingly moot. For someone wishing 4o maintain such incore

rigibility or infallibility has alwaye the recourse of denving that
the cases cited are properly described, apnd insisting instead that
ag long as the person was sincere in making the assertion, the
'reasons' given by a person must be the person's real reasons.

That is, someone could simply stipulate that incorrigibility ox
infallibility must be a characteristic feature of all reasons. And
becanse this move remains possible, 1t seems 1o be guestion~begging

to cite cases of rationalizations, since the very concept (that is,
the concept of *z reason' which the agent sincerely, but falsely,
belicves to have been the reason for his or her aeti@m) pPresupposes
that we are not always infallible or incorrigible in our lmeowledge
of the real reasonsg for our behaviour. S50 a criterion for reasons
baged on the infallibility or incorrigibiliity we may or may not be
supposed to enjoy in relation to reasons, must be phil@@%@i@ally

inconclusive.



The above-mentioned inconclusiveness invites a2 more general
observation. Any dispute about the coherence of the concept of
uneonseious motivation (or "umeonscious reasons®™ or "intentions
which are unconscious") presents the same peculiar difficulties
(difficulties which seem to be endemic to any dispute of this kind,
including the one mentioned on page 98 concerning the coherence
of the concept of a mental item which is not conseious), resulting
in the inevitably inconclusive nature of any finding reached,

The difficulty to which I refer may be put by saying that vhatever
iz adduced in support of one or the other of the two possible
pogitions (viz. the position that the concept of an "™unconsecious
intention® or "unconscious reazon® is conceptually incoherent and
the position that it is not) may be shown to have the form of a
petitio princigﬁi: it bege the question in favour of the positien

it would support, and is only convinecing given a previous accep~
tance of that position. Thus, Hampshire acted eorrectly in
phrasing his urge for the wmintelligibility of unconscious inten=
tionsg, guoted at the beginning of this chapter, as an admonition
or prescripbion, rather than as zn assertion of a proven, or

provable, fact.

Bven more than the arguments proposed in support of the
conceptual ineocherence of wmeonsclious rveasons, those presented to

show the imposeibility of speaking of an unconsclous intention

illustrate the nature of the impasse which I have just described.
Let us then iturn briefly to an examination of such arguments in
order Turther to understand it,.

Unconscioug Intentions

T™e strategy of arguments put f@rwamdgz in support of the
claim that the notion of unconscious intentions is a c@nceptually
incoherent one consists in showing, or attempting to show, that
the way in which we gpeak of "unconscious intentions™ is incompati-
ble with key features of the concept of ordinary, conscious
intentions, features which are consistently reflected in the ways
in which we speak about them. In particulars:

(1) It has often been argued that one's intentions are the sort
of things about which one cammot be mistaken. If a person



o 124 =

sincerely asserts that he or she has an intention then that
intention is truely attributable to that persong and

(2) It is asserted that when a person has an intention it is
true that that person acknowledges to himself or hersélf the ine
tention to do that which it is his or her intention to do,

In support of the first claim, that we cannot be mistaken
about our intentions, the following argument is proposed. Being
mistaken, it is said, entails knowing by observation that one is
ignorant or in error; but since we do not know about our own
intentions by observation, we cannot be said to be ignorant or in
error concerning them, But both teneits of this argument, premiss
and conclusion, seem to be gquestion-begging. For surely we would
want to say that if it is assumed that there are unconscious
intentions (and that the concept of an unconscious intention is
coherent), then, in the first place, there are intentions (of ours)
which we know observationally, viz. those of our unconscious intene
tions which, with the help of therapy or special skills of self~
analysis, we come to deduce from our knowledge of our behaviocur
and psychological tendencies., And, in the second place, we can be
sald to be migtaken about our intentions, for just the same reasons
and in the same‘way as it was shown earlier that we may be said io

be mistaken about our reasonsg.

So, if we were to accept the concepiual coherence of the
notion of an unconscious intention, then it couldnot be said that
the feature expressed in (1) did wnfailingly characterize all
25

intentions.

Tuming now to the second feature of ordinary, conscious
intentions which, it is argued, precludes the possibility of
having intentions which are uvnconscious (the requirement expressed
in (2) that the intender always acknowledges the intention), we

find that it would seem to be gquesiion-begging in somewhat the
same way a8 were the assertions made in the requirement expressed
in (1), 4nd, again, as was shown with the requirement expressed
in (1), there is no neutral ground, Those who refuse to accept
the coherence of the notion of an unconscious intention refuse to

admit cases of unconszecious intentions as instances of intentions -
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when intentions are described as having particular essential
features — even when, if unconscious intentions were possible, they
would rightly be said to have these features. But those (such as
myself) admitting the possibility of unconscious intentions equally
can be said o err in assuming the coherence of the notion of
unconscious intentions by introducing the fact that unconscious
intentions have the essential feature in question: in this case,
the feature expressed in (2), that the agent acknowledges his or

her intentions.

On the gasumption of the coherence of the notion of an uwncon=
scious intention, my first move is to say that the post~therapeutic
assertions we make about our unconscious intentions can be said to
be assertions about intentions and, ipso facto, that the concept
of an unconscious intention is one which ig coherent., Now those
arguing against me,for the incoherence of the eoncept of an
uncongcious intention, acknowledge the class of such supposed
aggsertions of '"intention', but make the move which exactly parallels
that made abeve, claiming that such post=therapeutic assertions of
'intentions' are not instances of intentions at all. They cannot
be, it is said, since the concept of an unconscious intention is

coneeptually incoherent,

Thus, the whole question of whether or not there can be
uneongcious intentions or reasons, the guestion of whether the
concept of an unconscious intention or reason can be said to be
coherent, is, in an important sense, moot. In order to prove the
conceptual incoherence of the notion of an unconscious intention,
the standard distinguishing features of ordinary, conscious
intentions or reasons are introduced, But, if there were such
things as unconscious intentions or reasons, then the standard
criteria would collapse, or at least be siretched and weakened to
cover them, just as Descartes's criterion for mental substance has
given way in the face of the apparent coherence of the eoncept of
meongcious mental states. To appeal to the standard eriteria %o
argue against the coherence of the notion of unconsciouns intentions
or reasons would be to beg the question. Yet, in the same way, to
introduce the fact that we speak of unconscious intentiens or
reagons in order to prove the criteria to be inadequate, seems
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equally question~begging.

(Similarly, attempts to prove that Freud himself did not

propose the concept of an unconscious intention which opponents

of the notion of wneconscious intentions attribute teo him,24 con
have 1ittle other than historical value., Whatever concept Freud
actually employed (if he was congsistent in his use of one at all,
which can be guestioned), his work has given rise to the interpre-
tation in question, and it has thuzs taken on a significant life of
its own and deserves our attention for its intrinsic interest and

plausbility.)

Needless to say, the above-menitioned inconclusiveness leaves
us free to disregard such a theory and to accept my conclusion
that wmeonscious beliefs and desires may be zmaid to function as
the agent's reasens or intentions for his or her aetions. For, if
the conceptual impossibility of uncomscious reasons or intentions
camnot conclusively be established, then the conceptual possibility
of them remains open. Moreover, given the subgtantive work of
Preud and neo=Freudians, there iz every reason to posit the

existence of uneconscious reasons or intentions,

Incongcions Rationality

In admitting the possibility of wneonsciously metivated behaw
viour, are we further committed to the elaim that the person whose
behaviour ig vwholly or partly wnconsciously motivated may be
rational in doing what he or she does? Some have said, mistakenly
as T shall argue, that the answer 1o this guestion would appear to
be a resoundingly negative one., For wncongsciously motivated behge
viour ig ofien cited as one of the paradyms of irrational behaviour
and the neurotic az the very opposite of what we mean vhen we speak
of a rational person. Nor do we have far to go ﬁ@ find what look
to be substantial reasons why this ghould be s0,

Pirst, it may be said, calling an action rational implies
that it stems from, or is based upon, beliefs and decigions arising
out of a sequence of logical reasoning (about one's priorities,
the means at hand, one's goals, the facts of the case, etc.). Yet
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Freud has described the very nature of primary process or wncone
scious "thinking' as i1llogical and unreasonable, as thought
processes which patently fail to come to grips with or to take

into account any features of external reality at a11@25 {(And,
although we dismissed the concept of primary process thinking as

a criterion for distinguishing unconscious mental states, we cannot

80 readily ignore the evidence which prompted Preud to introduce
the concept.)

-

Secondly, it may be supposed that the very notion of rational
action presupposes an awareness and understanding of the reasons
why we act, since it is understood to be based upon a cool appraisal
of alternative courses of action. Yet, by its nature, behaviour
which is wnconsciously motivated implies, at least for the most
part, the absence of such awareness., Thirdly, it may be said that
most wnconsciously motivated behaviour, or at least most of that
which is described by Freud, is, seemingly, pointless and futile
in the extreme, BEven when regarded as a means of achieving uncon=
sciously perceived objectives, it often appears singularly ill-
designed for that end. And such behavicur is in that respect
essentially irrational. What could be less rational, it might be
asked, than the repetitive and apparently stupid actions of the
typical obsessive ritual described in Freud's case studies? And,
lasgtly, it may be claimed that only behaviour which commts catew
gorically as voluntary may be a candidate for being described as
rational, and since the status of unconsciously motivated behaviour
ag voluntary is, at best, in gquestion, it cannot be deseribed as

rational behaviour at all.

Peters's distinetion between "the reason" and "his or her
reason”, to which T referrved earliey has important ramifications
for this discussion. Peters, it will be remembersd, argued thai
only in the sense of "the reason" (see page 110) = where the person
was conscious of a reason, but it may or may not have actually
been operative = could it be said that unconsciously motivated
behaviour is behaviour for which there are reasons,gé In arguing
thus, Peters aimed to defuse the line or argument which might
suppose that since being explained in terms of reasons is what



o J28 -

constitutes rationality, unconsciously motivated behaviour,

for which there ean be said to be reasons, might be said to be
rational behaviour., Even though we do not generally speak of the
reasons for unconsclously motivated behaviour, Peters insisted, we
do not, or at least we should not, speak in the pogsesgive form of

a person's own ("his or her") unconscious reasons.

Since the publication of The Concept of Motivation, there

have been intermitient attempts te support Peters's move and to show
that the phenomena described by Freud and the psychoanalysis is an
ingtance of irrational, or at least non-rational, behaviowr:
attempis which sometimes have emphasized and elaborated upon one,
and sometimes upon another, of the different approaches to, or

conceptionsg of, rationality already mentionedaz?

Peters's and subsequent efforts to repudiate the notion that
weconsciously motivated behaviour can be sald to be rational may
all be traced to two significant articles written during the late
1940%s and early 1950°'s, Toulmin's "The Logleal Status of
Psych@analymis”gg and Flew's "Psychoanalvtic BExplanation®,
Toulmin argued thats

"The kemel of Freud's discovery is the introductieon
of a techmigue in which the psychotherapist begins by
gtudying the motives for rather than the causes of
neureotic behaviour.”

29

(Toulmin, Page 218)
Toulmin and Flew were concerned to show that while Freuvd was
significently right when, in his elinical discussions, he intro-
duced the concept of unconseious motives, purposes and intentions
for neurotic behaviour, he was profoundly wrong when, at a
theoretical level, he insisted that these uncaﬁﬁei@us motives
were actually inferred efficient causes.

"Ffreud as a working psychoanalyst is primarily concerned
with discovering and making patients realize and admit the
motives, purposes and intentions of their neuretic beha~
viour, which metives, elc., are called "unconscious’
because, unitil he has done his work, his patients have no
knowledge of them. But Preud as a theoretician seems to
think.e.se.that he has inferred the existence of unconscious
mental processes which produce real and palpable

obgsessive actions,”

(Flew, Page 10)
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They advocated that Freud be interpreted not as introducing
explanations in terms of "recherché,. not to say disreputable®
(Flew, Page 12) efficient causes, but as introducing metive=-type
explanations. And, while admitting that there are differences

betwesn the explanations of our ordinary conscious motives and

explanations in terms of unconscious motives, Toulmin and Flew ine
gisted that they are merely different in degree ~ while the diffe~
rence between motive~type explanations and causal-type explanations

iz a difference of kind.

What did Toulmin and Flew regard as the major differences
between explanations in terms of metives, purposes and intentions,
on the one hand, and these In temms of causes, on the other? They
were concerned with the same kind of distinetion as that discussed
earlier, between causes and reasons and causal explanations and
reasons explanations, Toulmin and Flew subscribed to the view that
there is a radical difference in kind beiween causes and causal
explanations, on the one hand, and motives or reassons and motive
explanationg, on the other hand, Further, that each kind of expla~
nation was appropriate todifferent phenomena: motives and reasons
explain human sction, cavses explain movements - so that explana~
tions of the one sort are simply not reducible to explanations of
the other,§0

The emphasis placed by Toulmin and Flew upon the analogy
between unconscious motives and the ordinary, conscious reasons
and motives which we offer in explanation of our ordinary, rational

behaviour, suggests the posgsibility of viewing unconssiocusly

motivated behaviour itself as rational, inasmuch as it iz a

rational response to the situation as perceived from the point of

view of the agent's unconscious state of mind., Por Toulmin and

Flew, arguing that unconscioug mental states were motives meant
that ipso facto they could not also be causes. While not entirely
accepting this position (see page 108), I wish to examine the
suggestive notion that since unconscious mental states seem to
function in the way that motives and reasons do, it may yet be
possible to assess the rationality of unconsciously motivated

behaviour,
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To return to the example used in the previous section, given
that Freud's patient wanted to prevent her parents from having
sexual intercourse by opening the adjoining door, then albeit
that the wish may not have been one of which she was entirely
congcious, nor one which was based upon solid grownds (her fear
that her mother's giving birth to another child would be to her own
disadvantege may have bheen ﬁngwounded), nevertheless, as was
observed previously, there does seem to be a way in which it is
true to say that her action was appropriste to her wish., And, thus,
there might be said to be a sense in which Freud's patient acted
rationally in doing what she did. More generally, what looks to
be a bizarre, inappropriate and thoroughly irrational action is

often so only relative to the agent's consciously held beliefs and

wigshes, In the light of her conseiously-held beliefs about cause
and effect, the nature of pillows and the ways in which two people
can be prevented from having sexual intercourse, and her conaciously
held desires and wishes, Freud's patient's ritual with the bed and
bolster was clearly irrational, Yet, if we can temporarily forget
that her unconsciously held beliefs may themselves be peculiar and
unjustified, and if we regard her behaviour in the light of those
beliefs, then it does take on the appearance of having a certain
rationality. It makes sense and seems appropriate in a way that

it fails to do if we regard it as a response to her consciously held

beliefs and desires, It is not so obvious, as was also remarked
earlier, that all, or perhaps even many at all, of Freud's other
cases of neurotic behaviour with unconscious origins are rational,
even in this sense. Thus, the assumption which seems ta be shared
alike both by those urging that unconsciocusly motivated behaviour
be classed as rational, and those who would regard it as irrational,
or non~rational - the assumption that all neuwrotic behaviour and
all unconsciously motivated behaviour in general. has the same
characteristies, and is either rational or net = is one which may
be guestioned. It seems likely that just as it was shown that the
concept of the unconscious motivation of behaviour (as distinct
from behaviour's being produced by unconscious mental states, or
its being a sign or symptem of them) fitted only some of the cases
which Freud cites, and not others, so it might be that only in
some cases of behaviour for whose explanations we introduce talk

of unconscious mental states can it pllausibly be said that it is
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rational ,

However, I wish to defer any further discussion on this
point in order to deal first with the prior guestion of the

nature of rationality itself. For the most obvious explanation

of the disagreement between those deseribing unconsciously
motivated behaviour as rational and those describing it as
irrational, is simply that the term 'rational' is subject o
different interpretations, and that its very ambiguity has served
to cloud discussions about its application in this area,
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1 In the essay on the Unconscious (1915) Freud makes the
following remarks about such an objection:

"eosoe0ur most intimate daily experience introduces

ug to sudden ideag of the source of which we are ig-
norant, and to resulis of mentation arrived at we know
not how. All these conscious acts remain disconnected
and vnintelligible if we are determined to hold fast
to the claim that every single mental act performed
within us must be conscipusly experienced; on the other
hand, they fall into demonstrable connection if we
interpclate the unconscious acts we infer. A gain in
meaning and connection, however, is a perfectly justi=
fiable motive, one which may well carry us beyond the
limitations of direct experience. When, after this,
it appears that the assumption of the unconscious
helps us to construct a highly successful practical
method, by which we are enabled to exert a useful
influence upon the course of conscious processes, this
suceess will have won us the position that it is both
untenable and presumptuous to claim that whalever goes
on in the mind must be known to consciousness,."

(My underlining)

(Page 117, op. ecit.)

2 "Disposition and Memory™, Pages 174-5. Reprinted in
Hampshire, ed., Freedom of the Mind, Princeton University
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Kegan Paul, London, 1959.
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6 See, for example, Shwayder's claim (The Stratification of

Behaviour, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1965) that reasons for
doing én action can be distinguished from reasons for
doing it in a ceriain ways

"One may kill a dog for the reason that it is rabidg
but kmowing other things about dogs and drugs, he may
do the act by injecting the creature with sirychnine.
What the agent knows shows itself not as a reason for
doing the act, but, if you wish, as a reason for doing
it in a certain way. But, his knowledge that dogs are
creatures mortally allergic to strychnine may not
figure at all, for he may act solely from the belief
(for the reason) that the animal, whatever its kind,
ig rabid,®

(Page 88)
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Thig, at least, seems to me elearly too restricitive. While
in this case, the reason for doing the action in a ceriain
way may have been no part of the reason for doing it, it
seems clear that the reason for doing it must be counted as
part of the reason for doing it in a certain way.

Hart and Honoré, Causation and the Law, Oxford Tniversity
Press, 1958,

Anscombe, op. eit.; Melden, Free Action, London, Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1961 and "Willing" in Philosophical Review,
19603 Hart and Honor&, op. cit; and Peters, op. cit.

Melden, "Willing®™, op. cit.
See Peters:

esaaas 1Lf we are, in fact, confronted with a case of
a genuine action.....then causal explanations are

ipso facto inappropriate as sufficient explanations.
Indeed, they may rule out rule following purposive
explanations., To ask what made Jones do something is
at least to suggest that he had no good reasens for
doing it, Similarly, to ascribe a point to his action
is ipso facto to deny that it can be sufficiently
explained in terms of causes, though, of course, there
will be causes in the sense of necessary conditions.

A atory can always be told about the wnderlving
mechanismss but this does not add up to a sufficient
explanation, if it is an action that has %o be
explained.”

(Page 12, op. cit.)

See L.R,V. Burwood and C,A. Brady's paper: "Philosophical
Models of Man", Educ. Beview, Feb, 1981, for further
explication of the reason-cause distinetion in relation to
the free will~determinism problem.

For example, by Hart and Honorés

"It would be somewhat wmatural in the informal dig-
course of ordinary life to describe any of this range
of cases by saying that one person caused another to
act, and in some cases this deseription would be
positively misleading. 'He caused me t0 act' would be
merely unatural (and 'He made me do it' natural) in
those cases where one person merely advisged, or tempted
or requested another to act, or procured his action by
offering a reward.”

(Pages 48~49, op. cit.)
Peters, op. cit., especially Pages 9=16.
Peters, op. cit., Pages 1=8,

Peters, op. cit., Page 63
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Peters argues that Jones's walking across the sitreet in
order Lo get some tobacco explains what Jones does only

on the assumption that walking across the street is an
efficient way of getting to the tobacconist's. And, because
this norm is an assumption which we must make in order to
see Jones's wish to buy tobacco as completely explaining
why Jomes acts as he does, Peters concludes that we must
view such an explanation as fundamentally different from

an ordinary causal one in which giving an explanation
invelves citing causally necessary and suffiecient conditions
for the phenomenon explained,

But no amount of assumed norms will enable us to
explain Jones's behaviour unless we are able to aseribe a
belief in those very norms to Jones himself, And, if Jones's
subscribing to the norms in question is thus necessary in
order for us completely to explain his action, then there
seems no objection te deseribing his belief that walking
across the street is an efficient way of getting to the
tobacconist's as a necessary condition of Jones's action,

S0, Peters's distinction between two fimdamentally different
types of explanation appears to lose significance.

I would suggest that the error which Peters made stems
from precisely the fauli, described earlier in our discussion
of reasons, of presupposing some method of delimiting those
beliefs and desires comprising the main or primary reason(s)
for an action. As was shown earlier, in the absence of any
way of so delimiting "reasons", it must be allowed that any
beliefs and desires of the agent's which were necessary for
the occurrence of the action in guestion, count as part of
the agent's reason(s) for so acting. As long as this opene
ended feature of reasons is recognized, there would be no
temptation to claim, as Peters does, that Jones's wish for
tobacce alone was Jones's reason for his action.

Let us notice too that Peters's characterization of the
digtinetive nature of "his or her reasons® explanations
appears to execlude from the class of "reasons® those explana~
tiong deseribed in Chapter Two in wkich a "whim® is cited.

A desire to act which is (subject to the qualification made
in that chapter) uncommected with any other of the agent’s
desires, is likewise independent of any noms of efficiency
or soclal appropriateness. To eite my feeling like steak
may fally explain my oxdering the tournados: we need introe-
duce no adherence to norms to do so., (We must, of course,
include that I see that tournados are on the menu and that
I know that they are steak,) Now Peters may be prepared o
deseribe actions taken on whims of the kind deseribed as
better fitting a causal explanatory framework (certainly
actions taken on a whim are in some cases awkwardly indistine

guishable from actions for which there are said to be so~ecallad

‘mental causes' which must, presumably, be placed in the
category of causal explanation), But linguistic considera
tions would appear 1o favour our allowing even whimg as "his
or her reasons"., My sudden yen for steak, unreasonable asg
it may be, is still surely my reason for ordering steak, and
not merely the reason why I do so, or the cause of my doing
80,
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We may comclude that little plausibility attaches
to Peters's first way of characterizing the distinction
between "his or her reasons", on the one hand, and the
cause of a movement or of some behaviour, on the other.

For example, by Peter Alexander, "Rationality and
Pgychoanalytic Explanation™, op. cit.

The point has been made often, See for instance Anscombets
remark in "Intention", reprinted in White, ed., Philosophy

of Action, Oxford, 1969, that:

Meeseait 18 not in 2ll cases that 'I did so in order
t0asees! coan be backed up by 'T felt a desire that....'.
I may simply hear a knock on the door and go down

stalirs to open it without experiencing any such desire.?

(Page 146)
By Alexander, op. cit. See Page 33%1:

T may have a reason in mind without atiending to itese.
however, it is a necessary condition for my acting for
a reason that I should be able to become awsre of my
reason if T think about my behaviour, although I need
not be able to state itess..(l must be able to)
recognize it as my reason,”

Dennett (Content and Consciousness, Routledge and Kegan Paul,
Londen, 1969) makes interesting use of this dual role

played by the notion of awareness with hig distinetion
between 'awaxenessi’ and 'awarenesag',

I differ from Peters on thiz peint, mince his characterization
of "hig or her reascons®™ includes all reasons cited by the
person, whether or not such reasons actually were effective

in bringing about the behaviour in question.

For example, by Seigler ("Unconscious Intentions™, Inguiry,
1967), At the same time ag denying the coherence of the
concept of an unconscious intention, Seigler actuwally
admits the notion of wmeonscious desires, wants and wishes,
concluding that:

"Perhaps Freud's insight is not that he can see
slips ag or discover them to be, intentional, but
rather, that we can discover slips to be very
revealing about the wishes, wants, desires, hopes,
etc., 0f the 8pe8keTYescoasa®

(Page 263)

But, despite its superfiecial similarity to my previous
conclusions coneerning wnconscious motives (that is, that
there are unconscious desires, wishes, wants and purposes),
Seigler's claim, in the context of this argument, i=m
actually tantemount to a denial of the category which I have
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explicated as that of wnconsclously motivated behaviour,
as distinet from behaviour which is merely produced by
meongcious mental states, and to an assertion that the
only way in which wneonsciocus mental states can be said
to oceasion behaviour and be introduced to explain it,
is in this latter way - ag producers of it.

Seigler's particular strategy is to show (i) that our
ordinary concept of an intention is inconsistent with the
uses which are made of "unconscious intention®, and (ii) that
certain characterigstics ef the concept of a desire correspond
to the charascteristice which we atiribute to unconscious
mental states when we introduce them inte explanations of
behaviour, in particular, to those characteristics associated
with desires as pagsions. He then perfunctorily bundles
together wishes and wants with desires in order to conclude
that there are only unconsecious deszires, wishes and wants
(in his sense of these terms), and there are not unconseious
intentions. According to his analysis, uvnconscious wishes,
wants and desires produce behaviour, in my sense, but they
do not motivate it.

In addition to arguing (1) that we cannot be mistaken
with regard to our intentions; and (2) that having an
intention entails acknowledging to onesgell that one intends
to do %, Seigler argues that having an intention alsoc entails
(3) that A desires that a particular state of affairs obtain
which does not now obitain; (4) that A often does, or makes
an effort to do, what he says he intends to doj and (5) that
A has other desires comnected with desiring to do X,

The defects with the claims made in (1) and (2) are
dea with at length on pages 123=6, In addition, a
difficulty arises in that there is an incompatibility between
the requirement cited in (1) and that in (4). If (1) is
true then (4) cannot also be true, for the truth of (1),
it seemg, implies at least the possibility that A might
never do what he c¢laimed to intend to do, nor yet even make
an effort to do so. If (1) is true, and a person cammot be
mistaken in asseriing "I intend®, then initending must congist
golely in sincerely making that assertion, and Seigler must
be wrong in claiming that:

¥eesoseil must be the case thalt very often when A
intends teo do X, subsequently, he does, in fact, do

X, for it seems that if A never did what he said he
intended to do, unless there were very special accomnts
of his circumstances we should hesitate to say that he
intended to do those things, bul perhaps, depending

on the particular details, that he wished or hoped,

that he would X, or thought about the prospect of X=ing."

(Page 260)

Now 1t may be replied that Seigler is proposing not
what must be the case here, but merely what is, contingently,
the case. He might be prepared to acknowledge the possibiw
lity in prineiple of this lack of correspondence between
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intending to X and doing X or making some effort to do X,
while yet insisting that as a contingent fact about the
way we are, the said disparity never arises, And this is
indeed how he seems ' to be arguing a little later, when
he remarks thats

“If the entire language community only on rare
occasions did what they said they intended to do,
they would thereby not have our concept of intention."

(Page 260)

But even thisg claim is false, as it will be shown, either
an outer, behavioural criterion must be chosen, or an inmer
one: what is important is that one must be chosen as the
final arbiter. They camnot, as Seigler seems to imply,
function together as joint final criteria, because of the
possibility described of their leading us to contradictory
conclusions.

S0, it would seem that if he wishes to retain the claim
about intentions which he makes in (1), then Seigler cammot
also assert (4), and if he wishes to assert (4), then he must
relinguish (1).

(3), the claim that having an intention involves that A
desires that a state of affairs obtain which does not now
obtain, and (5), the claim that having an intention involves
that A has other desires comnected with his desiring X, may
both be said to be obvious and incontestable truths about
intentions = although it is difficult to understand why
Seigler chooses to introduce them in this particular dis-
cussion, since there is no reason why they should not also
be true of A when A was unconsciously motivated; nor, for
that matter, why they should not also be true of A if A merely
had desires, wishes or wants, as distinet from intentions.
Many desires are characterized by both of the requirements
expressed in (3) and (5): and, if they are possible at all,
unconsecious intentions or desires might also be expected
to be so characterized.

Assuming that (1) represents a more important feature
of intentions than the requirement expressed in (4), and that
given a choice between (1) and (4), the requirement expressed
in (4) would be dispensed with in favour of the requirement
expressed in (1), it would seem that (3), (4) and (5) may all
be dismissed, at this point, as having no bearing upon the
argument in question., This leaves us with the requirements
expressed in (1) and (2), both of which are shown on page 124
to be guestion-begging.

And the positive side of Seigler's thesis is actually no
more helpful than the negative one, Having established what
unconscious mental states are not, viz. intentions, Seigler
proceeds to give some arguments towards his conclusion cone
cerning what they are - desires, wants and wishes, But these,
too, prove inconclusive, Rather than considering these
three concepts separately, Seigler deals only with desires,
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on what must be taken as the assumption that in the respects
mentioned, the three are not distinguishable. And what he
cites as the charascterigtics of demires which make them
closest to our idea of an unconscious wmental state, are all
features of desires which they have by virtue of being
pagsiong, or states which we are in:

(1) we can be unaware of them;

(2) they can overcome usj

(3) they are things which we try to resist, and
are ashamed of,

While all the characteristics which Seigler cites in (1)=(3)
are true of gome desires, it is neither true that all desires
have these characteristics, nor that wishes and wants which,
it will be remembered, are lumped together with desires in
bhis conclusions, do.

The guestion of whether we can be said to be unaware
of the desires, wishes and wants which we have is one the
answer to which could only come with a decision on the guestion
a1t issue.concerning the coherence of the expressions
*iconscious desire®, "unconscious wish™, "unconscious want®.
To assume an answer would appear to beg the questions, since
if we conclude that there can be unconscious desires, wishes
or wants, then preswmably we must admit that these states
are such that we can be said to be unaware of having them.
With regard to (2) and (3) above, desires are not always
pasgions at all = they are sometimes reached by rational
processes, And there is no reason to suppose that such a
rational desire should overcome us, or even be a candidate
for resistance, or an attitude of shame. In addition, we do
not often, certainly we do not always, try to resist our
wishes; on the contrary, their very impotence, the fact that
they are mere wishes, seems to obviate that., Nor, for roughly
the same reason, do we speak of their overcoming us,
Similarly, we do not naturally speak of resisting a want, nor
of our wants overcoming us. Both the resistance location and
that to do with overcoming, are restricted to pure passions,
and only desires (and not all desires at that, as we have
seen), ever count as these,

In fact, this issue is somewhat complicated because we may
even question whether these fealures can be said unfailingly
to characterize all ordinary, conscious intentionz. Tt does
seem to be true that we do not appeal to observation or go
through a process of finding out what cur own conscious intenw~
tions are. And, we are ugsually treated as being unable to

be mistaken with regard to them, 1In fact, "1 intend" secems
often to work like a performative utterance, the very saying
of which constitutes the doing of it. However, sometimes,
although less commonly, 'intend' seems to be used differently.
It seems to me that we do agk "Did she really intend 1o do
that?®, at times, when the person's honesty is not in
guestion, but her future conduct is,

Because of this ambigulity, and the fact that common
usage has become somewhat tainted by psychoanalytic thought



24

25 a)

b)

- 139 =

and no longer gives us entirely consistent guidelines,
philosophers have no cheice but to arbitrate. Either they
must decide to treat intention as a pure performative, in
which case it will be correct to continue to ascribe inten=
tions to a person even if that person never moves towards
doing what he or she claims to intend to do, or else 'intend!
will have to be given some sort of behavioural criterion for
its correct ascription., The final decision as to whether a
person has intended to do some action will have to come, so
to say, from the outside,

The latter alternative need only commit us to the intro-
duction of a behavioural criterion in extreme cases, of
course, Normally, if a person expressed an intention then
we should simply take that person's word for it, treating it
as having the force of a performative. If, for instance,
someone claimed to have been intending to write a letter,
yet delayed for days, we should probably concede that that
person intended to write it. But if a person were to claim
to have been intending to write a particular letter for some
number of years, and without evident impediment had failed
to do so, then we might be tempted to introduce the beha~
vioural eriterion and rule against the correctness of the
aseription of intention, insisting that while the person may
have entertained a hope or wish to write the letter, he or
she could not really be said to have intended any such thing.
And, if the latter decision is made, it will be true that
the person is corrigible, even with regard to those of his
or her own intentions which are ordinary, conscious ones.

As some writers have done, for example, Shope, "Freud on
Conscious and Unconscious Intentioms®, Inguiry, 1973,

Freud speaks, for instance, of thes
"eeseodrrational character possessed by everything
that is unconsecious when we translate it into conscioug—

ﬁ@ﬂﬁ»ooso"

(Page 226, "A Metapsych@l@gical Supplement 1o the Theory of
Dreams", 1917, Collected Papers).

Peters, op. cit., has suggested that this is actually the
strongest argument in support of the irrationality of
meonsciously motivated behaviour that there is. He gquotes
Ernest Jones:

"eseasCareful students have perceived that Freud's
revolutionary contribution o psychology......was hisg
proposition that there are two fundamentally different
kinde of mental processes, which he termed primary and
secondary respectively, together with his deseription
of them. The laws applicable to the two groups are so
widely different that any deseription of the earlier
one must call up a picture of the more bizarre types of
insanity., There reigns in it a gquite uninhibited flow
towards the imaginary fulfillment of the wish that
stirs it - the only thing that can. It is unchecked by
any logical contradiction, any causal associationss it
has no sense of either time or external reality.
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and comments thats

"This surely amounts to saying that insofar as
weonscious processes are involved, the thinking
about getting to the goal cannot be described as
either correct or incorrect, efficient or
inefficient, intelligent or unintelligent.®

(Page 64)

although Peters's own conclusion was actually somewhat lesgs
categorical. See Page 94, op. cit, where he remarks thats

"Neither the rule following purposive model nor the
mechanical model of explanation are really adeguate
for conceptualizing his (Freud's) revolutionary
insights,.®

For instance, Peter Alexander, "Rationality and Peychoanalytic
Explanation", Mind, 19623 Mullane, "Psychoanalytic Explanation
and Rationality®, J, Phil., 1971,

Analvsis, 1948-49,

Analysis, 1949-50,

Toulmin znd Flew may also have been influenced, in stressing
the difference in kind between motive type explanations and
causal type explanations by certain considerations thought
to flow from facts about the ontological status of motives,
wants and wishes, TIn his analysis of motives, Ryle (ggg

Concept of Mind, 1949) rejected once and for all the motion

of motives, wants and "acts of will" as ghostly, introspec—
table mental occurrences which antecede every intentional
action., Instead, Ryle insisted that, ontologically speaking,
motives are much more like behavioural dispositions or
tendencies. Now this analysis of the ohtological status of
motives sometimes has been thought to be linked with the
distinetion between the two different kinds of explanatory
model in the following way. It is said that since causes

are independently specifiable events, motives camnot be
causes, for they are not always events. This argument hasg

at least two flaws. Motives might be said to be events of
some sort, but events of which we do not always have access
through introspection. The fact that they are not always
events of which we are aware, does not prove that they cannot
be events. But a more fundamental difficulty arises with the
stipulation that dispositions cannot be cited as causes.

We do cite dispositions as causes, and as long as dispositions
are themselves analyzed as states this seems to be a perfectly
plavsible move.
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CHAPTER POUR

SUmmary

The notion of rationality is explored and three different
ways in which ‘rational! gualifies particular actions are
digtinguished:

(1) tActing rationally' as acting in such a way that one furthers
one's interests (or maximigses) one's expected wtility,
minimizes one's expected disutility, minimizes regret, etc.;

(2) tActing rationally' as having a rationale or purpose in
acting; and

(3) *hcting rationally' as acting reasonably, that is, having and
being moved by good reasons in acting.

The point is made that the assessment of a person's interests
is, In part, evaluative., Moreover, a distinction is made between
"being in a person's interests" and "being in a person's best
interests". Reference to a person's best interests seems to imply
an explicit comparison between the course of action undertaken and
all other possible courses of action available to the agent,

It is argued that, minimally, an action is rational to the
extent that it is in the interests of the agent as much as (or to
a greater degree than) any other course of action which is known
to the agent, or which might have been expected to have been known
to the agent, and, maximally, that that course of asction which of
all possible courses of action is the one which is (in faet) in

the agent's best interests is the most rationalone which the agent

might have wndertaken,

The notion of acting rationally, as related to having a
rationale or purpose in acting, is then explored. Some sociological
literature is drawn on and it is shown how an (initially) odd and
unintelligible action nevertheless can be deemed rational as a
means, given that it is done with some purpose or aim in terms of
which it becomes intelligible., In this sense of acting rationally,
no gualitative restrictions appear to be placed on the kinds of
beliefs which can count as reasons. We do not have to hold that

it is reasonable to pray for a good harvest, for example., All the
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anthropologist says is that given the (unreasonable) assumption
that praying can bring about a good harvest, we can regard the

action as a rational way of achieving the desired end,

This leads us to the notion of acting rationally in the
third sense: that of acting reasonably and being moved by good
reasong, Several different requirements for something's counting
as a good reason for an action are identified and the guestion of
the justification of beliefs is tackled. T argue that for an
action to be described as reasgonable, 1t must be the case that:
(a) the agent is capable of citing good reasons for having so acted
(and is sincere), and that:
(v) the agent was actually moved by those reasons. However, although
perhaps paradigmatically the case, the agent does not pecessarily

have to be conscious of them.
This (third) sense of rationality as acting reasonably includes

the netion of being Justified in believing one's action to further

one's interests.

Finally, having analyzed these three main accounts of what
it is to asct rationally, I make cerialin points about irrationality.
I show that the term *irrational' iz used not only te deseribe a
failure to meet each of the vequirements expressed in the
rationality characterizations in (1)-(3) above, but that it is
also sometimes used to described:

(i) ‘behaviour which is merely abnormal, and

(ii) behaviour which is involuntary.
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What dees 1t mean to describe, as we do, behaviour, people,
decisions and courses of action (both those taken and those
merely proposed) as "rational" or Yreasonable"? What does

rationality consist of?

The aim of this discussion, that of establishing what is
generally meant by expressions exploying the terms 'rational' and
'reasonable', is one which deserves a word of justification. For,
in intreducing the concepts of rationality and reasonableness,
we risk erring by attempting to treat as precise or to make
precise something which is by its nature imprecise., In particular,
accounts of the meaning of ‘'rational' and 'reasonable' suffer, as
has been observed,1 from "inflated definition™. And the ascrip-
tion of the terms 'rational'® and ‘reasonable’ encountered in
everyday conversatlion seem sometimes in their functlion to hover
uncomfortably between representing actual properties, on the one

hand, and alluding te ideals and abstractions on the other.

In the light of such peculiarities and complications, we
might be expected o approach even the simple question of how the
terms are ordinarily used with some trepidation. My justification
for attempting this task is a belief that beneath the outer layers

exist a solid core of intuitively agreed upon distinetions. which,

while they sometimes are disguised, nevertheless are roughly

discernable in a careful look at ordinary usage.,

The Breadth of Rationality Ascriptions

Before turning to the apparently numerous ways in which the
above issues might be addressed, let us note that, though the’
class of things described as "rational® is, as the above list would
indicate, an extensive one, it nevertheless has limits. In being
affected, that is, in being in certain mental states (of emotion,
mood and desire) we are rarely described as being "rational" or
"irrational®™, although we are in the actions we do out of our
afffections. (My feeling sad is neither rational nor irrational,
but my refusing companionship out of my grief may well be.)
Although some beliefs are themselves in the nature of affections,

nevertheless, the having or holding of beliefs, in contrast with
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being affected in the variocus other ways described, is sometimes

gaid to be rational or reasonable, or otherwige, For believing
has been regarded traditionally as a voluntary act, as something

we do rather than something which happens to us.

Yet, while few actions, apart from ordinary straightforward
voluntary actions, are described as ratiocnal or irrational, not
all voluntary actions naturally are so deseribed. There are
certain voluntary actions, in particular those which have no
likelihood of significant long~term consequences and which are
done without much prior thought (actions like that of turning to
someone in a conversation and smiling) which are treated neither
as rational nor as irrational. T ghall return later to the
significance of these qualifications on the applieation of the

concept.

As has been remarked already, there seem to be a number of
different ways in which the questions raised on page 143 might be
angwereds the term 'rational! takes on different colours in

different contexts,

Rational Persons

Sometimes by being rational, we mean simply having what Kant
called the faculty of reason, In this sense all human beings,
including those vwhom we might also describe as ¥irrational®, . are
rational, inasmuch as they were all born with the capaclty o
think and reason., When described in this way, our human rationality

is being contrasted with the capabilities of animals.2

In a somewhat more refined sense, our rational capacities
are contrasted with those of children, on the one hand, and the
ingane and mentally retarded, on the other, all of whom are
treated as lacking rationality due to
(a) umderdevelopment and/or
(b) malfunction or underdevelopment,

3

respectively, of the reasoning powers. It ig in this seuse that
the child is said to acquire rationality on reaching the "age of
reason®, that is, the time at which mental capacities reach

something approaching a full state of development.
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There is a slightly different sense in which the term
'rational' sometimes is treated entirely normatively, so that
the insane, for instance, are regarded as lacking rationality
through no particular incapacity of reasoning powers, but merely
by dint of the unusual nature of their beliefs, inclinations,

4

reactions or reasoning processes. Notice that the three uses
described are all uses of the term 'rational' which apply primarily
to persong and their eapacities rather than to the characteristics

of particulsr actions.

(1) Rationality as Furthering Interests

Of interest to us here are two common notions of rationality
which are applicable particularly to:
(a) the idea of rational action, or of rational behaviour, and
(b) to rational persons, only inasmuch as their rationality is
a function of the likelihood of their engaging in rational behaviour.
The first of these introduces the concept of interests. Hobbes's
thesis on the relation between self-interested behaviour, on the
one hand, and rationality or reasonableness, on the other, which
derives from his psychological egoism, is that behaviour which
serves our own interests would never be Yagainst reascn”,5 or,
more strongly, that to act in one's own self=interest always would
be to act rati@nally,6 We can converi this into the following
definition which, if not an exact statement of Hobbes's view,
nevertheless has been interpreted as his position:

If and to the extent that a personts action ig in his
or her interests, when being in a person's interests
means benefitting that person in some way, then it ism
to be regarded as rational,

For reasons which T shall explain, I suggest that the definition
be amended to read:

in action is rational to the extent that it is in the
interests of the agent as much as or to a greater
degree than any other course of action which is known
to the agent,; or which the agent might have been
expected to have knmwm, and

That action which of all possible courses of action
avgilable is the one which is in the agent's best
interests is the most rationsl action which the agent
might have undertaken.
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Let us begin by observing that this notion of rationality

allows of rationality's being a malter of degree., Notice also

that, wnlike Hobbes's, this definition of rationality takes into
account the agent's state of knowledge. T shall return to this
feature on page 149.

When can the consequences of an action be seen as benefitting
the agent? Tt might be supposed that we could define that which

benefits an agent as that which the agent would view as beneficial

or gsatisfvine., If we are able to do so then we could treat

rationality simply as a function of the extent to which an action
is likely to satisfy an agent's desires or wishes. Unforiunately,
as I ¢hall argue, such an analysis is not open o us in accounting
for rationality in terms of interesis. For the concept of
interests has an evaluative elemenﬁa7 Not everything which a
person would desire or wish or view as satisfying or beneficial
would be regarded as in that person's interests, Some courses of

action are seen as being intrinsically harmful, either because

they have intrinsic demerit as actions (one view) or because
(another view) they are seen as instrumentally harmful in
unfailingly producing in the agent states of mind themsgelves
Judged to be intrinsically harmful, And, because the concept of
interests is a partially evaluative one, what would be beneficial
to the agent carmot be egquated with what the agent would Jjudge

to be beneficial,

Anything which will benefit a person at all may be said,
a8 in my initial definition, to be in that person's interests.
But there are different ways in which we may be benefitted by a
particular course of action (for example, spiritually, materially,
etc,) or, as it may be put, we have differing interests which may
differently be served in any situation. Because of this, there
ig the possibility that some course of action might be in our
interests in some way while not being in our interests in another
way. As the definition was originally stated, an action might be
said to be rational as long as it furthered any of the agent's
interests and to be more rational in proportion to the number of

different interests of the agent's it satisfied at once. Bui,
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while the latter use is plausible, the former one is not.
Although accepting a promotion may be in a person's financial
interests, the suffering produced by her guilty consecience over
other duties neglected might so outweigh the financial benefit
as to make it a course of action which could not be said to be

rational for her in the least degree,

S0, we must define a course of action as being in a person's
interests, gimpliciter, as not merely its being in some particulax
one(s) of that person's interests and thus being beneficial in
some way(s), but, in addition, being unlikely to harm that persen
in any other way to such an extent that the said harm might
outweizgh the expected benefit, TLet us consider an example. In
assessing whether P ought to itravel to Ripon by bus, we might
weigh up the likely disadvantages and advantages of P's doing
go in the following way. Because ghe can read on the bus, what
might be ftermed her intellectual interests will be furthered by
travelling this way., Because she is prone to bus sickness, it is
a mode of travel which in the intereste of physical comfort, she
would better avoid. We might judge that her intellectual interests
outweigh in importance the mere interests of physical comfort and
might, thus, judge it to be in her interest gimpliciter to take

the busg trip. Should we say such an action was rational?

It ia certainly true that P could be said to have acted less

irrationally in taking the bus, given our assessment of the weight

of the interests involved, than had she not done so. But, we
should nevertheless wish to know more about the possible alter-
natives available to her befors conceding that her action was
rational. So, judging an action to be in a personts interests
gimpliciter camnot merely be a case of weighing up the consequences

of the course of action in the manner described.

It will be helpful at this point to conitrast the notion of
being in a person's interests with that implied in the phrase

"bheing in one's best interestg”. To say of a proposed course of

action that it is in the agent's best interests obviously includes
the asgsumption that it will benefit the agent Iin some way and will
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be unlikely to result in consequences whose ill effects are likely
te outweigh the good expecited from the aforementioned benefit.
But, in addition, reference to begt interests seems to imply an
explicit comparison betwean the course of action undertsken and

all other possible courses of action available 1o the agent.

{(We may define a possible course of action available to the
agent in the following way. Course of acition X is possible for
agent P just when X is causally possible for P and, were P aware
of X, she would, without further reflection, find no overvhelming
objection to adding X to her list of serious allternatives and
assessing with an open mind its advantages and disadvantages. For
example, it may be physically pogsible for P to reach her destinag-
tion by getting out her humting rifle, highjacking a passing car
and compelling the motorigt to act as chauffeur, However, such a
course 8till may not be a possible one for P in the above sense since,
were P aware of the possibility, she would without reflection pree

clude it from her final list on account of her moral scruples.)

Beference to the ageni's best interests implies that the
course of action undertaken is the one of all possible courses of
action available which would be most likely to benefit the agent.
When X, ¥ and Z are the only possible courses of action available,
in the sense defined, my doing any of X, Y and Z would be likely
to be in my interests, in the way described earlier., But my doing
Y might be in my interests more than would my doing X or Z.

(This may be on account of (a) & greater likelihood of Y's having
the consequences expected, or (b) its likely consequences them-
selves being of greater benefiit, or both.) Were this the case,
then Y might be said to be in my best interests, although it could

be said to be in my interests to do any of ¥, ¥ or Z.

Now the distinction T have drawn between acting in one's
begt interests and merely acting in one's interests has an artifi-

cial ring inasmuch as failing to do X, or failing to effect the

congequences of doing X, may be regarded as another of the conse-
quences of doing Y. If (the consequences of) not taking one

altemative course of action counts as a conseguence of taking
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another course of action, then it will always be the case that
the course of action which ig in one's best interests and that which

ig in one's intereste would be one and the game,

However, there would seem to be some advantage in limiting
the notion of a course of action's congequences in order to retain
the distinction between:

(1) a course of action's being in the agent's interests, and

(2) its being in the agent's best interests,

T ghall explore the way in which this limitation might be estab-
lighed in the following pages. First, let us look at intuitive
support which might encourage us to maintain such a distinction.
Consider our case again., P's town has no railway, and limitations
of money and time preclude transport by air or water., P's options
appear to her to comprise her driving to Ripon {during which she
could not read, although neither would she feel unwell, not being
prone to car sickness) or taking the bus. But her possible opiions
are greater, Unbeknownst to P, her neighbour, a reticent and
private person who never ventures such information, is driving o
Ripon in an empty car and is wishing for company. In this case,
we should surely want to say both that it ig in P's interests to
take the bus, and thus that she would act rationally in doing so,
and that it would be in P's best interests 1o ride with her
neighbour, since doing so she could both read and feel well, and

so it would be more rational to travel with the neighbour than by

bus.

The distinetion between Ybeing in one's interests®™ and
"heing in one's best intervests" must be maintained in order to
allow us to say, as I think that our intuitions would encourage us
to do, that P acted rationally in taking the bus despite her
ignorance of her best interests. How, then, can we mark the
distinction? It will be remembered that we must do so in order to
avoid the objection raised earlier that any action satisfying our
present definition for being in an agent's interests will neces~
sarily alsc meet the requirements for being in that agent's best

interests.

With the concept of an action's being in an agent's best
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interests we have, as was indicated earlier, a criterion enabling
ug to ascribe maximum rationality to a course of action in a
gituation. That is, maximum rationality is to be accerded to any
course of action which (in comparison with all possible courses
of action available to the agent in that situation) is the one in
the agent's best interests. It is important to notice that this
wonld inelude courses of action which the agent may net have cone
sidered because he or she was not aware of them, ineluding those

of which he or she could not have been expected to have been

AWATES »

However, while it concurs with our intuitive concept of a
course of action's being the most rational one for the agent to
undertake in a given situation, actions which will be in the
agent's best interests, in the above sense, cannot be supposed to
be the only ones which, on a purely intuitive basis, we should
judge to be rational. Our intuitive concept of rationality is,
after all, one of degree, and thus being the most rational course
of action possible is not the only way of being ratia%g> A charace
terization of rationality in terms of best interests and maximum
rationality alone fails to take into account the additional courses
of action to which our intuitions encourage us also to ascribe

some lesser degree of rationality.

So, we must also specify the minimum conditions which must
be met in order for rationality ascriptions to be made. One
possible way of doing so immediately suggests itself., Correspond-
ing to our definition of maximum rationality, we can say that the
minimum conditions for rationality are met as long as the agent

selects that action of all courses of action known te him or her

which will most further his or her interests, or which will be in
his or her interests at least as much as any other course of

action known to him or her,

While this characterization provides us with a clear-cut
definition, it is at variance with our intuitions. Ignorance of
other possible alternative courses of action does not always work
in the simple way it was shown to do in my last example, For we

should not always wish to describe as rational the action of a
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person who, as we should say, "ought to have™ or "might have been
expected to have" known of another course of action which would
better have furthered his or her interests. If, for instance,
Pl's neighbour were of a chatty turn and had mentioned her trip,
her empty car, her wigsh for company to P, and vet P failed to be
aware of the possibility of travelling with her neighbour (having
forgotten the remarks, or simply having failed to connect them
with her own plans), then we should hesitate to describe her
action in taking the bus ag even minimumally rational. Our
intuitions about the rationaliiy of pursuing a course of action
are affected by purely normative congiderations about the extent
to which particular agents in particunlar situations might have

been expected to have been aware of alternative courses of action,

But, giving a satisfactory definition or characterization of a
normative clause such as the one just mentioned is, as I shall

show, impossible.

We could attempt %o give an account of what the agent might
be expected to be aware of by delimiting the class of alternatives
of which a normal adult of average capabilities, perceptual
powers, ete., would have been aware in that situation. But the
difficulty with that asccount is that the situation must be so
gpecified ag to include the beliefs of the agent in guestion at
the time, and thus so tallored to fit the particular case as to be
unhelpful, To state what a normal person would have known given
the particular situation is in no way to advance on what the
agent "might have been expected to" have known., Similar diffi-
culties beset an account in terms of gomething like "All those

alternatives which, after a reasonable perusal of the particular

situation, that person would be aware of*, for we must appeal
again to the normal observer to give any account of the otherwise

question-begging “reasonable”,

Notice that there is an additional difficulty with such
normative phrases. They are ambiguous. I shall illustrate this
with reference to the phrase "what a person might have been
expected to have known™, but it will be seen that a similar
ambiguity is present in all phrases of this kind, inecluding the

one mentioned earlier, "what a person ought to have known®.
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"What a person might have been expected to have known" might,
on the one hands
(i) be taken to imply an epistemic judgement which could only be
made by a speaker in jignorance of whether or not the person judged
actually was aware of, or knew, the item in question. But, on the
other handz
(ii) the phrase may also be used to imply a normative judgement
made regardless of such epistemological considerations -~ the
Judgement that the person is to be condemmed if he or ghe does not
Imow some 1tem,
The latter Jjudgement iz made indifferently whether or not the
gpeaker is ignorant of the actual situation., T may know that A
is not aware of P, and yet I may still Judege that A "might have
been expected to have known that P*, in the laitter sense, Clearly,
it is only in the latter way that the notion "what 2 person might
be expected to have known™ iz used in the context we have been

discussing,

Let me recapitulate the arguments of the last pages. Apply=
ing one or both of the definitions established earlier, we have
two alternstive criteria for the aseription of rationality:

(1) An action is only correctly described as rational when it
iz in the agent's best interesis.

(2) (2) Minimally, an action is rational to the extent that it
is in the interests of the agent as much as, or to a greater
degree than, any other course of action known te the agent, and

(b) Maximally, that course of action which of all pessible
courses of action available is, in faet, the one which is in
the agent's best interests is the most rational one which
the agent might have undertaken,

But definition (1) is at variance with our intuitions in being
over inclugive, and definition (2), more particularly (2)(a), is

at variance with our intuitions in being over exclusive,

If we respect our intuitions with regard to the concept of
rationality we cannoi define the minimum conditions for rationality
ascriptiong and we must rely on undefinable normative clauses like

that concerning what the agent might be expected o know, We seem

thus to be faced with a dilemma. And, while concise definitions
are available, as I have shown above, meking use of them would

mean riding roughshod over our intuitionsg, for they do not
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completely concur with our intuitive conception of rationality.

While realizing the limitations inherent on doing so, T
intend to plump for the former horn of this dilemma and to embrace
the undefinable normative clauvse., I do so on the assumption that
there ig at least sufficient concurrence between the intuitions
of different people as to the extent of "what the agent might have
been expected to have known" for the notion not to have lost all
usefulness, despite the abgence of a definition for it. Thus, I
shall make use of the second definition above, inserting the
normative clause ag follows:

(1) (2) Minimally, an action is rational to the extent that it
is in the interests of the agent as much as (or to a
greater degree than) any other course of action which
is known %o the agent, or which might have heen
expected to have been known to the agent, and

(b) Maximally, that course of action which of all possible
courses of action is the one which is, in faet, in the
agent's best interests iz the most rational one which
the agent might have wndertaken,

There are a number of additional remarks to be made azbout 2 cone

ception of rationality of the kind T have been discussing.

It is interesting to notice that in approaching the question
of the rationality of a particular action, as judged by criteria
of the sort we have been considering, when that action is one
stemming from more than one distinguishable motive, two possible
strategies are available to us. Let us say that person A gives
person Z a large sum of money, when that action was moitivated in
two distinet wayss:
(i} A was touched by Z's hard-luck story and wanted to help him, and
(ii) A wanted to be thought generous and liked,
Let us assume that the gift merely "pauperizmes® 7 and leaves impule
sive A short of money, so that none of Z's interests (and none of
A's fiscal ones) are furthered by the action., However, at the
same time, the action has the effect of gaining popularity for 4,
as he wished, and let us add that in this case the desired popula=~
rity is of great bemefit for A, Now, as long as no alternative
course of action of which A could reasonably have been expected to
know would better have advanced A's interests while satisfying

his desires, in order to decide whether A's interests were served
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by the action of giving away the money, we need merely decide
whether the good gained by making A popular could be expecied to
outweligh the harm caused by 'helping' 2. And, it might well be
the case that because the likelihood of benefit would outweigh the
likelihood of harm, the action might be said to be a rational one,
despite its only being rational, strictly speaking, vhen it is
regarded in the light of one of the motives oceasioning it, It

is still true to say X acted rationally, atthough the action was

not very rational,

However, as I have said, an alternative strategy presents
itself here: that of assessing the rationality of the action when
regarded in the light of each of the different motives and, rather
than summing the two, assessing the rationality of the actimn
under each separate description. In accordance with such a
strategy, we should have to say that while it was rational to give
money away to gain popularity, it was not rational to attempt to
help Z by giving him money. And, indeed, this would be sz mnatural
and common way of answering a question about the rationality or

otherwise of the action in question.,

The latter strategy would lead to a more stringent rationaw
lity requirement than the former one, for it may be stipulated
that only when under each separate description, considered sepa~
rately, the action is in the agent's interests can we describe
the action as a rational one., I shall return to the significance

of the difference between these two strategies.

From the way we speak it may be supposed that an action's
rationality is sometimes regarded as a function, in part at least,
of the efficiency with which it achieves the goal for which it
was undertaken, as distinet from its likelihood of deing 50,8
Thus, if T want X and have an equal likelihood of achieving it by
method A and by method B, when method A is a more efficient way of
achieving X, then, all other things being equal, it would seem 1o
be more rational to choose method A4 than to choose methed B, But
this is not, I think, because efficiency is an additional eriterion
by which we can judge the rationality of some behaviour; rather,

ite heing so follows as a consequence from what has already been
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sald concerning the concept of being in a person's interests.
For one course of action to be judged likely %o be more efficient
than another, it must be the case that it is more economical of
effort or expenditure in some respect, And any uvnnecessary
expenditure of effort would, of course, be seen as an undesirable
consequence of a proposed course of action., Thus, ceteris
aribug, a relatively inefficient course of action will never be
in any of 2 person's interests to the extent that an efficient

course of action will be ~ so it will not be in that person's

interests simpliciter.,

What is the limiting case of an action which is likely to
beneflt the person and hence to be in that person's interests?
Does anything which is not not in one's interests count, albeit

weakly, as benefitting one and hence as being, ceteris paribus, in

one's interests? On the surface of things, we might judge not:
there would appear to be a neutral category of actions which
neither substantially harm nor substantially help us. The example
given earlier of smiling during a conversation sometimes would
count as such an action. It may be said neither to be likely to
harm nor to benefit, But smiling perhaps works here on sccount of,
in the kind of case proposed, lacking any important consequences
at all, For it would seem that if an action is likely to have

any relevant substantial consequences (that is, is likely to
affect either subsequent events in the agent's or any other person's
life, or their mental states, other than their simplest beliefs
about the action's occurrence), then it must either be in the

agent's interests or not.

In addition, certain actions often are considered to be

intrinsically beneficial or harmful, regardless of the likelihood

of their having substantially beneficial or harmful CONSLqUences,
This, as was remarked earlier, is either because they are seen as
having intrinsic merit or demerit as actions or, on another theory,
because they are seen as instrumentally good or hamful in unfaile
ingly producing states of mind which are intrinsically good or bad.
(There is, as might be expected, little agreement on the limits of
the classes of actions considered to have this intrinsic merit or

demerit, although there is perhaps sufficient agreement over the
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central cases to Justify reference to them in such an account as

this. )

S0, we can describe the class of actions which are neither
in a person’s interests nor not in his or her interests, as that
class of actionsg which:

(a) are neither intrinsically beneficial mor harmful, and which

(b) are unlikely to have substantial consequences,

Only slightly different from the characterization in terms of
interests are some of the suggestions of modemrn decision theory.
For example, according to one such account, an action iz regarded
as rational or optimal in the precise degree to which it maximizes
the agent's expected utility -~ when the expected utility which a
course of action has is a function of the degree of desirability of
its conseguences, that is, the extent to which they would satisfy
the agent's desgires, on the one hand, and the likelihood of those
consequences occurring, on the other, (Thus, the course of -action
which would maximize the agent's expected utility would be that one
which was calculated to provide the greatest likelihood of desired
comsequences oceurring.) Altematively, an action is sometimes said

to be rational if and only if it has at least as much expected

9

utility as has any alternative course of action. Another sugges—
tionjo embodying the cautious intuitive principle of expecting the

worst, is the so-called minimax sitrategy, by which the most

rational course of action would be said to be that one whose worst
consequences are likely to be the least bad possible. And,
according 1o a fourth account propounded by decision thecrista?j

a person may be said to act rationally in pursuing a course of
action just when it is that course which will minimize the regret

ariging from making one decision rather than an@%her,ﬁg

Notice that the decision theorigt'z formulations all rest on
the assumption that it has first been estimated what the agent most
wants, desires, abhors, would regret, etec., My analysis of the
concept of some action's being in a person's interests shows that

what would benefit the agent canmot ag such be tzken to refer to

what would most benefit the agent or what would be in the agenti's
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interests simpliciter (nor, of course, what would be in his or her

best interests). And, a similar qualification must be made to the

decision theorists' formulations., Merely what the agent desires,

or what would satisfy the agent must be interpreted to read "what

the agent mogt desires™ or "what would most satisfy" - for, as it
stands, that expression allows of the possibility that the agent
might desire X but also desire Y when X and Y and incompatible and
he or she desired Y more than X. And, in certain cases, we should
be leath to ascribe even the minimum degree of rationality to a
person acting wpon a desire which was not, all things considered,
what he or she most desired, where the action was one from the

range of possible actions open to the agent,

Now, in one way, the decision theorists present not go much
a concept of raticnality different from the one introduced in my
version of Hobbes's thesis as an accurate method of caleulating
rationality according to that concept. It is possible, for instance,
to substitute "benefitting the agent" for "satisfying the agent's
degires” and, with certain qualifieations described below, to have
in the first two decision theorists' formulation described pre-
viously a method for calculating which among a number of strategies
would most likely further the agent's interests. Similarly, it
might be said that the minimax strategy involves choosing that
action whose worst consequences least hindered the furtherance of
the agent's interests, and that the concept of the agent's regret
is te be interpreted as a function of the failure of an outcome to

further the agent's interests,

Yet, between the decigion theorists' approaches and the one
I have been discussing there iz one significant difference, It
must again be stressed that there is a strongly evaluative element
in the characterization of rationality in terms of interests, and
one which the decision theorists'® accounts more easily avoid,
Becauge the concept of interests is a partially evaluative one
some outcomes of cur actions, regardless of whether they satisfy the
agent in being the outcomes which weve desired, would not be seen
as having been beneficial to the agent, and hence as having been
in the agent's interests. Since we can have and act upon desires

which are contrary to our interests, there may be actions which, on
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an analysis of rational action in terms of interests, cannot be
judged to be rational. A person's accepting a promotion was shown
to be likely to further her monetary interests, yvet we concluded
that, nevertheless, it would not be judged to be in that person's
interests gimpliciter in any degree. While accepting that the
promotion would be "in her interests", in one sense, we must admit
that in a more serious way, it would not be at all: it would not

be in her overzll interests,

In contrast, the decision theory account of rationality is
nost naturally expressed in a value-neutral way. On it an action's
rationality may be evaluated entirely on the basis of the relatiom
between aim and means of achieving it, so that however it may fail
to further the agentfs interests, an action 8till may be judged to
be rational if it satisfies the agent's wishes. Thus, on the
decigion theory analysis, 1f the agent desired greater financial
benefits, then to the extent that he or she used a likely means in
acting upon that desire (by seeking promotion), she might be

congidered to have acted rationally.

The decision theorists' account need not be expressed in a
value~neutral way. A limitation can be put on the expressions
‘degire', "satisfaction?, ‘regret’, ete. It may be gaid to be
imposzsible truely to desire or be satisfied by certain ends. But
the decision theorists? formulations lend themselves more readily

te a value-neutral interpretation, nevertheless,

Although the formulation in terms of interests, expected
utility and regret, respectively, capture one characterization of
the notion of rationality, there is a common refinement of our
intuitive notion which none of the above kinds of formulation

adequately covers.

The disparity between at least one of our intultive notions
of rationality and the notion expressed in the characterizations
discussed go far may best be illugtrated by an example. To retumrm
to my earlier case, let us suppose that P began a conversation
with her reticent and private neighbour and, not knowing of her

neighbour's intention 1o drive there, mentioned her wish to travel
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to Ripon. Because of the neighbour’s desire for company on her
trip, we may further suppose that P's doing so would prove to have
been in P's interests by resulting in her being offered a ride.
But, while we may admit that it turned out to have been a rational
thing for P to do, we should not perhaps wngqualifiedly wish to

describe P as having acted rationally in speaking to her neighbour

unless it were also true of her that she knew of her neighbour's
intentions and wishes, The addition to the characterizations of
rationality expressed earlier which this suggests is one to the
effect that sometimes, to be able to say that the person "acted
rationally", the action must not merely further a person's interests,
it must also be believed to do so by the agent at the time of

acting.

Hor, it might be argued, is the above requirement quite
sufficient, P might hold the true belief that epeaking to her
neighbour would be in her interests and yet her belief might not
be one which she can be said to be justified in holding. Even if
she were able correctly to discern the mammer in which her
interests would be furthered by her action and yet was unjustified
in holding this belief = doing so, let us say, on the basis of a
false assessment of her own ability to charm her neighbour into
lending her car - then we should hesitate to accord ratienality
t0 her action., Not only must the agent believe his or her action
to be in his or her interests; that belief must be justified.

We can say, roughly, what it is that makes a belief
"justified®™, 1t is:
(1) held on the basis of what would generally be regarded as good
grounds, and
(ii) when it is inferentially reached; it is reached on the basis

of what would be regarded as sound inference - inference which is

in accord with the laws of lmgﬁcgﬁ and iz such that its premisses

are drawn from all the available evidence.

Notice the form of "on the basis of" in (i) and (ii) above.
It is possible to have good grounds for a particular belief
without holding that belief because of those grounds. T might
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believe that deing X would be in my interests and T might have
good grounds for my belief in the sense that I might be aware of
strong evidence which could be adduced in favour of it, and yet
I might not believe it because of that evidence. Clearly, "on

the bagis of" must, in the sbove account, be read as "because of",

But, although it is possible to cite exsmples of justified
and unjustified beliefs, difficulties arise paralleling those
encountered already, when we attempt to tighten up these specificam
tiong or to rid them of their normative clause. One part of
requirement (ii) above is quite exact, We have Tules for the
soundness of an inference, viz., the laws of logic., We have no such
formal rules to guide us in specifying what counts as "all the
evidence” upon which the inference is supposed to be based, except
something rough and normative (and hence, cireular) like the
following: all the evidence which a moderately intelligent person
with nomally functioning perceptual equipment and an average
amount of general background information would be likely to
ascertain as relevant. It is at once obvicus that the phrase
¥would be likely to" suffers from all the drawbacks earlier noted
in "might be expected to", With (i) there is even less to go upon,
The innumerable ways in which beliefs, hunches, doubts, conjectures,
ete., can stand in relation to further beliefs in rendering the
latter "justified", simply defy classification. We are thrust
back upon an account which is both vague and, again, normative,

And, although some most surely are, not all non-inferential beliefs

are well grounded either. (Beliefs derived from extra-sensory
perception, fof example, are not usually regarded as such,) What
makes a non~inferential belief count as well grounded is simply
that most perceivers would be inclined to hold the same none
inferential belief wunder the same conditions. 8o, a2 non-normative
and thus a non~circular account of what makes a belief "justified?
is not &vailable,1é And, in defence of a characterization of
rationality which employs the concept of "justification™, I can do
no more than point, as I did in my earlier discussion of the
normative element in an accoumt of rationality in terms of interests
or expected utility, to the possibility of widespread agreements

in judgement between users of the intuitive concept.
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Bven justified beliefs, notice, may be false, And, it is

not necessary for the agent to know that his or her action is in

his or her interests for it to be described as a rational one.

What it is rational to do is not necessarily what eventually turns
out to have been in anyone's interests. An unforeseen (and
unforesseeable) event may mean that the course of action apparently
least likely to, actuelly would most have benefitted the agent,

but the agent, in choosing that action still would have exhibited

a lack of rationalilty according to the characterization under
discussion as long as its likelihood of bringing benefit waz to him

or her wmknown, or was believed without justification.

It is possible for a person fto do X knowing it to be in his
or her interests without doing so, in any sense, because 1t was

in these interests. That ig, it iz possible knowingly to act in

one'ts interests without one's knowledge being any part of one's

reason for so acting., In addition, we seem to want to make a rough
intuitive distinction between:

(a) doing X when X is in one's interests and one knows it to be,
where one's knowledge is merely a necessary condition of one's
acting, in the sense that unless one knew it to have been in
one's interests, one would not have taken the action, and

(b) doing X, as we sometimes say, 'because'! it is in those
in@erests,* when the knowledge that the action is in one's
interests may be geen ag the main reason or as cone of the

impertant reasons for the action,

%  An ambiguity in my formal use of *'because’in the phrase 'doing
X because it is in those interests' confuses the issue here,
I have discussed already (page 104) limitations on the use of
the expression 'reason' and 'beecause', As was remarked in that
discussion, there is a certain ambiguity in *because’, If the
expression is interpreted to cover the relation belween an
action and any condition necessary for iHs cccurrence, then the
stricter formulation would be more correct, and it rightly would
be said that in oxder 1o act rationally the agent must not only
helieve that it would be in his or her interests to do X, also
he or she must do ¥ because of that belief. Whereas, if we
regirict 'because’ in accordance wiih our common, although
ultimately wnjustified restriction of ‘*reason®, then the
congideration. because of which a person acts is just that
personts main reason for acting.
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It would seem that the former case ig sufficient for an
agecription of rationslity. To reguire that cases of the kind
described in (b) alone be classed as exhibiting rationality above
would be to introduce a rationality requirement altogether too
stringent. A person may act rationally for reasong other than his
or her belief that the likelihood of the proposed course of
action's being in his or her interests, Persen P might enter
medical school primarily to gratify her father's dying wish that
she do soj she may also hold the justified belief that entering
medical school would be in her interests. And we should not
regard her as less than rational, it would meem, if this belief
did not enter her decision in the sense of being an important
factor in it. And yet, if it did not play some part ~ if it were
not at least a necessary condition of her choice, in the manner
described in (a) above =~ then we should, T think, be inclined

Lo deseribe her action as less than rational,

Clearly, in order to meet the intultive notion of what counts
as "acting rationally® - which T have been discussing - the same
kind of gualifications made to the account of rationality in terms
of interests would egually apply to 2 definition of rationality
of the kind given by decision theorists, For exanmple, in order to
gay that the agent acted rationglly in doing ¥, we should need 1o
say pet only that ¥ maximized the agent's expected utility, but

algo that the agent believed that X was likely to maximize his or

her expected utility, and was "justified” in holding that belief,
in the requisité sense., And, similarly, it would seem unnecessary
in this case, as in the case of rationality criteria in terms of
the agent's interests, to postulate that the said belief played

an important part in bringing about the action. Without these
gualifications,; in speaking of the agent who unwittingly happened
upen the course of action which maximized his or her expected
utility, we should not, I think, ungualifiedly describe him or her

a8 having acted ratienally,
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(2) Rationality as Having Reasons

The preceding diseussion has served to introduce a further
way of characterizing "rational® which T have not thus far

congidered, Sometimes "rational® conveys "having reasons®., This

characterization may be seen as a way of formulating the notion

of rational action as action which is goal-directed, or purposive =
action or behaviour for which there is a "rationale",. To have

had reasons in acting in this sense is merely to have acted with
some aim, goal or purpose, or {subject to a qualification mentioned
below) to have been ‘motivated' in the sense discussed earlier,

in so acting.

Notice that having a3 reason in thisg sense does seem 1o
suggest having a motive, rather than having a mere whim. Although,
according to the terminology introduced in Chapter Two, merely
wanting to do X, or feeling like deoing ¥, would count as having a
reason for doing X, in the way "having a reason® ig here introe
duced, the reason must be more subsianitial than that. Notice, too,
that having a reason or having been motivated in acting here
entails believing one's action to be a way of bringing about the
end or geoal desired. In discussing the concept of motivation in
Chapter Two (Page 47) two models of motivation were distinguished.
It was remarked that to deseribe behaviocur as motivated sometimes
ig to imply, in addition to the presence of some want or desire, a
certain belief about the relation between the behaviour in quesition
and the object{s) of the aforementioned want or desire which make
up the motive for the action: viz. the belief that the action or
behaviour undertaken is a way of producing the state of affairs
wanted or desired. It was aprgued that not all cases of motivated
behaviour naturally it the purposive model, However, when we
degscribe behaviour as "rational®™ on the grounds that it is wmotivae~
ted or purposive, it is strictly this model whieh is presupposed.
To gay that its rationality rests on some behaviour's being
motivated is to imply in every cage the presence of beliefs such

az the one above,

n their discussionsg of the supposed rationality of primitive
behaviour, ritual and religious rite, it is often to this second

genge or use of "rational' which socioclogists and anthropologists
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P

refer.?p

To say that some initially odd and wnintelligible action
nevertheless wag rational is to say that it was done with some
purpose or aim, and that when it is seen in the light of that

purpose or alm, it becomes intelligible to us.

Hotice that in the general senge of having a reason described
above, there seems to be no particular implication as to the
agent's awareness of, or ability 1o give, the reason in question.
This, of course, concurs with the conclusion which we reached in
Chapter Three: there are reasong for actions such as rituals, of .all

or some of which reasons the pariicipants are not aware,

It is also interesting that in the charscterigation of
rationality wnder discussion no gqualitative restriction appears to
be placed on the kindsg of beliefs and desires which can count as
reagong., In decrying the myth of the "savage mind® and insisting
upon the “rationality" of praying for a good haxvest,qé the
anthropologist is not to be regarded as commitied to the belief
that it is reasonable te heold that prayers affeet the crop. ALl

that the anthropologist asserts is that given this (unreasonable)
assumption, we can regard the achion as a rational way of achieving

the degired end,

(3) mationality as Reasonableness and Being Justified

In a refinement of the notion of rationality deseribed above,
proceeding rationally sometimes is taken 1o mean not merely having
some re&san(a} for acting or proceeding but deing so on the basis
of good reasons. Sometimes we would allow that a person's action,

beliefl or choice was irrational or unreasonable, despite their

having been able W give a reason for it, and this would be when

we regarded the reason cited as less than adequate as a reason,

Appeal was made to the latier coneeption of rationality
when I was discussing the requirements for an ageni's being

Angbified in believing some course of action to be in his or her

interests or to be likely to maximize his or her expected uwtility,
Although, as was previously remarked (Page 162), the desire to

further one's interests or expected utility may not be the sole,
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or even a prominent or important aspect of the agent's reason for
acting, nevertheless %o have such a desire and a belief that some
course of action would further one's interesis and/or expected

wtility would always be to have a reason for acting, in the sense

degseribed on page 1633 and to be justified in holding the latter
belief would be to have a good reason for acting in the sense under
discussion.

Notice that the notion of acting Preasonably™ now has
entered the disecussion. It is impogsible here to do justice %o
all the intercommeections, similarities and dissimilarities wniting
and dividing the expressions 'rational' and 'reasonable!,
*irrational? and 'anxeaagn&ble',17Hmweverg it is important to
point out two things before we turn to a closer analysis of what
makeg a reason a gooed reason., The first is that it seems to be the
conception of "rational” just described which corresponds and may
be said to be roughly synonymous with the concept Yreasonable®
when the latter 18 used of an action, To fail to act rationally
by acting for reasons Judged not to be good reasons is te act

unregsonably. Unlike "rational®, "reasonable® is never used of

an action merely because there were reasons for it; "reasonsble®

and "unreagonable™ are wedded to the evaluative context.®

The second point is that the concepis "reasonable®™ and
*unreasonable”, unlike "rational® and "irrational', are ascribed
equally naturally to beliefs and desires themselves, amd 1o the
holding of beliefs and desires, as well as to actions or behaviour.
And, acting "reasonably” or acting for what we have called good
reagons, is just achting upon beliefs and desgires which may them-
selves also be described ag "reasonable¥, Although not a natural
way to speak, it seems possible to evaluate the forming or holding
of beliefs and desgires as "rational® to the extent that they meet

the reguirements for being said fo be "reagonable”,

Tere are several different kinds of reguirement for somew
thing's counting as a good reason for an action and T shall deal
with them in turn. First, the beliefs and desires comprising the

reagson for the action must themselves be reasgonable or justified

% And, since it is only in one of the several ways in which the
notion of "rationality® is characterized that it is inter=
changeable with "reasonable", I do not accept Peter Alexander's
assumption that they are simple synonyms.18
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and must meet certain standards of coherence in relation to the
agent's other beliefs and desires., T have discussed already the
requirements which must be met for a belief to be said to be
Justified., Further, I have remarked that the process by which we
form a belief, just as the acting upon it, can be evaluated as
reagonable or not, A helief which is reasonable, or one which it
is said to be reasonable to hold, is a belief which, according to
my earlier definition, is justified, that is, it is:

(i) held on the basis of what would generally be regarded as
good grounds, and

(ii) when it is inferentially reached, it 1s reached on the basis

of what would be regarded as sound inference -~ inference which is

in accord with the laws of logic and whose premisses are drawn

from all the available evidence,

Beliefs themselves sometimes are also said to be reasonable
or unreasonable to the extent that thev are true or that the proe
pogsitions they express are likely to be true. The latter of these
formulations at least is linked with the degree of reasonableness
with which the beliefs are held., The degree of reasonableness with
which a given bellef ig held may be said to be a function of the
likelihood of that belief's being true, As T remarked earlier, a
belief which the agent is justified in holding may be false.
Similarly, it can be said to be reasonable for P to believe X even
when X is false (if P has good reasons for doing so)., But iz P's
belief a reasonable one? And can it be gaid that there is reason

1o believe X%

Now the notion "reasonable" and the notion of there heing
reagon to believe something both seem to wobble unhelpfully here
between characterizing an evaluation relative to the actual facts,
and one relative to the beliefs which a person might be justified
in helding - generating, in doing so, the paradeoxical suggestion
that there both can be said to be and not to be a reason for
holding some belief., Because of this ambiguity in our ways of
gpeaking, we seem to have no recourse but to arbitrate that just
as it is possible to hold a justified belief which is false, so it
must be possible reasonably to hold a false belief which there can

he gsaid Lo be reason to hold,
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Some desires, also, can be said to be reached by a process
which may be evaluated according to its reasonableness, Wants and
desires vwhich are passions or affections are not susceptible to
such an evaluation, But, as T discussed in Chapler Two, zome
degires must be regarded ag the product of a process of delibera~
tion and reasoning. My wish to order steak for dinner might be an
affection, an inexplicable whim which enters my mind without
preliminary, but alternatively, it might be the carefully thoughi-
out conclusion of a pilece of conscious reasoning concerning my
tiredness, my anaemic tendencies and the nature of iron deficiencies,
And, just as we did with the reasonableness of belief, so we can
gay roughly what constitutes a2 reasonably held desire: it iz one
which is reached by way of a sound inference from all the

available evidence,

4 person proceeds rationally when his or her reasons for so
proceeding hoths
1. comprise only rationally held or Yreasonable" beliefs and

desires in the sense described, and

2. are coherent, in the sense of being consistent with that
person's other beliefs, values and attitudes,
If, in choosing to buy one rather than another musical Instrument,
T cite ag the reason for doing so the fact that the chosen instru-
ment iz pitched lower, then my choice would have been lesgs than
rational if, on. the one hand, my evidence for the difference in
piteh was from a source which any normal person might be expected
to have known to be unreliable = for example, a confessedly tone~
deaf salesperson, an obviously out=of-date manual, etc., - or if, on
the other hand, I held some belief which conflicted with this choice,
for example, if I believed that all things being equal, it was
better to play higher-pitched instruments than lower-pitched ones
as there is a more extensive repetoire available for them, (or if
I had some taste, attitude, or value which was at variance with it,
for example, 1f I preferred the sound of the higher-pitched
ingtruments - assuming that T had no other overriding reason for

favouring a lower-pitched ingtrument in this case).

There is, however, a gqualification necessary for (2): A

person may be said to preoceed rationally on the basis of a reasonable
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desire which is pot consistent with that personts other beliefs

and desireeg, but only if:
(a) the inconsistency is recognized by the agent, and
(b) the agent judges the desire upon which he or she proceeds

to be the more rational or reasonable one,

Several different sorts of case prompt this qualification
to rvequirement (2). One is when the said incompatibility of
beliefs, attitudes and values ig induced by the nature of the
situation. For example, at the scene of a house firve, T might
have a reasonable desire to rescue P, together with a reasonable
degire to rescue Q, when time would permit me 1o act upon only one,

%

and for some reasen (for example, that P is a child, or that T am

more likely to be successful in rescuing P), I might choose to
reseue P, and zet rationally in doing so. The incompatibility
may not merely be a product of the situation, however: it may be
intrinsic to the beliefs, values, attitudes or desires themselves.
For example, I may have a reagsonable degire for good health and,
vet, T might give in to my desire {also, perhaps, reasonable) to
eat gtodgy cakes. But in neither case described, unless T had
explieitly acknowledged the incompatibility eof the two desires to
myself and had deecided to act upon what I judged to be the more
rational one (in the sense of being the desire for which there
seemed to me to be sironger reasons), should T be said to be

acting rationally.

fne further important observation must be made before we
leave the questions of the consistency and coherence of the rational
agent's beliefs and desires. It seems to go without saying that
the above-mentioned requirement for a degree of consigtency and
ooherence among the agent’s beliefs and desires would be reflected
in g similar consistency in that agentits aetions. If, save for
the gqualifications described, a person acts on the basis of a
congintent set of beliefs and desires, then we need only assume
that that person's behaviour iz an accurate reflection of his or
her beliefs and desires to be assured of its consistency. And the
above assumption is one to which we are entitled as long as we
stipulate that the rational agent acts out of his or her beliefs

and degires,



- 169 =

A second imporiant point with regard to this notion of
"rational® ig that it must be the case not only that the agent
believes that his or her action ig likely to bring about his or
her aim or goal (a requirement built in, as was remarked earlier,
when we describe the action as one which is motivated or goale

directed) but that such a belief is itself Jjustified,

Sometimes it has been argued that, in order for the latter
stipulation accurately to convey what we mean by acting rationally
or reagonably, 1t mugt further be the case that the action taken
is the one mosgt likely to achieve the state of affairs desired,

or at least one as likely as any other possible course of achion

to do so., But, for reasons given earlier (pages 149-150), this
reguirement would seem to be over-gtringent, While it would
always be more rational or reasonable, all other things being
equal, to choose the course of action most likely to bring about
the agent's desired goal, still it seems that we shonld be prepared
to accord some degree of rationality 4o the person choosing any
action provided that it had some likelihood of achieving the goal
(and the agent had good grounds for believing so), and provided,
of course, that the agent 4id not know of and would not have been
expected to know of the greater likelihood of achieving the goal
being aasociated with the other course of action. If I have heen
told by a reliable source that some horse X will win a race, and T
know of no reason to suppose any other horse 1o be likely to be
superior, ner any other source on thesge matters which has in the
paat been as reliable, then I may be said to act rationally in

putting my money on ¥, even if ¥V is more likely to win.

Notice that the ceongiderations involwed in this judgement
exactly parallel those discussed earlier in relation to the extent
to vhich an action is gaid to be in an asgent's interests., For
this reason, we need not concern ourselves this guesbtion any

longer,

There ig a third important point which must be made about
the conception of rational action which I have been discussing.

The notion "having a reasgon™ seems now 10 be used in such a way
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as to imply that the agent is aware of, or capable of becoming
aware of, and of giving at least some of his or her reasonaz for
acting. Part of what is meant by the term 'acting reasonably’

is being able to give one's (good) reasons., Similarly, part of
what is meant by the phrase 'being a reasonable person' is not

only being guided by good reasons but being able to report, discuss,

explain, justify and defend them.

If my intuitions are correct about this evaluative sense of
the concept of rationality, then it follows, of course, thalt cne
might aet upon good reasons without yet being gaid to act reasgonsbly
or rationally. And actions of the sort introduced in Chapter
Three ag counter examples 1o the thesis that 1t is of the nature of
reagons te be known to, and communicable by, the sgent - the
actions of the wmute and paralyzed person, who is incapable of
compunicating his or her reasons for acting, and the skill of the
compoger picker who can give or recognize no reason for his or her
choices = while done for reasons which may be judged to be good

ones, could not be said to be cases of "acting reasonably®.

This appears to follow because an action's being said to be
"reasonable” or "unreasonable” strongly suggests that a relatively
leigurely, introspective process of reasoning and deliberation - a
congeious process of comparing, weighing and choosing - occurred in
the agentts mind before the action, and could acecurately be
degeribed by the agent. However, the model here is migleading,

The piciture is one of a person who with full attention deliberates
over the reasons for and against acting, forms his or her decislon
to act according to the principles of veagoning described earlier

and then, in subsequent reason—giving, reports on the process. But,

while perhaps an accurate characterization of the paradigm case of
a person's acting reasonably, this picture cannot be taken to
express the conditions necesgary for a description of a person's

so acting,

It is true that giving (good) reasons for one's actions
gsometimes is akin to reperting an inner process rather the way in

which we might report a series of gensations. But this fact,
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coupled with our intuitive capacity sometimes to make a distinc—
tion between, on the one hand, knowing of good reasons for doing X

and citing them and, on the other hand, doing X for good reasons

which one knows and cites = a distinction which has been described
as that between "justifying one's behaviour' and "explaining" ii?g -
combine in inviting us to lay siress on the wrong capacity when we
attempt to give an accommt of the nature of the reasme~giving

necessary in this sense of rationality.

In order for his or her aciion to count as rational in this
sense, or as reasonable, the agent must be able to give or to think
of geod reasons for it., And it must be the case that those cone

siderations did move him or her to aect -~ that they were necessary

conditions for the action's oecurrence. But is not further

necessary that the agent acknowledges them to be the considerations

which seemed to move him or her to act,

It is possible at times to meke a distinetion of the sort
described above. Sometimes, perhaps even most often when we cite
a reason for an action, we can distinguish whether or not we regard

it as one which would have been a good reason for so acting, or as

one which not only would have been a good reason, but was the one
which actually moved us to act, But, while it ig in some cases

and in the case of some reasons possible to make such a distinction,
the thesis that we consistently and wnfailingly can do so loses

all plausibility once we guestion the notion that reasons for
actions are limited to the discrete and finite desirability
characterization(s) sometimes described as the primary or main
reason(s). As was shown in Chapter Three, it is not possible 1o
distinguish among the inmumerable beliefs and desires which jointly
are necesgary for the carrying out of any particular action and
thus the reason for an action, in the sense of the complete reason,
could hardly be conceived in terms of a kind of a small number of
discrete menial items which are objects of awareness in the way in
which sensations are, Yet, only if "reasgon" were able to be so
circumscribed would it be at all likely that we should enjoy (in
relation to all of our reasons for acting) the intuitive capacity

degcribed earlier,
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In fact, we could not and do not enjoy any such capacity.
To return to the example used in Chapter Three (Page 104), if part
of my reason for insulting X is that T believe that ‘*pianist’
meang one who plays the piano, my regarding it as part of my
reason is neot based on some gpecial connection which T sense
between that belief and my action. Rather, it is due to my taking
it to be part of the set of comnected syllogisms which can be
traced from my action and other beliefs and desires comprising the
reason. DBut, awareness of the latter relation is equally present

when I cite what T take to be what would have been good reasons

for my actions, that is, wvhen I merely "justify® (in retrospect)
what T do.

S0, we must conclude that despite the purported distinetion
between those reasons we regard ourselves as having acted upon
and those we merely regard as possible reasons for actingg all that
actually is necessary for an action to be described as reasonable
is that the agent is capable of citing good reasons for having so
acted (and acts, of course, sincerely in doing =0), and that he

or she acivally was moved by those reazons,

Rationalitys: A Summary

We might now sum up the different comnotations of the
expresgion 'rational'. There are three wayse of conceiving of
rationality to which we appeal when we speak of people and their
capacitices as rationals
(4) Being rational as having the human power of reason;

(B) Being rational as having developed and well=functioning
reagoning powers

(¢} Being rational as being normal in respect of beliefs,
reactiong, etc.

Then there are ways of accounting for 'rational' as it is used in

the notion of particular actions being said to exhibit rationality:

(1) Acting rationally as acting in such a way that one furthers
one's interests, and acting rationally as acting in such a
way that one maximizes one's expected utility (mimimizes
expected undesirability, minimizes regret, etc.).

(Although, as I have shown, there are differences between the two
conceptions of rationality grouped together wnder (1), they

nevertheless reflect the same kind of reconstruction of rationality.)
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(2) Acting rationally as having reaseons in the sensze of 2
rationale or purpose in acting.

(3) Acting rationally as acting reasonabl s that is, having and
being moved by good reasons in acting.

Notice that (3) includes being justified in believing one's action(s)

to further one's interests and/or expected utility.

Notice also that the use of the term 'rational' in the
three people~related senses above (A=C) would not always be
compatible with the use of the expression indicated in (1), (2)
and (3). A person and/or his beliefs or actions might meet all of
the conditions expressed in (1)~(3) and yet be described as
irrational merely on account of being judged to be insan  (and
hence the vietim of malfunctioning faculties, or abnormal beliefs
and inclinations)., Similarly a person's action might meet none
of (1), (2) or (3) and, yet, it might be described as rational, if
the contrast which is being drawn is the one between creatures born

with the capacity for reason and those without,

Trrationality

Before leaving this area, let us look again at the class of
things described as "irrational®, I have referred briefly to that
class as comprising those states which are traditionally charace
terized as affections or passions - emotions, moods and some
desires = as distincet from voluntary actions (both mental and

physical).

Note that, just as we can deseribe (the holding or reaching
of) beliefs and (some) desires themselves, and their outcomes in
action, as rational, so in making judgements of irrationality, we
refer to as irrational:

(a) the emotion or feeling itself (for example, "Love is
irrational™)s

(b) the behaviour which the passion produces {(for example,
"She acted irrationally because she was so upsei"); as well as

(¢) the procedure which led up to the having of that states:
"She had an irrational fear of X* gomelimes means that the
fear is uwngrounded, that is, she has no good reasons for
feeling afraid.



- 174 ~-

In every way, the meaning of "irrational' is as complex and
difficult as that of "rational®, Very often, to say that passions
are themselves irraticnal, are had irrationally, or produce
irrational behaviour, is merely to say that they are not rational
in the strictly normative sense described earlier (Page 14%5), that
is, "irrational® is devalued to mean "alnormal” or "unusual®.
Much more than the class of voluntary actions (including those
mental actions traditionally classified as voluntary belief(s)),
the clags of passions or affections is subject to deseriptions
baged upon this solely nommative distinetion. We apply to them
predicates like "disproportionate", "excessive™, "uncalled for" -
ag well as "unjustified"™, "unwarranted™ and "irrational™, and

gsometimes seem fo mean nothing more than “abnormal®.

But we also treat "irrational® as gynonymous with
*inveluntary™ so that if a mental state or behaviour arising from
a mental state, is a passion, something which happens to us, then
it is said to be "irrational®™, Nor are passions and the behaviour
which they occasion the only things to which irrationality is age
cribed, Prom what has already been said concerning the concept of
rationality, it is apparent that there are additional ways in

which we may behave, come to believe, decide, ete.,, irrationally -

viz., by failing to meet ome of (1), (2) or (3). But, we must
digtinguish the case of a person who fails %o proceed rationally
according to one or some of (1), (2) or (3) though acting quite
voluntarily (he or she could have acted rationally, but did not),
from the caée of a person who cannot proceed rationally because he
or she is not in control of his or her feelings or behaviour (he
or she could not have acted rationally).

(i) We may classify the strictly normative sense of irrationality -
where 1t meanz "abnormal™ - as irrati@na11;

(ii} We can say that a person may be irr&ti@maig = where 1t means
ES

"non-rational® in failing to be rational déspite the fact
that he or she could have beeng

(iii) We might call a person irrational, -~ what might be called
Pomrational® - in failing to be rational because he or she
proceeds involuntarily.

With regerd to the characterizations of rationality expressed

in (1), (2) and (3), notice that only (2) may be expected to pertain
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to irratisnal§, In order for a person to proceed rationally, it
must be appropriate to cite reasons for his or her procedure, and
not merely causes. And, inasmuch as we proceed involuntarily, our
behaviour is deseribable in purely causal terms, and fits into a
causal explanatory framework. Similarly, by failing to meet one
aspect of (3), a person may act ixraii@nally3; for example, if a

person gave R as her reason for doing A bubt was actually moved to
so act by the effect of a drug which had been administered to her,

then while not acting irratianallyQ that person would have been

seting irwationally§@

In summary, a person might be described as acting irrationally
in ezhibiting merely abnormal behaviour (irraﬁionalj}; in failing
to act in such a way as to further his or her interests (eipected
utility, etc.), in failing to act with a reason or rationale, or
acting on reasons which could not be deseribed zg good reasons

(irrationalz}; or in proceeding involuntarily (irratiamali),
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See, for instance, his definition of rationality, as:

“Whatever 1%t is that humang possess which marks
them off, in respect of intellectual capacity,
gharply and importantly from all other known
gpecidéa.”

(Page 5)

Interestingly, we do not usually say of children that they
are irrational, but merely that they are not (yet) rational,

Fingarette explores and attempts to justify this strictly
and explicitly normative sense in a recent book (The Meanin
of Criminal Insanity, University of California Press, 1972).
Note, for instance, his claim thatf:

"Conduct is insane, orazy, mad, irrational when it
is not shaped in the light of certain nomms.....(not
only) of correct inference or valid argument; there
are also norms regarding what emotions or moods, or
attitudes or desires azre in some sense sultable or
proper with respect to certain other aspecis of one's
situation. Clearly, there is much room for varietly
NeTesss0obut there are limits. These are the limits
that distinguish the irrational and intelligible from
the rational,®

(Page 183)

The full guotation from Hobbes is taken from The Flements
of Law, Chapter One, Section &, where he states that:

"o.eselt 18 not against reason, that a man doth all
that he can 1o preserve his own body and limbs both
from death and pain,®

The traditional formulation of the relation between the
concept of interests and that of rationality does not
exhaust the ways in which these two conceplts have been
linked. There remaing the possibility, in Sigwick's
terminology, of Rational Benevolence, as well as Rational
Egotism, (Methods of Ethics, MacMillan, N.Y., 1874); that
is, it is arguable that at the very least acting so as to
further another's interests ag well as one's own may also

be acting rationally - it may even be acting more rationally
than merely acting so as to further one's own interests.

A more extreme version of this thesis, recently pro-
posed by Nagel (The Possibility of Altruism, Oxford, 1970),
ig that acting so as to further others' interests may be
the only rational way to act.
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However, the normative issues ariging out of a com—
parison of the relative rationality of acts of prudence
and altruism need not concern ug here, What we are
attempting to elucidate ig the established intuitive cone
cept of "rationality" and, for better or worse, it does
seem to remain firmly rooted in the theory of psychological
egoism from whence it originated.

For further discussion of this point and, more generally,
the concept of interesis and what it is for a course of
action to be in a person's interests, see L.R.V. Burwood's
(vnpublished) Oxford B,Phil. thesis: TInterests, Morality
and Action, 1973,

This claim has actually been made explicitly at times, for
example, by Talcott Parsons, The Structure of Seeiasl Action,
London, 1937, in defining rationality.

For example, Hempel's definition of rational action (from
"Rational Action", in Proceedings of the American
Philogophical Association, 1962):

"in action is rational for X 1iff it has as much
expected utility as any alternative X hasg, where the
expected utility of an action is oblained by

(a) multiplying, for each subjectively possible
outecome of the action iis subjective probability
and its utility, and

(b) adding these products,”

Von Neumanm, See Von Neumarm and Morganstern, Theory of
Cames and Feonomic Behaviour, Princeton, 1944.

Savage, "The Theory of Statistical Decision®, J, imer,
Statistical Assoc.,, 1951,

Similar as they may sound, decision theorists' formulae such
as those mentioned embody, as has been shown {(Milnor,

"Games Against Nature®, reprinted in Thrall, Coombs and
Davis, eds., Decision Processes, Wiley, N,Y., 1954),
different ones of the characteristics suggested in our
purely intuitive conceptions of rationality, and none
embodies all.

Which must be interpreted broadly to include avoidance of
the various, informal, ignoratio elenchi. fallacies, such as
the fallacy of non seguitur, as well as adherence to pro-
cedures which are formally valid,.

(a) One of the few attempts at such a non-normative speci-
fication iz that offered by Mullane, in the context of his

paper mentioned previcusly on the rationality of wmeconsciougly

motivated bshaviour. Mullane sets out cases which he takes
to illustrate wmequivocally the difference between 3ua%;fzed
and unjuetified beliefs, regpectively:

"y turning the ignition key (even when, unbelmownst to
me the car has no battery), is obviously rational becsuse my
relevant beliefs, though false, are justified =~ I have
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perfectly good reasons for believing that they are true.
My believing that God opens liquor cabinets on request
is, given my culture and my experiences, clearly
unjustified, and so ‘my imploring Fim to do so is
irrational.”

and he states what he admits to be a rough rule for deeiding
on the rationality or irrationality of someone's beliefs a
false belief is unjustified if the person who holds it has
had sufficient opportunity to know better. That this
criterion ig insufficient is apparent in the case of the
hypnotist's subject who offers ingenious and elaborate
rationalizations for carrying out instructions which were
suggested to him uvnder hypnosis, the memory of which expes
rience has been erased, For it seems to work against our
intuitive judgement by confirming that the belief upon which
the rationalization is based, is justified: the hypnotist's
subject, having been in a state of wnconsciousness at the
time at which he might have come to find out about the sube
sequent situation, must presumably count as not having had
sufficient opportunity to know better.

(b) This is to be distinguished, of course, from the
geparate claim that rationality iiself ag ap ideal or
standard to be adopted, is unjustifiable, Such a claim
hag been proposed by Bentley in The Retreat to Commitment,
N.Y., 1962, where he argues that:

Taoassa man cannot, without arguing in a cirele, Jjustify
the rationality of his standard of rationality by
appealing to that standard., Yet, if he holds ceriain
heliefs « for example the standard itself - to he
immune from the demand for rational justification and
from the question "How do you know?" he can be said

to hold them irrationally or dogmatically.®

(Page 91)

See, for example, Jarvie and Agassi ("The Problem of the
Rationality of Magic", British J. Anthropology, 1967), who
attribute rationality to an action "if there is a goal to
which it ie directed®,

See Evans Prichard, Nuer Religion, Oxford, 19563 Levi-Strauss,
The Savage Mind, Libraire Plon, Paris, 1962,

For a careful account of the meaning of the term 'reasonable',
and of some of the nuancesg referred to, see Max Black's
paper on "Reasonableneass", op. cit.

Peter Alexander (op. cit.) appears to claim that behaving
rationally cennot be equated with simply behaving for a
reason in this manner, since:

".essseWe should not say this (that the action was
rational) if A's reason was a bad one. T may do
gomething for a reason without ite belng the
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reasonable thing to do, or a fortiori, rational,®
(Page 329)
FPor example, by Peter Alexander, op. cit., Page 333,
See, also, Les Burwood and Carol Brady, "Married Women

Students in F.H.: the meaning of coming to college",
Journal of Purther and Higher FEducation, Summer 1980,

for an example of the type of sociology which attempts
to show how explanations of rational action at the
phenomenological level can be accounted for by wider
gocial structural considerations.
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CHAPTER PIVE

Summazry

The possibility of assessing rationality of unconciously
motivated behaviour is now considered in relation to the different
conceptions of rationality and irrationality just described.

First, the notion of behaviour which is "ecompelled” or involun—
tary is examined, and it is argued that on no plausible analysis
of the meaning of compuleion could it be said that all unconsciously
motivated behaviour is behaviour in which there iz zn element of
compulsion and is, thus, to be judged irrational or "a=rationgl?

on thalt account,

The possible rationality of unconsciously motivated beha~
viour is examined in the light of each in turn of the three concepw
tions of rationalily distinguisghed earlier, and it is arsued that
according to each different conception, certain instances of uncon-
sciously motivated behaviour can be assessed as fully rational.
But, in addition, it is shown at the same time that not all uncon=
sciously motivated behaviour fits the category of action which is
rational or reasonable, Rather, among the various kinds of uncone
sciously produced behaviour, we find some which is simply caused,
gsome which, while motivated, ig irrational, and some which is both

motivated and rational, even reasonable.

Finally, it is argued that although some unconsgeciously moti-
vated behaviour can be shown to be rational, no procedural policy
advocating repression or gelf-deception ever could be countenanced,
and 1t is stressed that the only policy suggested by these
findings is that of siriving for self-awareness and self=knowledge,

a pelicy traditionally proclaimed by psychoanalysis.



I wish to return now fc the view mentioned earlier, which
was attributed to Toulmin and Flew, or at least was shown to be a
development out of their initial insight. This is the view that,
gince the wnconscious mental gtates which are introduced to account

for behaviour in paycheoanalytic explanations are better classified

ag reasong and motives than as efficient caunges, some at least of
the behaviour which is the subject of those explanations, behaviour
which has hitherto been regarded as irrational, is perhaps better
regarded as rational. It is the view that because rationality

conslists in acting or proceeding appropriately in the light of

one's particular state of mind, the behaviour of the neurctic or
the wneonsciously motivated person can be seen as rational if it is
congidered not merely in relation to the person's conscious beliefs
and degires, but in relation to his or her unconscious mental

states as well,

neonsciously Motivated Behaviour and Compulsion

In my discussion of irrationality in the previous chapter

it was shown that a person might be said te sct irrationally in
one sense {irr&tianallyi or a~rationally), in failing to be

rational through proceeding involuntarily. Being Judged 1o have

acted irratian&ilyﬁ would preclude forthwith the very possibility
of being judged 1o have acted rationally. Seo, before wé turn to

the guestion of the possible rationality of unconsciously motiva-
ted, we must deal with the possibility that since all unconsciously
motivated behaviour sometimes iz said fto be Yecompulsive® and so

less than fully voluntary, it must be classified as irraﬁi@nalﬁﬁ

and thus it cammot be expected ever to meet raticonality requirements

of the kind expressed in Chapter Pour.

L

ted behavicur is irrvational on account of being behaviour which is

5y

x4 us turn then to the hypothesis that unconscicusly motivas

driven or compelled - behaviour which, in some sense, the agent
has no cholice in underiaking. T wish to approach this guegtion by:
(1) establishing what is meant by the notion of an action's

being Pcompelled® or "compulsive®, and

(i1) showing that on no plausible account of the meaning of the

concept of compulsion can 1t be said that all unconseciously
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motivated behaviour is behaviour in which there is any element

of compulsion,

In establishing (i) and (ii), T shall then have succeeded in
rebutting the claim that because it is behaviour which is compul=
sive, or compelled, no uncongeiously motivated behaviour can be

treated as anything except irrational.

There has been some discussgion of the role played by compule
sion in the notion of unconsciously motivated behaviaarﬂq In
particular, the context in which this discussion has taken place
has been those areas of jurisprudence and moral philosophy in which
a distinction is drawn between behaviour which is undertaken freely
and behaviour which is determined - or, as it is sometimes put,
behaviour for which the agent is 1o be regarded as having been
fully responsible and behaviour for which the agent is to be
excused. Now, the position which is of interest tc us hers is one,
very commonly seen in philosophical and jurisprudential discussions,
which asserts that a person who can be shown to have been

meonsciously motivated is to that extent to be excuzed from teking

full respongibility for the action in questien,g This position has
been expressed, in philosophical writing, by Haspers§ and I shall
centre my discussion by examining ceritain of Hospers's arguments.
Hospers reaches the position that unconscious motivation is
an excusing condition by way of the argument that since, in being
meonseciously motivated we are caused rather than free, we must
be regarded a8 being less than responsible for those of our actions
in which we are wneonsciously motivated., Thug, of the compulsion
to wash found in the typical "obsessive~compulsive®, he remarks
that:

Mesasslt has mnconscious causges inaccessible to intro-
spection, and moreover nothing can chenge it - it is
ag inevitable for him %o do it as it would be if
someone were forcing his hands under the tap. In this,
it is exactly like the action of a powerful external
forece: it ig just as little within one's conscious
control.”

{("What Means This Freedonf?", Page 31)
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and

"If we cannot be nheld respongible for the infantile
situations (in which we are often passive vietims),
then neither, it would seem, can we be held respon=
sible for compulsive asctions ocecurring in adulthood
that are inevitable consequences of those infantile
gituations..,..Thelr occurrence, once the infantile
events have taken place, is inevitable, just as the
explosion is inevitable once the fuse has been
lighted,®

("What Means This Freedom?", Page 31)

I have gselected these particular passages in order fo
emphasize two distinguishable strands which emerge from Hospers's
general argument. First, there is the simple claim, mentioned
already, that because unconscious mental states are themselves
'causes?, they act as standard efficient causes do in producing
neurotic behaviour., In response to this line of argument, it
geems sufficient to draw atitention to reasons given previously
to ghow that introducing the notion of unconscious mental states
as cauges and that of wnconsciously motivated behaviour as caused
is unhelpful, since we have no satisfactory way of showing the
difference between caused and non-caused behaviour (or causes and
reaﬁ@na} which in any way coincides with the distinction between
the class of behaviowr which ig said 1o be unconsciously motivated

and that which is not.

The second distinguishable line of Hospers's argument may be
expressed in the following wey: neurotic behavicur is caused by
childhood experiences, and gince a person has no contrel over his
or her childhood sexperiences, and thus no control over vhat follows
inevitably from them, then he or she camnot be held responsible for
hig or her neurdtic behaviour. But, expressed this way, the

argument contains 2 non sequitur. For, from the faect thal some

mental state, motive or ineclination ig caused in us, 11t does not
follow that we are to be excused from itaking responsibility for the
action which that state, motive or inelination occasions, For

xample, our bodily appetites are caused in us (and their causes
are also usvally wknown to us, Just as in the case of our uncon~
sciously affected behaviour and states), but normally, unless they
are especially strong and compelling, we are treated as scting

freely and responsibly (although perhaps not as fully rationally)
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when we act upon them, If I am assailed by a yvearning for some
kind of food, then despite this yvearming's itself perhaps having
been cauged in me, I am ususlly held responsible for actions taken
to satisfy it. T am not held responsible for having the craving,
of course. Having the craving and aciing upon it are quite
digtincet, The latter is 'caused' in the sense implied, but the
former, often at least, is not. The argument which I have bheen
examining fails either: in supposing, falsely, that every state or
appetite which is caused in us is so strong as to compel us fo act
upon it {in which case, for a separate reason, we would be said to
be less than responsible in acting upon it};lggg in omitting one
step in the account of the motivation in guesticn: the step belween
unconseious cause, on the one hand, and resultant action, on the

other,

Now there are, as we have Seen cases where no conscious in-
clination or state mediates between the unconscious state and
regultant ‘actiont, for instance, verbal slips. But in other cases
which T have considered of uncensciously motivated behaviour, there
was ghown to be an intermediate step, a conscious inelination to
wish or do ¥, between the unconscious state and the action (X),
ind, in fact, as 1 shall argue, the concept of "ecompulsion®, as
distinet from that of Ppropulsion®, would only apply when such a

conscious inclination was present.

So while Hospers's general conclusion may be the correct one,
neither of the arguments which he proposes appears to be sufficient
to establish that behaviour stemming from uncongeious states
{ineluding motives) is always behaviour which ought to come under

the category of “compelled® or “compulsive",

Te Concept of Compulsion

Let us turn to an examination of the concept of compulsion
in our attempt to investigate whether, and if so why, (all)
meongeiously motivated behaviour might still necegsarily be said
to be behaviour which is compelled, despite the failure of Hospers's

arguments to prove it so.
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My argument will be that the notion of the production of
behaviour = whether caused or motivated and whether conscious or
unconscious - is a different notion from the notion of behaviour
being compulsive. Behaviour is "compulsive" when it is irresistably
strong and I use examples to establish rough behavioural criteria
to identify behaviour which might correctly be described as
compulsive. Compulsion is usually associated with such things
as threats carried out at gun point, drug addictions and certain
obsessive-neurotic rituals., In knowing that a piece of behaviour
hag the predicate "compulsive™ correctly applied, we do not, T
suggest, know how that behaviour was produced: whether caused or

motivated, It is always a separate guestion fto ask,

What does it mean to say thalt some behaviour wag compelled,
or was compulsive in nature? Notice, first, the breadth of the
notion: we speak of the compelling force of reasons and beliefs

(1 was compelled to sacrifice my gueensg my sense of duty compelled

=
o

to attend the function), or threats of physical and other
violence (I was compelled to march by my captor), of bodily needs
and habituations and addiections (fthe addict is compelled to search
for another 'fix'), and of applications in clinical psychopathology
(the kelptomaniac is compelled to steal). And notice the
dictionary's wide-~ranging: "to urge irrvesistably, to constrain,

; . 4
oblige, force, a person to do a thing®.,”

In 2ddition to the one expressed eariier in my discussion
of Hospers's pogition, the argument that in being wnconsciously
motivated we are compelled to act and that in being compelled we
are cauged is open %o an obviocus criticism, which might be men=
tioned at this point. The claim that being caused to act is to be
equated with being compelled to do so appears to abuse ordinary
ugage. rFor, in the everyday kind of cases in which we are said
to be cansed to act, as vhen we are pushed from behind, we are
gald to be Ypropelled" rather than “compelled”. The concept of
compulgion, whatever its other looseness, at least implies always
that the person in question iz aware of doing what he or she is
doing and, in the broad sense discussed in Chapter Two (page 59),
wants to do go. VWhether acting at gun point or gelting a 'fixt

or cbhseszgively washing his hands, the agent is aware of what he
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is doing. To be compelled to act is always to have some desire(s)
or impulse(s) (and also, perhaps, some belief(s)) concerning the
action in guestion, And being pushed from behind and propelled

implies the presence and mediation of no such mental states.

The dictionary definition of ‘'compulsion' given above
ineluded the expression ‘force', At first sight the inclusion of
this concept in the definition of ‘compulsion® msey seem o contrao=
diet my elaim in the previous paragraph that "compulsion" implies
the presence of awareness of his or her action on the part of the
agent, The use of 'forced' in: "He forced me off the cliff" is
a case where no awareness is invelved on the agent’s part. In
this case *force' is being used in the sense of propulsion: "He
propelled me and thus caused me to fall". In the case of propulsion
tforce' is not, and would not be, followsd by an infinitive:

someone could not, in this sense, be said to force me to fall

(#£all® involves no awareness on my part). I could only be said

to be caused to fall. If someone forced me to jump ("jump'involves
awareness on my part), then T would indeed be said fto be compelled
to jump, rather than to have been propelled off the ¢liff. The
key point here is that if an agent is compelled to do %, he or

she is aware of doing X -~ although not necessarily aware of why

he is doing it,

Now both having been propelled and having acted under compul-

gion are treated, in certain contexts, as excuses for behaving in

particular ways. And there ig certainly, as that would suggest,
an instructive analogy between the case of being propelled, by
being pushed from behind for example, and that of being compelled.
The similarity between the two rests in the guality of

irregistability which characterizes the force which movesg the

person in each cage,

Consider the case of being compelled by threats of physical
violence, Having a gun pointed at onefs head and being told to
move, while different from the case where physical force is
literally applied and one moves forward on account of having been

pushed, is regarded as also involving an irresistable forece, One

could refrain from moving, despite the gun, but it is ususlly
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unlikely to be successful ~ it insistently demands the
agent's full attention wntil it is satisfied,

(iii) the impulse is recurring or continucus, and is thus
insatiable,

While apparently isclating key features of the phenomenon of
clinical compulasion ag it is described in psychiatric case studies
of the kind quoted, notice that we have not established a way of

digtinguishing this kind of compulsion from the compelling force

which holds sway in the sorts of non-pathological context
mentioned, Criteria (i)={(iii) in the previous paragraph would,
indeed, comnt equally as behavioural criteris for a case such as
the one in which a person is compelled to march by external threatls.
Inasmuch ag the pressure persisits, the impulse to march might be
guite as insatiable, as atbention~consuming and as imposaible 1o
discbey as the obsessive~compulgive's impulse to wash. Thig, I
would suggest, is because clinical compulsion differs only in bheing
associated with the behaviour of persons suffering from particular
psychiatric conditions., 1% does not otherwise differ in any
fundamental way from the “compulsions® found in noneclinical
situations. (Although there is one additional clue to distinguish~

, . : . 6 : . .
ing it, which Austin notes:” only in psychiatric cases do we

employ the adverbial expression and speak of acting "compulsively®.
In non=clinical cases we may speak of the agent as having been

compelled =~ but not of his or her having acted "compulgively”.

Let us note that the concept of olinical or pathological

compulsion is not one which is sharp-edged, Behaviour is sither

caused or motivated, but there are degrees of compulsion, TIn
mentioning a class of cases of clearly compulsive actionsg, it is
necessary to speak very loosely., For, between the cases of come
pulsion described and cases of ordinary action, there ig a
gradation., Both in situations where an external threat compels
(the gun held at the head), and among psychological compulsions
1ike the one in the case study guoted, thers are, in fact, a range
of cases over which it becomes increasingly less plausible to

gpeak of compulsions and of the reasons to act as compelling ones.

And, there is a vast, fuzzy central area over which it would be
difficult to decide whether or not the notion of compulsion has
application, So, my account ig not sufficient o enable us

mfailingly to pick compulsive from non=compulsive behaviour. I
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will merely let us distinguish clear cases of compulsive behaviour

from eclear cases of non-compulsive behaviour.

It is important to notice that the kind of compulsion des-
eribed in the case study quoted characterizes by no means all
clinically significant, or pathological behaviour. T+t is asg0=
clated particularly with conditions centring around distinct cravings
like alcoholism, drug addiction, certain sexual perversions and
fetishes like exhibitionism, kelptomania, ete., on the one hand,
and, on the other, with a distinet pesvchological and behavioural
syndrome called "obsessive-compulsive" neurosis, or reaction,
where a pathological concern with questions of right and wrong, and
the concept of dirt and cleanliness combines with, and explains,
irresistable impulses to act in certain characterigtic ways, ways
with which we are femiliasr from the typical "compulsive hande
waghers®, But those mentioned comprise only a small number of the
behaviour patterns and syndromes usually classified as neuroses,
There are many neuroses, for example, those associated with affecm
tive states, depressive reactiong, mania and manic-depreasive
cycles, in which ilrresistable impulses, or compulsiong, play no

part at all,

Nor, more importantly, does such compulsion charascterize all
unconsciously metivated behaviour. Although it may not be possible
alwsys to distinguish behaviour which ig compelled from that which
is not, according to my rough definition, neverthelesz, as I have

gaid already, we do have paradigm cases of compulsive behaviour

of the particular kind in question. A4nd these cases contrast
starkly with much unconsciously motivated behaviour, for instance
with the kind of unconsciousgly motivated behaviour where gomeone
refuges an invitation to a party, knowing that she did so partly
because of unconsclous reasons, There is no temptabtion, on the
face of 1t, to describe this case as one of compulsion at all.
There could be argument about whether behaviour was causged rather
than motivated, but the standard criteris of applicebility of

"eompulsive? are absent.

The production of behaviour - caused or motivated - iz one

thing, but being compulsive is another. OFf course, it is always
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open for someone to use "compelled® synonymously with "caused!,
But, if this is so, then the question of whether unconsciously
motivated behaviour is compelled is a itrivial one, beecause it is
true by definition that it is not. There is always the problem,
as we have seen in previous chapters, of deciding whether a parti-
cular piece of behaviour is caused or whether it is motivated,

but that is a different problem,

Thus, there appears o be no way of interpreting "compulsion®
vhich would encourage us fto vary our initisl asseriion that not
all unconsciously motivated {and otherwise produced) behaviour
is behaviour which can be described as "compulsive® or "ecompelled®,
And we must conclude that any attempt to establish that unconsciouge
1y metivated behaviour is irrational in being compelled or com-
pulsive, must fail., It is no more true that all unconsciously
motivated behaviour is compelled or compulsive, than it is that all
behaviour which is compelled or compulsive ocught to be described

as caused, in the smensge Hospers employs.
We can now leave the guestion of the irratienality§ of
weconsciocusgly motivated behaviour and concern ourselves with its

rationality.

The Nature of the Thesis

From my analysis of the concept of rationality in the
previous chaplter, it can be seen thal to ask whether unconsciously
motivated behaviour is ever rational is actually to ask a number
of different questions., In particular, it is to ask whether
unconsciougly motivated behaviour can be deseribed as rational in
any of the three different ways of characterizing the rationaliily
of action described in Chapter Four (page 172). Clearly, uncon=
sciously motivated behaviocur may prove to meei one or more of those

different characterizations without thereby meeting the others,

3o the general claim, made by Toulmin and Flew and their
followers, That all unconsciously motivated behaviour is rational,
is too general to be informative. So, too, is the contrary claim,
made subseguently by Alexander and Mullan@$7 for example, that
unconsciously motivated behavicur never ig, and never could be,
rational. We must reject both these claims, The more correct

view, as I shall show, iz that while some unconsciously motivated
2 H SRS R
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behaviour may be regarded as rational in each of the different
ways described, some may not., It is inaccurate o characherize
a1l unconsciously motivated behaviour either as rational or ag

irrational.

Purther, according to the different wayvs of using the ternm
'rational’, it is possible to evaluate both conseciously motivated
and uncongciously motivated behaviour alike in termg of their
rationality, and to conclude that just as some consciougly motivas
ted actions are rational in each of the ways described, while some
are irrational (in both of the philosophically interesting senses:

irratianalg or non=-rational, as well as irrational, or a~-rational),

2
s0 gome unconsciously motivated behaviour or ﬁ@@laé, in particular
some at leagt of that which is attributed to paychologically normal,
as distinet from neurotic persons, is xrational, in some of the
different ways of conceiving of rationality described in Chapier
Four, while some is irrational. Thus, ¥ would draw a sharp dighinge
tion within the class of behaviour which iz plausibly explained in
terms of unconscious beliefg, feelings, wishes and motives. Some
behaviour of that c¢lass, for instance the compulsive handwashing

of the obsesgsive, is completely irrational, while other instances

of behaviour in the class - for instance, much of the behaviour
which we encounter in what Freud called the psychopathology of
everyday life, as well as some of the unconscicusly motivated

behaviour exhiblited by neurotics - is rational,

Rationality (1): Unconsciousness and Acting in One's Interests,
Maximizing Utility, etc,

In order to discover whether and when wneongciously motivated
behaviour would be described as rational, we might begin by cone
gidering the characterization of acting rationally given under (1)
in Chapter Four as acting in such a way that one furtherg one's
interests (or maximizes one's expected uwtility, minimizes one's
expected disutility, minimizes regret, etc.), If it can be shown
that some instances of unconsclously motivated behavicur fulfil one
or gome of these requirements, then at least the behaviour of the
unconsciously motivated person sometimes can be said to be rational

according to this criferion.
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It may be supposed that unconsciously motivated behaviour
iz unlikely even to be rational in the way mentioned. Certainly,
we are inclined to associate the idea of unconsciously motivated
behaviour withthe repetitive, pointless and characterigtically
self~defeating behaviour of the full~blown neurctics who find their
way into psychiatric case studies: the obmessive with her foolish
ritual, the patient whose life is spent in avoiding an inexplicable
phoblic object, or pursuing some meaningless fetish, Freud's
hysterics and suchlike, And, most certainly, the behaviour of
such persons is unlikely to meet the requirements for rationality
expressed in characterization (1), if only because the mere fact
that these people have had to seek clinical help seenms sufficient
to indicate that in these cases, their behaviour was at least
likely to bring about consequences outweighing in undesirability
the prospective desirability of the goal or aim it was intended 4o
achieve (in this case, such undesgirable consequences being con
sciously experienced: discomfort, failure, dissatisfaction, etc. ).
But these are by no means the only sort of case in which it seems
plausible to offer unconscious states in explanation or partial
explanation of behaviour. For instance, the whole range of
explanations in terms of unconscious mental states arising in none
clinical settings (explanations of what may be deseribed, in Freud's
expression, as the psychopathology of everyday life) involve beha=
viour which would seem a much more likely candidate for being shown
to be rational in the way of characterizing rationality under

digscussion,

In The Psychopathology of Bveryday Life, as I have already

remarked, it is proposed that much everyday beshaviour, both that
which iz ordinarily regarded as intentional action and much which
has hitherto been thought o be completely involuntary and the
regult of apparently insignificant causal factors, is really a
reflection of unconscious beliefs, feelings and wishes, so that
the behaviour of normal, psychologically 'healthy' (despite the
reference to patheology in the description of this class of
behaviour) and, we may add, rational-seeming people as well as
the behaviour of neurotics, may be given a plausible explanation
in terms of the agent’s unconscious motives or mental stabes, OF

thoge actions already recognized as such, for which the agent does
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have some consclously held reason or reagons, the suggestion is
that additional unconscious beliefs and wighes may be offered to
supplement or, in some cases, to replace, the reason which is
believed by the agent to explain the behaviour. And of that beham
viour which was not hitherto regarded as requiring an explanation
in termg of reasons or motives, the suggestion is that this beha-
viour ig to be classed as action, and thus that an explanation in
terme of reasons or motives, albeit unconsciocus ones, is to be
sought in accounting for it. Since on the face of it, we might

s

expect more likelihood of rationality among the paychologically

» u

normal than in the clinieally significant behaviouwr of confirmed
neurotics, it is towards this class of behaviour that we ought
first to turn in an attempt to find cases of unconsciously motiva-
ted behaviour meeting one or several of the criteria expressed in

rationality formulation (1),

In discussing the nature of unconscious motivation earlier,
I distinguished, on the one hand, between cases of behaviour which
may be said to be golely unconsciously motivated and behaviour
which ig only partially so, and, on the other, between cases of
unconscious motivation in which one or several of the belief(s),
desire(s) and emotion(s) comprising the motive itself were uncone
scious, a belief about the relation between the belief(s),
desire(s) and emotion(s) comprising the motive and the behaviour
in question, was unconscious, viz., the belief that that particular

behaviour wag motivated by those particular beliefs, desires or

feelings. Let us begin by examining a case in which the behavieur

in question is solely uncongciously motivated, and involves the

type of unconscious motivation where (some part of) the motive

iteelf ig uneonsciouns,

Example A, In The Pgychopathology of Everyday Life, Freud
2fampie o

describes the following case of unconsciously motivated forgetting:

"Due te unknown causes, Jones left a letter for gseveral
days on his desk, forgetting each time to post it. He
ultimately posted it, but it was returmed to him from

the Dead Letter office because he forgot to address it.
After addressing and posting it for a second time, it was
again returned %o him, this time without g stamp. He was
then forced to recognize the unconscious opposition to
the sending of the letter,®

{(Page 186)



If there were an unconscious wish to avoid sending the letter,

ag Freud suggests here, then the series of 'deliberate’ forge tm
tings described constitute motivated actions, in the sense dege
cribed earlier, They are likely to achieve s at least temporarily
the fulfilment of the wish., Since we are not told the unconscious
reagson for the "counter will", it is not so easy to Judge whether
these forgettings also meet criteria of the sort expressed in
rationality formulation (1) ~ whether, for instance, they may he
seen to have been in the agent's interests (and believed by him

to have been so). Let us suppose that the letier contained a
cheque to cover a bill which Jones believed (consciously or uncon=
sciously) o have been mnjustifiably high., In this case, the
taction' taken might well prove self-defeating and ivrational by
merely hastening the mmpleasant and troublesome advent of debte
collectors or lawyers' threats. But let us suppose, instead, thatl
the letter contained a proposal of marriage o a woman with whom
Jones was besotted. We can well imagine that his unconsciously
expressed reservations might be justified in this cage, although
he could not consciously recognize or acknowledge them, and that
were the marriage to proceed, it would be a failure. So, we can
alter the case until it confoms to part of the criteria expressed
in rationality formulation {1). In this case, Joneg might be said
to have an unconsecious belief that severing the relationship would
be in his interests, at least in one way. But could it be said to
be in his interests? It might be objected that the only rational
thing to do in this situation, given that one had some (umaanﬁmioas}
reservations about the relationship, would be to become acguainted
with them, in the first place, and then fo act upon them, by
explicitly severing the relationship or explicitly and knowingly
ceaning communication, Yet, if the considerations involved in being
in one's interests or, indeed, if those relating to the notion of
maximizing utility, or minimizing disutility or regret, are taken
into account, then it can be argued that the anguish which such a
direct approach would create in the besotted man would be a cone
sequence outweighing in undesirability the prospective desirability
of the expected consequence, and that the more devious approach,
which at once proitects the man's feelings while ensurir ng that such
action ig taken 2s to avoid producing unfortunate long=term cone

sequences, is at least ag rational as the direct one, Similarly,



it may be proposed that while the forgetting behaviour (unconscious
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action) could be said to have been a rational regponse to the
situation, nevertheless engaging in the same behaviour, that is,
failing to post the letter while consciously being aware of what

he was doing, must count as having been a more rational one,
However, the feeling of felt discomfort brought about by the cone
flect of wishes (the wish %o post the letter and the wish to avoeid
doing so), were the unconscious wish to enter the agent's consciocus
mind, seemglikely to be sufficiently undesirable a congeguence of
this case for us to say that the former one at least eguals and
perhaps exceeds the latier in iis rationality, This then is one
case of solely unconsciously motivated behaviour which may be
considered %o be rational according to rationality formulation (1).
It is a rational thing to do, or way to proceed, given the situations

it may even be said to be the most rational thing to do.

Let us consider another case., Many of the examples which
Freud uses to illustrate the notion of the uncenseious motivation

and

present in everyday life are those of wverbal slips, wril
gpoken. It will be remembered from my earlier discussion of the
nature of unconscious motivation that these cases exhibit certain

peculisrities which make them less clear-cut cases of unconscious

motivation than the sort of error of memory which T have Just
considered, but since Freud himself treated them as in every way
analagous to other unconseciously motivated 'errors!, we might look

briefly at one notwithstanding that,

Example B, This time Freud quotes from Stekels

"An unpleasant trick of my unpleasant thoughts was revealed
by the following example: To begin with, T may state that
in my capacity as a physician, T never consider remuneration,
but always keep in view the patient's interests only: this
goes without saying, T was visiting 2 patient who was
convalescing from a seriocus illness. We had passed through
hard days and nights, T was happy to find her improved, and
I portrayed to her the pleasures of a sojourn in Abbizia,
concluding withs "If, as T hope, vou will not soen leave
your bed." This obviously came from an unconscious selfish
motive, to be able to continue treating this wealthy patient,
a wish which is entirely foreign to my waking consciousness,
and which I would reject with indignation.®

(The Psychopathology of Everyday Life, page 16)
Assuming Stekel's own hypothesis about the unconsciocus motive *o be

the correct one, we can see that his slip clearly expressed or was
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a sign of his unconscious wish for continuing treatment of and
remuneration from the wealthy patient., Yet, it seems to be ill~
degigned as a method of achieving such an end. Saying "1 hope

you will not soon leave your bed" is most uﬁli@iéy to bring about

the fulfilment of the wish for continuing treatment. And, while

the goal may be said to have been in Stekel's financial interests,

M

i
without further information it is difficult to judge whether or
not it might be said +to have been in his interests simpliciter.,

For the very same reason that it barely counts as a clearwcut case
of motivated action, as distinet from action in which an uncon
scious wish is reflected, or revealed, at 211, it will meet that
part of the rationality requirement which stipulates that it bring
about no consequences outweighing in undesirability the prospece
tive desirability of the aim or goal, And, this will be true of
the general class of unconsciously produced speech acts, written
as well as spoken, This is because they generally go disregarded
and even ummoticed, since away from the ggyehaana?vsﬁ'@ couch, they
are usually not taken to have any significance at all., They are,
thus, rendered alt once ineffectual and harmless - they simply have

£y

no significant consequences, desirable or otherwise.

We can, of course, view cases of unconsciously motivated
speech acts in a slightly different light by transforming them
into what look to be potentially rational (1) actions of a some-
what different kind, To do 80, we need merely to postulate that
these verbal acts are motivated by an unconscious wish to express
some belief, wish or attitude held, in this case, unconseiously.
If we concede that directly expressing the belief, wish or
attitude is a way of fulfilling the wish to express it, then we
appear to have at least a promising candidate for an additional

sense in which unconsciously motivated speech acts might be said

to be rational according to the criteria expressed in formulation

(1).

Ceteris paribus it is not against our interests to give

verbal expression to our mental states, whether they be conscious
or uneconscious, But is it actually in our interests? Clearly, if

we accept the fact mentioned previously, that verbal slips qua



actions, generally have no significant consequnces, desirable or
otherwise, for the person whose actions they are, then in order to
3,

say s0, it must be the case that expressing one's beliefs, wishes,

attitudes, etc., counts as intrinsicallyv desirable, But is it7

A conclusive answer to this guestion would require too extensive

a departure from the main topic at issue. Tt is perhaps sufficient
to say that self-expression has long been touted by philesophers
and educators, both as an instrumental and as an intrinsic good,

We can conclude that it might well be that selfwexpression has

intrinsgic value,

With respect to Example B, it might still be objected that
the possibility of this kind of unconsciously motivated speech
act's being regarded as rational according to the eriteria
expressed in rationality formulation (1), presents difficulties in
permitting us to do violence to our intuitions by allowing us to
drive a wedge between the notion of the expression of the belief
and of the belief itself and to judge that the expression of the
belief might be rational although the belief itself was held

i
irrationally. Thus the possibility seems to be allowed of its

=3

being rational to express an unreasonable belief, If the following

)

conditions were met: the person

(a) wished or intended to express the beliefs
(v} did so in a direct way without circumlocution or metaphor; and

(¢) if his or her doing so was unlikely to lead to harmful
consequences,

then regardless of the unreasonableness of the belief, the person's
*
expresgion of the helief must be treated as rationzl.,

* The above class of restrictions may actually suffer a further
regiriction. For, except in the case of unconsciously motivated
speech acte of the sort which Freud describes, we rarely have a
single purpose when we speak. As well as wishing or intending
to assert a belief which one often does when one's speech is
congciougly motivated, one alse often wishes or intends *o
describe, inform, comfort, agree, warn, fr¥ighten, commend, embar-
ras, impress, bamboozle, etc,, or some combination of these, and
it may be said to be the rationality of the combination of dife
ferent wishes involved, or at least of the most significant wish
involved, which must decide the rationality or irrationality of
the total speech act, So that even if fulfilling one's wish or
intention to express some belief were to satisfy the rationality
criteria, if one also spoke with the intention of comforting or
regssuring, but chose for the purpose to express a belief with
little likelihood of producing that effect in the hearer, we
might want to say that overall such total speech acts were less
than rational.8
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While seemingly odd, such a description is not, however, in
fact inconsistent with any of our intuitions about what counts as
ratlonality. We are not accustomed to speak of speech acts as
rational or irrational, it is true; usually we restriet that
evaluation to gross bodily actions, But this scems to be nothing
more than custom, While bodily actions are the primary object of
application for evaluations in terms of rationality, an extension
of that application to speech acts would seem te be irmocuous
enough since gpeech acts do fit into the broad category of intenw

N ) G
tional behaviour, ~

However, before leaving the disvussion of verbal  slips, I
would repeat that, unlike that of errors of the sort described in
Ixample A, the case of verbal slips is one which, unless we resort

to an interpretation in terms of unconscious wishes to express,

can only be dubiocusly included in the ecategory of action which is
motivated rather than merely causally produced by unconsciocus

mental states,

To treat verbal slips the way Stekel's remarks indicate that
he did and Freud himself often did, asz efforts to fulfil the wish

they reveal, is 1o have them fail consistently to meet what we have

}

been regarding as the mark of something's being a motivated action
its appropriateness for or fit with the aim for which it was sup-
pogsedly undertakens it must have some possibility at least of fule
filling that aim., For that reason, it scems more apposite to see
the slip as standing in the relation of being a sign of, or reveal=
ing or reflecting the particular unconscious wish it expresses,
than as being an action designed and taken in order to carry out
that wish., So unless we introduce the alternaitive account and
treat the "wish o express the wnconsecious wish menitioned® azs the
unconsclous wish, verbal slips are not, strictly speaking, uncon-

geiously motivated,

As was remarked earlier, if we should resort to the latter
interpretation of treating the wish to express as the unconscious
motive, then we would be faced with the additional diffieculty that

to introduce a wish to express some wverbal act is never to add
A

anything by way of explanation of that act which could not have
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act, that is, that it

4
&
]
8

been added merely by stating that it
was, broadly speaking, intentional. And since to give a motive ig
always to explain, merely to refer to some slip as indication of
an unconscious wish to express some fubture wigh, is not, strictly
speaking, to give an account of motivation at all,

In discussing the different kinds of solely uneconsclous notivation,
I distinguighed cases of the sort mentioned in Txamples A and B
from thosge where the agent did something knowingly and in doing so

also did something else unconsciously. An example of the latier

iy
case used was of person X who, while {kﬁawingly} conversing with P,

was also unconsciously hurting P's feelines, While X's conversing

with P was said to be an aetion with mixed motivation, some CoOne

scious and some unconscious, her hurting P's feelings was given ag

an instance of a solely unconsciously motivated action.

Example C, By slightly altering that cage, we can congbruct

an example of another action which is solely unconsciougly motiva~-

ted and which appears to be rational in the menner under discussion,

Let ug sgay that in choosing examples to illustrate what she is
&
saying, P unconsciously selects those which flatter her listener V.

If we postulate that P has an unconséious wish to make Y respond
warmly towards her, and a justified, conscious or unconsecious
belief that having ¥ respond warmly towards her is in her interests,
then we seem to be able to say that as long as Y registers the
flattery and accepts it in the right spirit (a supposition which
seemg likely enough), P'e wnconsciously motivated flattery might be

described as rational in the sense of rationality (1), Nor would

fedo

t be evidently more rational in this sense for P to have con—

ciously acknowledged her unconsecious wish and either to have

W

expressed 1t more directly or to have engaged in the same flatter=
ing strategy with conscious intent. It may be plausibly argued
that approaches of either kind would be self~defeating: openly
expressed a wish that someone will be your friend is notoriocusly
more likely to produce the opposite effect. Since conveying selfe

ongcious and intentional flattery is a skill which few master,

2

17
the person may sense and resent the art in the flattery, making it
a dangerous strategy at best for all but the most skilled practi-

tioner, and we can build i% into our case that P is not one.












We can now conclude in general that even solely unconseciocusly

motivated behaviour, both that exhibited by neurotics and that

found in the psycl Qmathe?aﬁy of everyday life, may be szid to be
rational (in certain instances) in the way described in rationa-
lity formulation (1), that is, rational in the sense of furthering

one's interests, VWhen we turn te the case of behaviour whose
motivation only partially springs from unconscious sources, we

find, as might be expected, that the same ig true. Muoch partially

unconsciously motivated behaviour seems 1o meet the regquirements

expressed in rationality formulation (1).

I have mentioned slready in Chapier Four the aliernative
strategies available when an agsessment must be made of the rationa~
1ity of an action stemming from more than one distinguishable
motive, and the possibility of aSS@SSing the action under each
gseparate motive descriptic
wag there remarked, leads to a more siringent rationality reguire-
ment since we may stipulate that the action is rati
if it meets the raticonality requirement as assessed mnder each
geparate motive description. This strategy is the one besgt

employed where the mixed motivation in guestion is partly conscious
ata

X
and partly unconscious. T ghall hope to establish that even on this

stronger criterion, some wnconsciously motivated hehaviour can be
shown tc be rational, Tor as long as we were to apply only the weake
Sﬁrat@gy -~ gasessing the action's motives as a whole = our account
sks being countered with the objection that gua unconsciously
motivated action, the action in question is not rational, that it
derives its rationality from the rationality exhibited by the zction

regarded in relation to the comscious motive wnderlying it.

Consider the following cases
Example . P likes Q and is aware of no ill=feeling on her
nart towards Q. P refuses an invitation from 9, giving as her

reason, which she gincerely believes to be her only one, that she
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has pressing WQLE to do on her thesis, It is true that the work
must be done, but unlikely that that alone could be sufficient o
motivate {party-going, invitation~accepting) P +to refuse, Now, if

there are independent reasong for believing that P feel

n
n
o
£
L6

meagure of unconscious hostility towards 4, then either one of
the following explanations for P's refusal might be plausible:

(1) She refuses the invitation becauses:

o
Jodo
S
in
g

i)
*ﬁ‘

elieves that she ought to stay at home and work on
her thesis, and
{ii} she wnconsciously wishes to aveid seeing Q.

While neither (i) nor (ii) alone would be sufficient to yrﬁduc@

c*%‘
o
&Q

the refusal, the two conditions together are jeintly suffi

.

(ii) she unconsciously wishes to aveid seeing Q.
Bither her uneconscious belief or her unconscious wish alone would
be gufficilent to make her refuse the invitation, but in this case
both are operate in her decision, that is, her decision is "over-
determined®,

When we congider thig example in the light of the r&%ianali%y
criteria expressed in formulation {1

clearly is motivated (refusing the invitation is an appropriate

u

way of achieving the fulfilment of both goals, the conscious wish
for time for thesig-writing and the unconscious wish o avoid

seeing Q). And also, since there is no particular reason to sup—
t the refusal would bring about adverse congseguences

outwelghing in wndesirability the prospective desgirability of the
goals, and gince we can suppose that P is justified in believing
it 30 be in her interesis to work on her thesis, and that she does
consciously believe it, and is similarly Justified in believing
that it is in her interests to avoid seeing § and, albeif vmeon-
geciously, doss believe 1t = it is also rational in the sense of

being the or a rational procedure given the situation. And again,

>“:‘l

agwe have done in previous cases, we may compars the behaviour wnders

taken in this case with other possible strategies for dealing with

i
ituation in question, gtrategies which involve no
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In reply to the latter a priori rgument which, if it is
valid, will have established that all uncongcious reasons properls
so-called are good reasons in the sense gpecified, there iz one
obvious objection, It is neot the case, it may be argued, that any

time that an wneceon

hig or her uncons

scionsly motivated person

cioug motive even

ontinues to act upen

after coming to acknowledge it

ag one of the reasons for his or her action, the b belief(s),
wishe(es) or attitudes comprising that unconscious motive are cone
sistent with the person's conscious beliefs, values and attitudes.

This may uvevally be the
thealthy! person so ac cte,

the element of compulsion often enters in, &

or her continuing to act upon

1s a source of ghanme,

patibility between that motive

sciously held beliefs,

motivation ig strong enough to make the person powerless

it
whom we discussed ear

to understand

to assuage her fear of the dark, the

nightly ritual was motivated by her unconseious wigh to

parents from having

2
£

guilt or despair s

a

We can imagine, for example,

lier to

intercourse, and

case when a pgychologiezally normal, or
£ b4

but in the case of the action of neurotics,
0 that even though his

the acknowledged unconscious motive

simply because of the income

and the person's avowed and cone
ttitudes and values, neverthele 1@
t0 resist
that even were Freud's patient

have gained

”JZ}

sufficient self-knowledge

that in addition to her ordinary, conscious, wisgh

door-opening part of her
revent her

even 1f the idea of this

additional motivation were highly repugnant to her, nevertheless
she might find herself so uncomforiable and anxious until the door
was opened, that she might have been unable o resist her urge to
open it

And needless to say, the incompatibilities arizing between g
person's unconscious motives and conse ciougly held beliefs, values
and attitvudes, such as these, are unlikely to be accommodated by
way of an application of the qualific cation, mentioned earlier,
that if there is inconsistency then it must be the cage that the
incongistency 1s recognised by the agent and the agent judges the
belief, attitude or value upon which he or she acts or proceeds
to be the more rational or reasonable of the two, or the most
rational or reasonable of the rmumber of the conflicti ing beliefs,

s

nevrotio

r attitudes, however many there m

pursuing a compulsively followed ritual,

2y be. For in the casé

it is



likely that while continuing to act upon them he or she would
acknowledge the beliefs, attitudes and values underlying the come

D

g 1
pelling motive to be far from the most reas zonable or rational he
1ds (apart from acknowledging them te be abhorrent in

more distressing ways).

Becanse of the possibility of the kind of compulgion degm
T

cribed, it might be argued that the class of cases of URCON=
sciously motivated behaviour in which it is posaibke to attributs

reasons to the agent is not coextensive with that in which the

“Ja

“L
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agent can be sai have good reasons in the sense of rTeasons
which are coherent with his or her other, cons 121y held

beliefs, attitudes and values.

But the case of compulsive behaviour would appear o be the

ol

only kind which it is possible to use in gupport of the above

&
i
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argument, And a2z long 2 20, the argument still would
g L)

o

remain undefeated, For the case of behaviour stemming from uncon-

scious states which thus compel or foree us +o act, canmot strictly

be called a case of unconsecious 2ly motivated behaviour at all.
Rather, it is behaviour which must be said to be produced or

caused by unconsecious mental states, Tn these sort of Cages8 UNCOTe

sclous mental states do seem to function much more like brute
causes of, than like 'like reasons for, our behaviour. So it would
seem that the suggestion made initia ally still might be the correct
one: as long as any unconsciously motivated behaviour can be shown
to meet the requirements for being done with & reason at all, then
it will vsually also meet that part of the requirements for good

o

reagong which is concerned with echerence and eonsistency,

A& more sericus objechion remaing, however, Our generalisae
tion may be questioned on the grounds that the agent's own
acceptance of his or her unconscious reasons cannot be used a8 a
eriterion for their compatibility with the set of that pergon’s
consciously held beliefs and values, since we are notorious 51y

imperfect in the practice of detecting incocherence and incompom

tibility among the body of our beliefs and values. This argument
is not, in relation to what are usually regarded ag the fae t,?
a particularly convineing one, For what is regarded az the ure



of most unconscious states is such as to make them easily recog-
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igabl
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> as elther cohering, or being sharply incompatible, with

n

our ordinary, consciously held beliefs, attitudes and values:
typically they appear to have a simplicity and a stariness far
removed from the kind of complication and obscurity whieh lead to
failures to detect incoherence and incompatibility between parti-
cular ones of our conscious beliefs, attitudes and values, But we
cannot be swayed by such considerations, for such supposed ffacts!
about unconseclous mental states rest on the assumption of the very
Preudian theories of repression and peychic structurs of which we

wish ocur account to remain innocent,

We must then consider the question in light of cases, and

rest content with sufficient support for the generalisation that,

sometimes at least, it is true that unconscious unconscious reasons

£00d Teasons,.

vl

Let ueg look firet at & cagse of solely unconsciously motivae
nsamanmrtealon

“

ted behaviour, In Hxample C given earlier, P unconsciously selects

%

examples to flatter her listener ¥ out of her unconscious wish *o
have Y respond warmly to her. It geems plausible to suggest that
no incompatibility need obtain between P's consciously held beliefs,
&

desires and attitudes (includin

tw
her attitude towards ¥, which
might, for instance, be one of sheer indifference)}, and the beliefs,
desires and attitudes comprising her uneconscious motive,

In contrast, as it stands the case described in Example T

e
of Py partially uwncongecliously motivated refus

o

clearly faills to meet the coherence reguirement., Since it is built
into the ecase that Pls dislike of § is inconsgistent

geiously experienced and expressed attitude towards 9, P's cone
sciously motivated refusal must be said, in that respect at least,
to fail to be occasioned by good reasons, and hence must fail to

be a reasonable action {although it might well still be the or a
rational thing to do according to rationality farmulating'§?}ﬁ in
the sense of being in the agent's interests), But we can change
the example in order to make it accord with the coherence require—

ment. Let us say that far from liking 9, P had always tended to






and unconsciously diglikes her as

The above, then, is one case in which the person who is
i £

partially unconsciously motivated may be aware of

her reasons at the time at which the action takes pl

reagong inasmuch as they meet the coherence requirement set out
earlier, As stated, that case has some features which make it
1
motive and part of the conscious motive are not merely compatible,
but are, at least in one respect, identical - both econsisting, as
they do, of an attitude of dislike felt towards §, we were forced
into speaking of the motive as being at once conscious and wcon
scious at the same time: a manner of speaking which is a little

confusing.

However, we can avold this difficulty, since bearing a
relation of identity to it is not the only way in vwhich one mental
state or attiitude can be compatible with another, Let us alter
the example in the following way: P accepts the invitation, and

tivated in part by her conseious wish to szee
her cousin, who will be at the party, and in part by her uncone
scious wish to see her old flame X, who ig also likely *o attend.
Midway through writing a letter of acceptance, light dawns and P
e ditional reason is inveolved. Her consciously
felt attitude towards seeing X might be anything from indifference
to very mild apprehension, at least it is not eagermess. But her
desire to see her cousin is strong, and despite her consciously
experienced indifference towards the prospect of seeing X as well,
she decides to accept anyway - while admitting that some of her
enthuaiasm for her cousin might be deflected from her uncenseious

> 2

wish to see X, that is, While admitting that her decigion might be

partly unconsciously motivated, ¥Now, since P's wish to see her
cousin and her unconscious wish to see ¥ are in no way incompatible,
and neither are her consciougly felt attitude of indifference or

mild apprehension towards the idea of seeing X and her unconscious

wigh to see X, then we seem %o be able o conclude that her unconm
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scious wish, once its presenc P, counis as a good

4,

reagon at least in as much as it is not incompatible with any of

&



behaviour it ig possible for "unconscious reasscns' to comt as
good reasons according to one eriterion by which that evaluation

can be mades coherence,

With regard to the second half o

i
we hypothesise that the uncongeious beliefe and desi

were formed at an unconscions level: +he whole notion of wmconseoion

'thinking', or 'weasoning', brings with it so many further con

inda

tual problems and is, at least on the face of it, so vague and
N

tenuous as to be best left unmentioned., And we are not ohli

to taks the further step of intra&ucipg it. For in the fivs

already, which merely concerns cmngeiausly hel

d bel
desires. (The kind of wnconscious motivation to which T refer is
that in which the person is unconsciocus of the connsction hetween
his or her {consciously held) beliefs and desires, and the beha-
viour which, unbeknowmst to him or her, they occasion,) And there
is no objection to the notion that ordinary conseciously held
beliefe and desires involved in unconscious motivation might not

themselves have been reached by ordinary, conscious rational
1T

The example used to illustrate the latier kind of motivaw
b

tlon was the one of Freud's obsesgive patient. In discussing the

possibility of this girl's neuretic actions being in her interests,
I raised the possibility that the beliefs and wishes which motie
vated her were not necessarily wholly unreasonable in the sense

of being unjustifiable., As long as they could be seen to be

ens pouszble to hypothesise that the

et
&
o
16
3
w
foio
(=
Fund
[0
ar
o
ol
Lok
fod
o
o5
ﬂ“\
e
b
Foda
o

o7

patient herself had orginally arrived at them by way of a conscious





















































