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_ o AESTRACT

7 “A1th88gh few would deny that social scientists seek
and obtain explanations, how they.aécomplisg this is thg

object of an ongoing controversy. However, the socia

\

sciences are ultimatelv concerned with the behaviour of men

as individuals. and as a group, so that the explangtiohs'

.wﬁich‘ihey provide must, in the findl analysis, be explana-
tions\ of human actibnl The disput% mighg'theﬁ be repre=—-
sented as a‘disagreement over the logical form of action-*
explanations. - Participants would fall‘into one of tw?_'

camps: (a) those wh?‘reqard such explanations as being of

#

the same form as those of natural science, %i.e., as being

y ®

of the covering-law model, and (b) those who deny ﬁhis.
-

The position which I shall defend iﬁ'this essay might be
claséifiéd‘amdig the former. Bpt,?while thé questioﬁ con;
tinues to generafé lusty debate, the iséues iﬁ contention
are fa;‘broader than is éeﬂerally récogpizéd; For, our
conception of (scientific)'eéplanation and pfﬁéé%ence
itself, as well as the'natﬁre‘of_social science and its

.3 4 ) :
relation to tﬁglnaﬁugal sciences will be dq&ermined by our

- answer. It is then witﬁ,an investigation of t roader.

issues underlying this debate that I begin my djsc¢ussibn. g

By deﬁonstrating the'afghments intended Yo show that
M I .

action-explanWtion could not.be formally the same as
. ' 4 |
N ‘ o i;i.i ' o
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expla@atlon 1n natural sClence to be fallacmous,.l'am able

to remoVe the standard a Erlorl obgections to my thesls. ﬁ .

2

. \

Whlle thoie who have malntalned actmon*explanatlon to be

structura ly - 1dent1cal to ather klnds of explanatlon have,.

by and large, falled-to'accommodate the pecullarltles‘of .

such exblanations,'these omissions can be corrected without
compromgsing their position: I endeavour to accomplish St

this by developing a general account of action-explanation

which, while it avoids the deficiencies of its riyals- and

accommodates all their insights, represerts such explana- .
' 4 ¢ .

tions as beiné oﬁ the covering-law model. : .

L]

To thlS end, I begln with an analy51s of rival c1a1ms,

that is, with a crltlcal examination of the thesis that

action-explanagions are not covering-law., Its adherents

<

must either maintain that (i) these explanations'inv01Ve‘ v
'-‘ ’ ‘ ' /;/'
no genera1~assertlons whatsoever, or that (ii) whlle they - R
- e
involve such statements, these ralizations are norma- . .

tive rather than the descriptive laws required for coverings.
iaw explanation. Both o% these alternatives will be ghoﬁn.
to be unsatiefactory.':?hey do, aevérthelees, offer «certain
insichts with resoecéthVh%%an action and its explaﬁatioh.

By draw1ng out these 1&%1ghts, I am able to develop my

pbsition. And, on thiﬁ basis, I then construct a covering- y

© law model of actlon-explanation and hence, “of exPlanatlon

1m social sc1ence, whlch avqQids the dlfflcultles custom= |

O * 4

arily associated with such an:analysls. .

I next turn to certain,obﬂections that may be advanced .

L4

iv R -



‘agalnst my“051tlon and show that they do not in fact
~ ‘

threaten mywprogramme. Indeed . they mlght well serve as

‘"va ba51s for 1ts4corroboratlon. Y e11c1tlng further con-, -
‘ hsequences of my*p051tlon,‘1 am then able to show'that it

~’,proV1des us w1th the best ‘available account of all the

';relevant data. In thls way, I demonatrate its theoretlcal

preferability. . =~ ' . o

/If one is to explain an event, he must succeed in its

1dent1flcat10n, “an- answgr te 'Wk@" presupposes an answer -
to 'What" - And this wé!ld be true ofvmctlons as well

with it, however we 1ntroduce a new set.of problems.

y .

For an adequate analy51s gf action- explanatlon woulﬂ then

}presuppose an adequate account of actlon-iﬂentlflcatlon._
. \ S
And ,my p051t10n might be shown to satisfy this requlrement

v

rLVals do not. This would constitute »

wher?ﬁs,those of m

of my érogramme My account of how

human action is exp ained’ enables me to construct an

1ntu1t1vely acceptable analysrs Ef how such phenomena

-

are identified. _ Through the crltlca& appralsal of rlval

[z -

positions, I then'develop a general theory of action-

" .identification ¢as -well as action-explanation which. hot

only c01n01des w1th the 1ntu1tlons of common men but .

‘ L)

also w1th the methods of sc1entlsts.. ’ _ -

»
[
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- .
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"It is an acknowledged truth [in philosophy
that a just theory will alwa be confirmed
by experiment.. Yet so much friction, and
so many\minute circumstances occur in
practicé, which-it is next to impossible
for the most enlarged and penetratifig mind
to foresee, that on few subjects can any
theory be pronounced Hust’, till ald, the
arguments against it have heen maturely
weighed and.tlearly and consistently
refuted." o

~—

Thomas Robert Malthus

An Essay on .
The Principle of Populatiorn@
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CHAPTER ONE

» Science, Sogial Science,
and Scientific Explanation

’
fead
- . -
N L .
N 3
. - .

4 »
o

v To maintain that the social sciences are indeed
sciences might at firsty seem platitudinous. Yet, this" , .
contention has not gone unchallenged.l' For' there aye stil],

those who claim that "the idea of a science of man 6; society\ o
is untenablé"zgand "set out to‘dembﬁsttate themiﬁ?ossibilityé i <
TN of a genuine sciepce of sbqigfy".3 éghtr§f§ to-first
impfessions, the issue‘is not Sne thch can ge settled by
an ?ppéal to the.iiy of identity. Dpog{¢~é15;g cannof:hélp;'
us determine whether thpéé disciplines now.classified as
soci;l;sciences‘aré truly sciences or not. ‘?o rééolve the
ST s .
0 quesfion, we must first obtiin criteria'by'means of which

°

the,distinction between scientific and nonscientific>pursuits

“ - I |
X might be glearly.drawn; we must then reappraise those =
B . . i o ) ] . oL ’ . ’ s J)
~ activities now regognized as social sciences to determine
“ . - . “ v

whether they actually satisfy these ®onditions. On this’

Basis, we might asgume théat the mat%er wi&l<be,finallz’ :
. i + ‘ 9 ! UIAN . ~ =t
settled. And we might-assume, in addition, that by such a

1 . L4

. standard at least some of the social sciences will be seen

h ]

.as scientific endeavours. But even when this is accomplished,

»  our task is'still.only:half dang. For,- having dEtermiped .
. e _ { ' . L J ' -” \
of which a social science mefjits

those respects: in virtue’
i I : ,




. e N . L v -
redognition- as a science, we would the

determine those in virtue of which

-

as a social rathew than a natural sc

must describe both the genus—and the

e
. - . . d -
science. .Any discussidn which could

-

S

these features woald not'pnqyide an a

of social science. .

= . - &

- . . ’ -
Now, it has been generally ackno

. ..
scientific research in its wvario
to go beyond the mggre description
matter by providing explanations

wit investigates. -
’ -

"The distinctive aim of the scientifi
told, "is to‘provide...?xplanations".s

it provides, or endeavours to provide

particular pursuit is redarded as a sc

"science is then commonly recognized a
- . -

provides, or endeavours to proviyde, e

‘phenomena falling witfin a-pérticulan-

- " * - -

is also .agreed that explanatlons are -

_questions 'Why?-‘“.6 But here the ‘cons
L ] -

questlons of this sort mlght ellc1t a

,r

xresponses, not all of”w?;ch merit reco
In @rder to determlne when an explanat
one would then "be requlred to-dlstlﬂgu

——
such. why—guestions which constitute ad

respect to this di'stinctién,"lowever,,

cénf%icting opinjion. An assortment of
3 E 4 *
'l ‘\/\ N - -

-»




- for the identificétion of explanations have been spggeste&u

And“&ébording}as to which of‘;pese‘oﬁesaCCepts,-hiezconcep—

,'tion of explanation, and ultimately of science as a whole,
‘ o

o:

- will be determined. It is therefore essentlal to any lnqulry
o ’ ~
e “’r"WO 3 R %
* into the sciences that the griterion by which adequate
. . <

i

;§Xplanatlons - answers to .our why—questlons - be. established.

¢ ': * ’ - ] Pl

0 1 O0f the diverse criteria Wthh have* been~offered, the . :

. : , A
¢ most celebrated, if not most w1dely accepted is the one

#hich has been entltled the coverlngelaw model of eiélanatibni

L]

a L] Y

. " According to this account, u-7 © e

L .= the explanation of a‘ﬁindshg...is the procéss of i
T e s v ghowing that—the—finding-fellows—as alllogiedl- -
) conclusion, as a deduction, from one or more : -,
’ - : geneéral progositions under specified given . . .
conditions. ' : T

~*

3 ’ -
21 “ - g

] ’ b Y * . ] .
‘And, although hot entirely free of éifficulii,s,it Would seem <

to provide the best gereral description of how scientific ' .
: , . ' _ . - (
- explanations are constructed. As described by the covering-

law’ model a cqmplete enplanatlon con51stsagf two parts:

. (i) a statement descrlblng the event to be explalned wh1ch
o

AAﬁLﬂudhfgthceforth refer to as the éxplanandum, and:(ii) a -

3

,'se% of statements, the egglanans, offered 1in explaﬁﬁtlon ot

.that event. The explanation succeeds, i.e., the.oacurrénce‘>a
. X 4 o2 . © s .- * , ,‘/' , ‘*

. iy . . \ Y . ) .

in question is exptained, whem the explanans .consists of at

‘ M : a ! . ) @ T ' . ) - s ‘4’2‘.—

- ©, . least one empirical law and one or more true, singular ‘ :

’

fstatements descrlblng the 1n1tldl conditions, and where the

°

L explanandum follows deductlvely from thls set of statements.9

. Should any of these. condltlons be unsatlsfled, it is main-

. . . f . °




LA ; N . r. .
tained, the phenomenon .in questlon is-not explained. Where
k 3 ~ ‘1 o

'E! denotes the explanaps and -'e' the explanandumy‘the‘

s

o covering-law model of explanatlon may then be stated as the

thesis that _ : T ’
[ .. - \ .
An event, e, ik\explained if, and only if, *

- Co (a) 'E' contains one or more empirical .-
. law{s, 'L '1 'LZ'I;--I -'Ln".r and o % '

@ A\ ‘.
: (b) 'E! contalns ‘one or more true, 51ngular
- statementsof initiel conditionps, 1y

‘.iz'l"‘l .'in" and

o ' A (c} 'E' loglcally entails 'e' which describes
- the event, e, to be explalned -

o .
. ~ s
— . »

Ld " -

_ And exponents of thls analystg malntaln that lt prov1des the
5 . /
"essential conditions, both necessary and suff1c1ent, by

/"

means of which an adequate explanatlon mlght be 1dent1§1ed

Thls mode 1l of eXpIanatlon m;ght then be~schemat1cably

. - ®
represented as follow5° T -
a' -
. I3L ' ' Ve 'y '’ .
IR, 1’ 2 ' ’ ‘n'
»r vy or
P .- l l? g oe sy ln
Y .o logical . .
B - entailment < L : N
- P ) ] ).l'él ¢ . g
= Accord{ng to this model, the explanation as a whole coénsists

of both LE; and 'e' and takes the %ofm ef alﬁound‘dedhctive-

. -
argpmeht.lo . . o - .

-5

: ' Explanati ns, as descr‘béd above, must-comtain at least .~
. P Q]

w:
one general law which, in. conjunctlon with the statements

.

of 1n1ﬂ1al conditiong, loglcally entail the explanandum :

- e v

Howeve* an emplr;cal law might take elther one of two forms e

R
7, A A Tt
- . ‘~. . .



| ' ~ ‘ 5
-, . ’ .
:

-

it may be a~det§fministicq9r"causal' lawll which takes thg -

.form of a universal cenditional such as

All copper objects expand when heated -
- &,
0 [ cx - mx D Exl, P

*

or’ a probabilistic 1aw;_like,d _ _ o L

o " ’ = -
One*wheo consumes sugar is likely to suffer ¥rom
vtooth decay - N,

p( Dls ) = pars ‘ e ' ]

¢ «

-

‘And the general charapteristicé of an explanation will differ - .
. 3 cha ter A

according as to which sort of law it con%éins,'glthoth both

kinds may ocour in covering-law explanations. ,K The covering-

or 1nduct1ve-stat1%;1ggl (1-8) model. Both of thesemmodels°

" law thesis: might then be said to subdivide Fexplan;ftioh into

two classes: the 'deductivanomologicai';..and the. 'induc-

13

iive-probébilistic'“ Where the expldnans contain§ only

determlnlstlc 1aws*‘the~exPlanatumm4ﬂnLullx»4&L§5§_ ™

deductlve—nomologlcal (D-N) model where it contalns a

probab;llstlc law; ‘it would be of the 1nduct1ve-prqbablllstlc ‘

'will.then be regarded as instances of the boVe;inﬁblaw,modél,

] .

of Pxn]anai--inn - -~

.explananda. Following Aléh:Dbnaganlé; &e might refer to

P " LY

Coverlng—law explanatlons must then contamn ‘empirical .

L/

S "‘j .

laws and their explanans must loglcglly_entall their

these, as (i) the covering-law condition, and (ii) the dedue- ‘.
tive condition respectively. Now, it might be observed-that
it is the inclusion of laws in ‘the explanans of such

explanatiohs, i.e., the satisféétion oﬁ the first of these

&4 -

v -~ )

P ) o B C .




‘ | P _
" conditions, which enables Eﬁ;ﬁ"td'éétiéfy thé”séééﬁéﬁconditidh:
~ . ‘ N -
That is, in order that there be a logical entailment between

the explanansg and fhe'expianaﬁda of.covering-law explanations,
NES _ ) -‘ " . -
'~ the former must contain at least one general law. For, even [ .

if the assertions offéaif in explanation of an event eatailed’

. a gtatément describing that event, if laws were not included

among the explanatory statements, .they would not constitute ..

. .

. v . - ‘ A
a (covering-law) explanans. And'where we have no explanans;

there can be no entallment between explanans and explanandum.

SR
-
-

It has thus been malntalned that, if the deductive condition

v

is satisfﬁed[ the cbvering—law'condition must be ‘as well;

,fulfillment .of the latter requirement ij necessary for ful-
15 ‘ :

>
- . -

.~-fillment of the former. And,. whilé'some'still argue to

.+ the coritra"ry,l6 this is'génerally assumed to be the case. .
1ﬁfEstablishing tha£ a pafticular argument does not, or could;

not, .satisfy the covering-law cbndifien would thené?epresen%
the strbngest denmonstration that it was not a cbvering-}aw
exﬂlanation. For, it could then satisfy neither of’%hé‘

> conditions governing tﬁis model - And it is.ior;this reason... . .

2

that, those WhOMl_d_denx_tha.t_exp.lanai:lnns nrouded by fhe _

social sciences are of this form attempt to establ;sh that

such explanations 46 not and 1ndeed,.ggglg not, cpntaln‘
empirical laws. ' The éispﬁtgfas to whether‘tﬂe sociai4 S K
sciences actually provide'exﬁianations,of phenoﬁena, ife,;f
whether they can be~properly considered-égieﬁtific, and, if
they do, how thei£ explanations miéhﬁ'be identified, woﬁld

then turn upon whether the explanations which they offer




gsatisfy the first of these requirements, .To counter a-denial,

o & .
one would be obliged to ghow that the social sciences

- .

actua}ly explain phenomena in conformlty w1th(§he covering-

l ’ .

Jaw condition. P '

) . ¢ ¢

: “:t- * °

"% Few-would deny that the sciences (endeavour to) provide
17

i - )
Moreover, it is generally agreed "that -
\ R s

"natural events may be exPlained by subsuning them under
L] - . * -
18

," +
explanations.

empirical laws" i.e., thet explanations in the natural

explanation ih the social sciences, however, consensus fails.
_ _ _ _Here, one mig \ | i itidns:

-

7

(i) He might maintain that "all,..sciences make use of the,

same method;\Whether they are natural sciences or social

sciences".. 13 Exponents of this vien,'which we'shall call

L4

‘ g&llsm, would contend that, insofar as the social sciences
> -« explain (or endeavour to~exp1a1n) phenomena, they,. 11ke
s , the natural sc1ences, do so by means of coverlng-law explan-

-

ations. Indeed accordlng to. them in order that an argument

C—— S : g ‘ 13&?53"5 t 13' .I | l 'A El].

L

- .
. 2 2 . in {nr

'y
¥

@ ‘ ‘ endeavour to explaln) phenomena and thus, merit recognltlon

as gciences, they must prov1de (or endeavour to proV1de)

-

coverlng— aw explanatlons.r S S

le\many have subscribed to this v1ew, others have
_ prot ted that "the notion of a Human 8001ety ihvolves a

‘1' 1 scheme of concepts whlch is’ loglcally 1ncompat1ble w1th the
‘ ‘ 20

oy
.

| k;nd of gxplanation <offered.in the natural sciences”

- . - B i ., ey . :
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“‘_—““——_”“They"thEn‘EHdEEvDUr—tU_féCﬁﬁﬁf“#Cf_fﬁ+__“1féf“§t1V model

~¢ __this doctrine ag anti-requlism,. -
w L) I~ -

® T v
< — o 8
Y ' N 5 N ’ A

They argue that.,, (ii) whilé the sdcial sciences explain’.

» - “

phenomena, tﬁey do not, and could not, d§ so in the saﬁe¥way ’

1]

\
- ‘ -
e -

as do the natural sciences. Although thdy agree that the

' covering-law model provides an adequate representétion of

eéxplanation. in the naturai sciences, theyAdeny thathphis

model actommodates explanétions as they occur in the social °-

~
e,

sciences. . According to them, in the- soc1al sc1ences,

explanatlon must be of a fundamentally different type. And \\

®

of scientific %xPlanatlon. Henceforth I shall refer to .

o

As a rule, thdse.who contend such issues, will take one
- o . o
of these alternatives. But there remains yet another
position which. might be mentioned, if only to be dismissed;

s - , ‘ ,
that is, (iii) ong migﬂ% maintain, with the anti-regqulists, - -

'

that the 5001al scxences do not (endeavour to) “explain
,phenomena by providlng -covéring-law explanatrons, whlle
agreeing.with'the regulists ‘that all adequate explanations

"‘—fé‘bf‘fhls‘f6fm*‘#ﬁﬁmrﬁnmﬁﬂf“éf‘ccursé. amcunt“tc”denylng‘“M“‘ffﬂ**

that the soctai—stteﬁces—prevrde—for—endeavour—tO*prthde+-—m*~——————

: explanatlons. ‘Having recdgnlzed "explanatlon to ke one of
the alms of any science" 21 however, those who adopt this- g T

posltlon, whlch I shall call soc1al skept1 ’ are;thereby

committed to deny that those disciplines which we presently

regard as social sciences are truly scientific.
Those who belfeve explanation to be farmally invariant,

i.e., that all explanations must ge‘of'essengialiy'the same
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. .. . .

loglcal structure and'%hdt the structure whlch fhey assume’
Y

is the one described by the' coverlng-law model, would be .

obllged to espouse either regulism or social skept1c1sm. In

o " the light of‘recent advances,‘howéyer,.tne la€tef;has fallen B
into gereral disrepute.' For;-while perhaps not asﬂSramatic .
as those of the physiclst,‘the'contrioptions of stCnolo- .
f gists, soc1ologlsts, economlsts, and'politicai scientlsts-
must be acknowledged They too have. 1nf1uenced°our under- .
‘? Standrnqrof the world in whlch we live;: the frults of- thelr;
- 5'““research must be 1ncluded in our general store of knowledge.' | ¢
o m-nm:ﬁThat the sciences of man:..are in the}r 1nfan¢y"22‘isf .
almost a dliché Nevertheless, evenin their-present"li .:' .
. 1nchoate stgte, they have profoundly altered our perspec-
tives, Few would deny that, through thelr medlatlon/ Qé ; .
"“‘““:i“" ”hbW”éﬁjoy a far better appreC1atlon~of +humaﬁ“facts*;"1.e.,

4

the behaviour* of men and of soc1et1es, than d4id our .

- -

ancestors. And th;s alone would seem to be suff1c1ent to 2

justify theiy recognition as sciences. Mdreover,,Eeth the o

g . " . ',k,' N '
with -«considerable accurac¢y, much .that men 4o is a matter of
common knowledge. And such..facts too are'eVents'in_ﬁhe .

- world, Judglng from théir work, 5001al scientists . ' .

AN

endeavour to expla1n~and predict phenomena of this sort, and

<

* frequently succeed in doing so. But, if social scientists
actually provide (or endeavour to pro%ide).us,with explana-

tions and prédictfons of such occurrenees - as akl the ,,




-
v

Jﬁﬁideﬁce indicates - to deny that the fruits of theliy® labour
_ . ) St . . -

“1:0°

merit. recognition as adequate (scientific) explanations and. s
: . ¢ Lt R

predictions merely because they are not of the same form as
- 9 ' . .

are those of the natural sc1ence523

t woulds?mognt to an ad hoc

;*»exestrictiea~e£43n#netions of explaration, predict¥on, and

Neither common usage nor scientific practice

science itself,
’ o

-

- '
Their adoption would”be nothing

so as to

would sd%@ort such measures.

explanatlon and 'sc1ence

ézoverlng—law
ively. And

certalnly, 1f thlS is what he means by»theseﬁexpression§7—wev

short of interpreting

N

'render them intenslonaz}§"equ1vaient to

-

, v 4 .')"
explanatlon and 'natural science' respe
¥

could hardly deny\the social skeptlc s thesis. But the

L

price of such a defense is tr1v1allzatlon. On this basis,

I

-

‘anti-regulism would, of course, be false - indéed, necessarily
= .

so,’ Howeyer; this is‘unlikely to trouble its adherents.

For one could hard%y expect to refute hlS adversarles by

-’

stlgulatlon,' And thls 1s-essent1ally what such a defense

P

would amount to.

=Yet, it seemns that social skepticism could

-

For this reason, few have

+

taken it seriously,

Even if it were established that the

L R

coveking-1aw model . could not sérve the social sciences,
. X 2 ) ‘ - « ’ .
rather’than deny that they succeed in explaining, in view
) s .
of the ev;dence 1t séeme eminently more reasonable to assume

-»

that explanatlons take dlfferent forms;

S

\|

SOClal skept1c1sm,

1t would then appear, might be dlscarded -as a v1ab1e alter-

t

native. We might therefore conclude that the fundamental

question "ig not whether a gcience of behaviour is poseibler"

———
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1

Cwaa

but'rather, Wthh directlon,ghould wer proceed in order to

develop such a scxbnce““24~ ' ‘ ' ~

*
o 4 ’

This - would leave ue.w1th WO alternatlve views of
ey

.; v

3001a1 science and the explanatlons which lt prov1des, V1z.,

-  the regulist and the antl—regullst. Both would acknowledge

N\

~

»

that\disciplines so recognized previde explanatioﬁs and
’ t
that, on the strengt@ ‘of this, they merlt recognltlon as.

501encesu We-mlghbwassume, in addition, that both would

L4

,admit’ explanatlon,ln the natural sciences to be adequately

xepresented by thejLover;ng—law model, -« Dlsagreement only

o,

arlsesvmlth respect*to_whether this. model-can also -aCCoORMOm -
"y
date the expﬁfnatlons which are obtalned .in the sdllal "

sciences; For the regullst malntalns that all explanatlons

>

and hence, thqse«prov1ded by the' social sciences, takedthe '

form of covefing-law explanations; the anti—regulist; on the
other hand,‘argues that., in social science, we flnd explaha-

A 'Y - 1

tlons whleh could no satlsfy the_condltlons of the covering- S\

N 1aw model and thus, S0 ekplanations‘are not covering-law

*;*éiﬁlanations.l Their disagreement would then cencern the :

‘ . e . \

general hypothesis

- N 4

’ All explanatlons take the form represented by
the coverlng-law model, S I

which is accept by regulists and denled by anthEegullsts.

éut, since both would admit that, 1n the natural sc1ences,

P

; e::'planat:.cns t§ the coverlng—law form, the issueé comes to

rest squarely upgon the 5001a1 sc1ences._ Anti-regulists then

[
A L4
*

aktempt to refute the regullstlc hypothesls by est llshlng

N &

-




that . . A ’ , . -
L0 Explanatlons 'in social SCLence dre hot of~ ‘the
. e . covering-law model. . !
¢, . N ~ .= ’ : - ' '\é;.‘:"
. ~Thuys, the controversy emerges as one which concerns the

f formal characterlstlcs of exglanatlon in the social sc1ences.
»

But this is-only the tlp of 1ceberg. For, under~

lyin;\QEis disagreement is_ one Which is far more extensive.

- This becomes evident when we recall that our discussion
. . . \ .

. concerns the criteria by which explanations, as Ehey are 3

L

obtained in the‘séiences, are to be ‘identified, Accordlng

O ,

. as to one' s oplnlons on such>matters, what he accepts as an
o .
. explanatlon w1ll be. determlned. But, as stated earller,

one's conceptlon of science as a:whole, i.e., what he

- - -

recognlzes as a sc1ence w111 depend upon his notlon of

™~

Ld w

explanation. Thus, although diBCUSSlon of these: alterna-

-~

tives is customar;ly\restrmcted to an’ examlnation of thelr

”~ ‘A . .. A
,competing claims withﬁkespect te sq@cial science and how
-~ - - i
explanatlon 1s thereln obtaaned the.lssues which it ralses

,',v,.,‘

- %

=

-

extend far beyond these limits. And, as with all funda-

™~ ra

mental questlons, 1ts ansWEr would seem to lie just beyond -
‘ our flnger—tlps, tantallzlng us to further efforts while .
» ’ . v-

,always evadlng our - grasp. . -

Now, it’ would appéar that the resolutlon of thls con—

-~ *

troversy mlght be found in- the methods of. practltloners.
_That is, b{ an emplr%cal study ‘of the explanations which
'

soc1a1 scientists 3001al sc1ent1sts, rOV1de, we . .
r -

mlght determlne thelr formal characteristlcs and thereby




v .
- by denying that it is, in f#bt,.an (adequate) explanation-

a regullst discover: clear eXamSles of coverlng-law explana-

- 13

- 4
{

.éQEfirm one of these alterngtives while disconfirming the '

other. Unfortunat®ly, the matter does nét allow for so neat_%\ vt
a sdlutign. For, since the dispute concerns the criteria by

1
which explanations, and particularly those obtained in the

L]
.8ocial sciences, are ‘identified, what one accepts as arr

explanation Wil&“depend*ﬁpon*hhsjnﬁxnrikxﬁsipnWas—tO‘wﬁ~ -
characteristics something must have in order tpat it be
correctly identified as an explanation. Thus, according as
to whether one eepeuses a regul;stic or ant%:fegulis ?E

position, he might select quite different things from the

the anti-regulist cites a partiaular argument in rebuttal of

the regulistic hypothesis, the regulist might well respond \\

aﬁafﬁéﬁéé;"E"Eaﬁﬂter—example'to3his claim. Similarly, should
tions amidst the work of soc1a1 sc1entlsts, the anti- regullst

could maintain that, when .constructing these arguments, the

N

- N e pree s ot - e .
" social*scientists were not acting in their capacity as social

»

r L LN d [4
they do not constitute a proper part of social gscience, But:-

even where there is agreement w1th respect to a particular

argument, i, e,, where both the regulist and antlwregullst '
acknowledge it as an explanation of 3001al sc1ence, what

gharacterlstlcs they attribute to it will depend- upon how

‘they identify explanatlons. One &nd the same- set of social

scientific arguments may 'be recognized as‘explanatlons by

r




14
, " two ({or more) .quite different criteria. Which features one
- ’ A ‘ -
, attributes to these ‘arguments will depend upon®the criterion :
. N - ' w

*by means of which he identified it as an explanation. Thus,

~

oue ﬁight always’ claim that the explicit EtetementS'whggh,»QU'
social scientists offer in explanation of phenomena must he
) supplemented with tac1t assumptloﬁgfln order to accomplish
this tesk, i.e., that these ;rguments are, ‘in fact,
- enthjmeﬁes, and that only when these implicft assumptions
. ~are identified will the formal structure of such explana-

" o .

AR tions be apparent. And both regullsts and anti- regullsts

S T ﬁéVé”étkﬁowledged*fhagytne exXplicit explanatlons ot soclal

scientists are incomplete in precisely this way. But how

tbey‘afe-then completed, i.e., what iﬁplicit‘aésumpﬁions-are f -
thought to accompany these expliCit assertions so as to

™ | ‘ render the exPlanatlon complete W111 depend .upon what- one ;
.. /"A“,'Q,Af"“-w. e

belleves to be the essentlal strugture of‘explanatlon.( And

lE . one's opinion here will d&termlne.whether he adopts a

[
)

regulistic or anti-regulistic position. Thus, the form
A ; -

%;‘, . I TN . el el Yoo Lo e R
: whitch is attributed to explan ations derived fr‘em soeial
UJ.aJ.

—

=

science will depend upon Wthh'Of these alternatqres is

M
[

adopted "Since which arguments of social sc;entlsts are

identified as explanations and what characteristics are’

. K ‘attributed to those grguments“will depend upon whether a ‘.
" )’ - . i ) . B - , , ) ‘
v " regulistic or anti-regulistic criterion of ‘explanation‘is

adopted, our choice of criterié could never-be settled by .

an appeal to those arguments."While it is evident that

.

social scientists’ prov1de explanations, it woufld thefefore
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AP}

" choice between regullsm and antleregullsm'must ‘be made upon_ : -

: identiffed On thls baSlS, (adequate) explanatlonsamlght be

(adequate) answers to:our‘why-questions, :Moreove;, since a

/ & " “ - ‘- } ., }) o
1 o ‘ e
b T | . ', T ! 15
“& Ly

~ ¥, - = ‘ - ¥
be naive to attempt to resolve this controversf by means of T

) 2 i L" > .
an examination of their exPlanatlgns.gs,

Since a direct appeal to -the explanations provided by

. - , e < Co
social scientists could not: settle the matter, a resolution, —

Y

if such there be,26 must be sought ersewhere, That is, the

£
~

some other basis. . Now, w1th the former, viz., regulism, we 4
<. . - " i -
would seem to obtain a clear criterion by means of which ‘ ‘r

t

scientific e%planation and henoe, scie&be'itself might'bé

dlfferentlated frcm*those—respcnses*wh1ch fail to provide

o

particular pursuit is 1dent%f1ed aq a science insofar as it
-

provides (or endeavours to- prov1de)\explanat10ns of phen—

- —_— - B

omena, this would enabl us to dlsﬁangulsh cleariy’sc1ences

from nonscientific pursuifé. With this in handy we might I 4
then fulfill the firs{{’f eur tasks, miz., clearly’deﬁermiﬁe

those éespects in Wthh a social sc1qnce merits recognltlon

as—a~se&eaee7——aﬁd-this—woald _ltegisiate in-favour—ofits’ o ~

\/

‘from the laws of physzcs

acceptance. . ) ~ (

As regullsm<1s usually adopted, h ver,athe second f L
o ;,~

reguirement of our analysis, viz,, determlnlng those ,
. _ . , o - . -
. ' 3 - [] . M i . . -
respects in whlch a social science differs from a natural
o L] '1
801ence, is not only, unsatlsfled but is qulte unsatis= -

-

fiable. For, those who have subscrlbed to it have:custom— - '.;

arlly argued for the "derlvablllty of all sc1ent1f1c laws
27" . The laws whlch'gccur in the S

. ° / , A . -
i . . . . L] Y
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s

P explanations of soc;a;;sciehce would-

- . quen%s of the laws' prov1ded by naturalﬁ

-

nothing whlch was not treated w1th1n
//‘ tions constructed with the aid of sucaj
: i - |
’ explaln the same rhenomena as dld the
- - 4

> ——— e, -

® do"so»ih precisely the same way . ITso

e sc1ences could be regarded as science
- - - ( . > - ' .
matter and their method would be that. d

spec1fféally phy51cs. As sc1enges,btbé
. would then have neither- a unigue subjej

e = — . method. But there weuidwthenvbe absolu

> . ‘dlstlnguishlng it from natural sc:Lence1

-
-

distinction could. be ma&\talned 1.e.,.

scxences could-not be ldentlfled with*t

~

i’ ) they would not be sciences at all: for)

-

"
laws,“theywcoald noxrprovide;gxglanatid
amount to denying that there was a disdt
social and - -the natural sciences. Indee

- . . _ ) . » i ’_4 o f
.= —short of- i i

-

. the natural sciences, were not séIEnté

these areas only acts as a sciéitist}wi

~ P

. omena, insofar as he sacts as 2a natural

insofar as he employs, the -laws and meth

-
- . Cte T

- science to explain phenomena invest g

. a soc1al science can, at least in brl

]
28 Those wﬁo-

- ’ -~ -

txsts-i aAand on thls basis, regullst@ 3

into a natural science"™.

-

-
»

-l

.

. - b - . =
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a . . : * ? I °
. o .

- would then maimtain that ‘ o
) ' . . B , - '
v * . £ ’
o Insofar as the social sc;ences explain phenomena, L
T e their explanations are. loglcally equlvalent to. .

. . " the explanations of natural ‘science, .

.
. d ) 2 . l =

- Ed

€
w0 contentlon whlch I shall heﬂceforth refer to-as the'thesis
2 °of tradltlonal regullsm.° Since its supporters wouild malntaln ° °.

- » . H

2 that the: éxplanatlons of natural sc1ence ate cover1§g-law

Vs
g

explanatlons,qit would follow-that they.would acpept_regu- .
AR I L T, S . - -

lism in the sense specified earlier. /.

)
° Yet, thlS is essentlally the p031t10n adopted by soc1al .

o : skepttcrand—xﬁ*—xs—SﬂbjeCt—to—ﬂmy—ef—the—Sﬁ@QObJQCtlons' 9

S - lee its predecessor, this doctrine would malntaln that only
e the‘natural sciences.provide us’with‘%xplahations‘and

o «

thereby merlt regognition as sciences. While a social

& scientist may explanatlons derlved from the natural

- *

' : . sciengesin his qork, he acts as~a\§clentls;'only,lnsofar es - &
. : ¢ y .-
) he does so. Thus‘ only?ﬁhere a social science prqviéés us * ¢
. K : . . ‘ : o
- o . withhexplanations‘derived from natural scie%ce and hence,' »
L T ,functfghs as a natural4€cienge, is }tet%uly scientific. But
a -
p . . ‘: this 1s tantamoé;t to saylng that SOClal s01ence per se¢ is ) °
Fa ' b ‘

not: sc1ence at all. -And ohjections to this thesis have .come
. < ’ R ! ’

from varlous quarters; In the first place, the indiSputable 7

| ,success Wthh social 561entlsts ‘have had in the explanatlon
% ‘5 /
and predlctlon of "human and soc1etal behavxour coupled with

. the per51stent fallure of those who would attempt’ to show j .

‘

these to be derlvable from the natural‘901ences has left

’ e their thesis wjth little support. .MoreOVer, logic itself




- —~d

o { 18
would seem>to preclude such-aureduétien]

8
‘bility of this position has been largely erodea

Thus, the platsi-
© 7 With regullsm, we obtain a prec1se crlterlon for the

ident§$1catlon of sc1ent1f1c*explanatlon and this, in turn,
N 1 '

~~§revideé uS‘With“a'means of differentiating the sciences.

Lv] .

from other forms of human endeavour. If we were then to

adopt this pOSlthD we mlght on thlS basis, spec1fy thogz
L)
respectsgln v1rtue of which a socxal sc1ence merlts recog-
!

nition as a science and thereby satisfy the Lnltlal.requlre-

ment of our inguiry. - In its traditional formulation,

;‘\

however, regulism fails to accommodate the second of these
. -¢ W

4

- 0’

conditions.s For, rather than explain how the "social

-sciences are S?Etinguished from the natural sciences; it

-

denies that. there rﬁ such a dlstlnctlon. And thls response
c" r
proves’ unsatlsfactory for a varlety of reasons.f At ‘this

point, it 1s‘anti-regullsm that takes the 1n1t1at1ve. -For,

it appears to succeed where regu;lsm fal;z Advocates of
" ) J
this p051tlon agree thab, scxence, whether 1t.be natural

N )

or 5001a1, is 1dent1f1ed as such in virtue of its prov151oﬂ'of

¢

(or efgerts to provide) explanations of phenomena. »However,

. ) . L 4 . . Q:
accqrding to them, these explarfations ta%e'different-forms.« i

- . . . X}

And it is on this basgis that we differentiate'between natpral‘

and social science. ExpLanatlons of the coverlng—law fo%

are approprlate to natural sc1ence, and 1t is in v1rtue of
their prov1d1ng (or éndeavours to prov1de).exp1anatlons of

¢
this form that they are identified as natural sciences.

. '

L




L

“But, in social science "explanatlion §s not and cannot be |
v » ‘

‘the type of explanatipn exhibited\ in the explanation of

29

. - ’ N
natural phenomena®. For, if it werg, the science would be,

. ) P _ . e .o
€o ipso, a natural science, The explanations which we obtaln

from the social sciences must therefore be funéementally

: dlfferent from those’ of the natural scxences, that is, they
v p- B
could not be of the coverang-law fgpm Now, natural scleg- Vi

tists ‘may well explain muchAthe same sorts_ of phenomena ag

do soc;al sc1entlsts, i.e., human behaviour. Thus, both the

< f V’_,“.,‘T‘ A
phy51QIOglst and the psychologlst may provide us withi)f”f w§‘

answers to "Why did Smltp fall down Ehe stairs?' But the

answers they offer, i.e., ir explanations of the event,
‘ ‘ - - A_ ' .. * ", ‘ °

e ' . , . . - . ,
would be essentially ‘different. [Each would approach, it and
perceive it from an essentially different perspective,aofand_
this nécessarily givés rise to fﬁﬁdamentally aiﬂferentﬂhoaee .

of explanation. To restore the drstlnétaon which. tradltlonal
regullsts obllteratg, the antl-regulist would then malntaxn
BN S ‘
that we must recognize-'that sc1entr§1c eprEnnrlons are of
/ 9 - ) o T
different kind¥ and that those of the social sciences are

formally distinct from the Joovering-lgw) explanations of
- ~ . L

N

.‘ﬂ‘tural science. In this way, it seems, qhti-regulism is #

" able to satisfy both of thé requirements- for an adequate

©

account of the social sciences. .
t
But th;s impression ‘is- qulckly dlspelled., For,'with “

the coverlng—law model the regulxst has provmded us with a
L ) »
‘clear, criterion g£ adequate (scientific) explanatlon. aBy

. e
LU




. ] ) ’ 2 0
i ‘ ‘ r - -
maintaining that there are adequate {scientific) explana-

Y ST

tlons whlcr} do norff take this form, the anti- regulJ.st ‘abandons /
thrs criterion, Although perhaps the condltlons governlng

" this moddlxcontlnue to be regarded as suff1c1ent, they are, ’

no longer considered necessary for adequate e#ﬁienation. - o
In that eese, however,,he‘would‘be obliged tijrovide &n .-
alternative. That is, if he is to:justify ﬁis~olaim, he

. must tell us how adequate (scientific) egplaeetione are to = .

be 1dent1fie . e., what conditions any argument must

satlsfy in order that it be accepted as an adequate explana—

tion. Yet, most of those who espouse this p051tlon would

seem to be gurte ob11V1ou$ to this challenge, and those
. < -

' who have attempted to meet it have made lLittle progress.

But, without such criteria, one has no grounds'for accepting

angeargument, or argument—form:kmodel5, over any other,'ae
representiﬁg adequate eXplanation. Our recognition of
"explanatlons would then be rendered completely arbltrary.
And antl regullsts would be unable to Justlfy their accep~
tance of any explanatory model. . Elthout knowledge of.the

conditions which adequate explanations must satisfy, there

a .o

is no way to identify such explanations and the notion is

.left ,in obsgurity...B this shadow must fall across the .
! " o . .
whole of science. Fo , 'as we have seen, -~ . -

-

I Z

for an enterprlse to be characterized as .
’scientific it must have as its purpose the - B
explanation...of phenomena’within zts subject ‘ s
- matter domain.31 S

L4
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‘Havinfi'_no criterion by which to identify explanation; ‘
‘however, the anti-regulist would be unable to deterﬁihe
when a pagtieular pursuit had this as its objective and -
hence, merited fecognitioh as .a scienee, and when‘it did not.

[
He would then have no way ‘of determining what conditions an

activity must satisfy in order that it be recognized as a

science. With this,.the distinction between scientific and
: ‘ <
nonscientific endeavours is obliterated Thus, the'manher-

in which anti-regulism atﬁempts to preserve the dlstlnctlon

ey

+<between the'social and themgatgga;;eqiences,'the;ebyAeatls-vv

LY

- 5 ,
fying the second requirement for an adequate account of

social science, would result in its failure to satisfy the §
T S /
Jfirst -of these requirements, viz.,:to determine‘those

o

respects in. Wthh a soc1a1 sc1ence merlts recognltlon as a ¢

science, And this fallure is suff1c1ent to v1t1ate the

-

entire programme. ,
As traditionallyﬂadopted, régulism,preserves the social
sciences as sciences, but at,the prlce of denying any ‘dis-

tinction between them and the natuﬁq sciences. Anti- .
“ﬁ .

regullsm, on the other hand, preserves this aistinction, but'
only by castang doubt upon the SClentlflc status of soc1a1

sc1ea/e~ Nelther would then satlsfy the condltlons for an

1adequate analysis of social sc1ence, 80 that nelther ‘could -

"2

- serve as the ba515'for such an-accouht.‘ Now, underlying

Ve . r

both of these positions is-the.assumption that the essential

task ofesc1ence is. explanatlon of phenomena and that only

-‘\1- ¥ r

insofar as an act1v1ty has this as lts objectlve is 1t to be

.
’

. a
’ -

- 'y ?
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recognized as a @&cience. Thus, 'in order that. the social

~— sciences be regarded as gciences, they td6 must be seen to

~

ree that the sogial

sciences have this objective and thefefore merit such .

share in this goal. And both would

recognition., When it comes to dis inguishihg the sosial
from the natural sciences, howewer, certain difficulties
emerge. For, it would‘appear that a mere difference in'
their subject matter, i.e., the fact that they 1nvest1gate

different kinds of phenomena, could n sustaln thlS

hlS baSlS that we

distinction. It is, after all,

distinguish partlcular&cuentlflc dlsclplmes among both

the natural ahd the 5001al‘ec1ences. Thus, the distinctions
' between chemistry and physics, or anthropoldgy and ésychol-
ogy rest upon the fact that the membere of these sets ‘t 1.
-investigate éiﬁfe;ent kinds of phéhomena, althbuéh bothlof
,therormer are natural sciences while both of the latter are
social sciehces: . Moreover, it Qould aépeer that both
- natural and socjal seiehce@ﬁight investigate essentiaiiy
the same kind of phenomena; i.e., human behavioqi,‘While >
still-remaining dlst/gct. fn this light; itlseems'that the
dlfference betWeen these two general areas of 501entlflc
inguiry could not be based upon drﬁferénces ?n Ehe.klndS‘of
\;henamena which they investigate. - But, if the aistinctionlA
could not be accounted for in this way, there is only one
other basis upom Wthh it might be drawn, namely, a differ-

ende in theif respective methods. .That is, a social

science.could only be distinguished;froﬁ'a natural §cience

-




.'i’ ' ‘ o .a
_in virtue of its employment of an edsentially different
.means of achieving its scientific objective, Such reasoning
would then lead bpth~the reg&list and dhti-regulist to

~conclude that ~ S
. S |
(i) If there is an essential distinction ,
between the social sciences and the ‘ g
natural sciences, the social sc1ences ’
must then explain phenomena in a
fundamentally different way .than do the
= . ¢ natural sciences.

For, it is only this that would bermit our differentiating -
T T ar ' . .
-betweensthem,

L0

® - -
_ On this'assumption, anti-regulists then maintain
that
(ii) - There is an essential distinction between
the social sciences and the natural ’
sciences, , . - ‘ ' T

~

L]

* from which they conclude that (scientific) explanation will

take essentially different fdfms accordingias,to whfether it
is brovided by a social scieﬁée or by a natural- science.
The diffe;encé between these two .general Categofies of
science,Athey argue, depends upon the . T ‘ . .
. L ] N '.A -‘
distinction between two standp01nts from which .
human actions can be studied.  When we subsume ‘ —
an action under a law, our approach is that of
a spegtator of the action: we look for a
pattern of regularlty in it, But when we give
an explandtion in terms of the purpose which
guided the action, the problem which it was.
 intended to resolve..,, we adopt the standp01nt
from which thg actlon was done:  the stand901nt
of an agent.3 Dy :

- -
K . .
— P
. . N




Explanatiohs of the first type, we obtain from natural

- .24
‘.“34 ‘

science; those of the second, from social science. ANd it

is on this .basis that we make the distinction. Yet, this

L4

leaves- the notion bf'éscientific)_ekplanatioﬁ -~ and with it,

~

science itself - in obscurlty., To avert thlS, regullsts

contend ‘that explanatlon 1s formally lnvarlant throughout

-

the sciences, i.e., that -

(iii)- The social sciences arld the natural
sciences explain phenomena in funda-
mentally ‘the same way. . o

And from this, they conclude that there conld he no

.

L4

essent1al difference between these two general categories

~ of SClence. Any dlfferences that have»been observed elther

g
result from a mlsunderstandlng, or are 1rre1evant o thelr

performance as sciences-

' Yet for the reasons cited, neither of these positions
is acceptable. Because of the objections levelled_agalnst
thém, both must be rejecteo. We would‘then be obliged to-
maintain that, while the form of explanation is'infariant'
(covering-law) throughout the sciences, there is'still an
essentlal dlfference between the soc1al and the natural
scrences. And this amounts to denylng the basic assumptlon
of both these pos;tlons, viz,, thé“tnrtlal pLEmlSS (1) of
thelr competlng arguments.“ Satlsfactlon of the condltlons
Wh1Ch govern an adequate analy31s»of soc1a1 sc1ence would

’v

compel 1tshabandonment. Now, while its convexse, viz.,*




s U N
1 - ‘ 2 5
, .
~ - (%) If the social sciences explain phenomena ‘ -
. : »  in a fundamentally different way than do >

SEme o -“"the—patural sCiences; there must-then be e : e e
an essentidl distinction between the .
soc1a1 and the natural sciences,

‘ seems quite }ncontestable, thls assumption itself is not sQ

'apparent. There were, ngyever, two factors which dlctate &
=¥

25
&i: acceptance, namele (a) those con31derat10ns which

&a

[ ] - e
[

ap arently establish that differences‘ in subject matter«are
“nelther necessary nor sufficient to sustain the dlstlnctlonnri

between.the natural ‘and the social sciences, and (b) the

fact that- thé only other ba51s upon ‘which this distinction

T

could be based is a fundamental dlfference in thedir respec-

tlve modes ‘of explaining phenomena.' If we are to challenge
thig assumptlon, we must then demonstrate that the con31der—
LEERN £

- ations Wthh ‘led to its acceptance are mistaken. Now, -the

,second of these factors, viz., ‘that the dlstlnctlon between »
the soc1al sciences and the Inatural sc1ences must be based Y
qpongelther.dlfferences in thelr sub]ect matter,~or in
their manner of explaininglfmust be granted without cavil.

'For what other grounds could there be? Our’objection must

then Yegt with the former. And it is'th;s one which I

- shall endeavour to refute.: All the social sciences, I N

.

maintainvtare ultimately cqncerned with'one‘particular kind . ~
" of phenomena,'vig:,rhuman action, which  is not‘amenable to.

any of the-natural sciences. For human action cannot ‘be

identified with overt physxcal behav1our, which I mlght

a4

refer to as mere pehaVLOur. While the natural sciences
X .

- "

I KT )

< / i . ’ »
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a or-‘ - .- . . ) . L [
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might provide us with explanat;ons of the latter, the task

of explalnlng the former falls exclu51v ly upon social

501ence. ,And it is on thls basis th t we distinguish

between them. Despite this ‘difference, howeyer; the explan-
ations provided within eech of these domains arezformally
the same, f.e.,‘they assume the.f;;:fiar form of the
covering-law model. And in this way, ’w'e‘might'satisfy.both~

of the requ;rementsvforeanradequateAaccount of the,soc1a1

“sclences. That is, we mlght prov1de a clear criterion of

-

\(501entfflc) GXPlanatlon, and ultimately of science itself,

“‘... . ) B . -
.’ - \.‘ L’\l..'_)" ' ' i 26

t -

by means of Wthh the soc1al sc1ences cpn be recognized as
truly.sc1ent1fic purfuits, while preserv1ng the autonomy of -
social sc1ence. Such a solution will be regullstlc 1nsofar
as it malntalns that explanatlon in social’ science, aﬁ'ln -~
natural science, ‘takes . the ooverlng!&aw form, although ;he
trapplngs tradltlonally assoc1ated w1th such a v1ew will be
abandoned. But before we undertake ‘the-construction of

. e : '

this position, we might consider some of the objectionss

which anti-reguiists'have raisedfagginst it.

<

N

Ly %% -



. FOOTNOTES

Tl Witness May Brodbeck's remark that "if we grant the
premise that the social disciplines are  (or more realis- .
tically, can be) sciences, then the philosophlcal problenis

- of social science are those.of all sciences" (See, the
introduction to Readings in the Philosophy f the Social
Sciences, edited by May Brodbeck,, pg. I1.) e hypothetical

construction suggests that we could and indeed, that sonle

do, deny the antecedent without committing a 10g1ca1 ind¥s-

cretion. Even more telling is“the parenthetical comment
(with italics by the author) implying that, while the social
sciences mag one day achieve the. status of s¢iences, at

present it would be 'unrealistic' to recognize'them as such . .
and hence, that the soc1al sciences are presently not.

- sciences at-allo T

.‘2 Loucb; A.R.f’gxplanation and Human Action; pg. vii.
» 3 Brown, Robert, Explanation in Social Science, pg. 4. '
JR— 4 .
s

Hempel, Carl G. and Paul Oppenhelm, "Studles in the Logic
of Explanation”", in Readings in the Philosophy of Sc1ence,
edlted by Baruch A. Brody, pg. 8.

A ~ R . . ”

. 3 Nagel,‘Erneci/ The Structure of Science, pg. 15,
o ® oc: cit. - - .
B 7 R ! PR N . - & ¥
Homans, George C., The Nature of Soecial Science, pg. 23.
8

This model raises -a variety of problems which are Stlll
in dispute. Thz $1terature treating of such issues,

. already vast, inues to grow, - Such questions, however,

. ' are somewhat tangent to our discussion so that we shall not. A
pursue them here. Nevertheless, reference to some of the R
material concerning these problems might be mentioned here.

, These problems are discussed by Rolf Eberle, David Kaplan, -
and Richard Montague in "Hempel and Oppenheim om Explanatig$n”; -

: “ Jaegwon Ki#h, "On the Logical Condltlons of Deductive Explan-
ation"; Charles G. Morgan, "Kim on Deductive® Explanatlon"'
Robert Ackermann, "Deductive Scientific Explanation";
Pavid Kaplan, "Explanation Revisited"; A. Omer, "On the D-N-
Model of Scientific Explanation®; May Brodbeck, "Explanation,
ediction, and 'Imperfect' Knowledge"- Mlchael ‘Scriven,
%
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"Explanation, Prediction, and Laws", to name b a few. 1In
his doctoral thesis, Explanation in Science, Br Cupples

responds to some of the objections to this model of explana-
tion. And I would.adopt essentially the same position. Y

. In order that this general characterlzatlon.of the
covering-law modelgaccommodatesInductive-Statistical
Explanations as well ag Deductlve-Nomologlcal Explanatlons,
1 I shall assume-w.that the explanandum of the former is itself’
a statement of probability. Thusg an I-S explanation Would
on this account, be represented as ‘ )
Q,
p( D,S ) =~
Si

pibL) = f ~

It mlght also be obser ved that, where. the explahandum is
itself a law or general statement, the.second condition
_governing this model, viz., that the explanans contain

singular statements of 1nt31a1 condltlons,ls dropped.

]

10 that is, 'If E then e' must be a logical truth. A more
thorough discussion of the covering-law model of scientific
explanation is provided by Carl G. Hempel in Aspects of
Scientific Explanation and Other Essays in the PﬁlIosophx
of science, pp. 229- 159. .

~._ >

L

11 It mlght be observed‘that, while all causal laws are of
this form, not all laws of this form are caRsal: Thus, "we
can explain without citing causes" (cf. Morton White,
Foundations of Historical Knowledgg, pg. 20) by invoking.
noncaysal 'laws of coexistence in contradistinction to laws
of successlon (cf. Hempel, "Aspects of Scientific Explana-
tion", pg. 352). The resultant explanations would not be
causal, although they would take the form described above.
While we might then say that causal explanatlons are
Deductive-Nomologicgl in form, we must recognize that "D-N '
explanatlons are . not always causal" (cf. Ibid., pg. 352 3).

o 3

12 ‘All statements of this form are mot necessarlly 1awful
For, on this basis, no. distinction between accidental and
nomological generalizations could be drawn.~ And where this

~distinction fails, the notion of scientific explanation,is

empty. Eberle, Kaplan, Montague (cf. "Hempel and Oppenheim:
on Explanation"), and Morgan (cf., "Kim on Deductive Explan-
ation"), deuonstrate this by their trivialization of the ~
Hempelian aggount. With his celebrated Grue-Green Problent,

Nelson Goodman (cf, Fact, Fiction, and Forecast, pp. . 59-83),

makes essentially the same point. To preserve this
distinction - one upon which explanatlon depends ~ the
o ’

-~

\



. S¢heffler, The Anatomy of Inguiry, pg. 79.)

o »

-

logical connective which occurs in laws must be recognized

"to be stronger than the material implication, constant

conjunction,. of accidental generalizatibrd. Thegformal
conditions described here are the efore nacessary, but not

sufficient, for lawfulness., : o .
. :

%i Donagan, Alan, "Thé’Popper-Hémpel Theory Reconsidered",
In Philosophical Analy®is and History, edited by William H.
Drays; pg. 131. ) ‘

Ld

l? See; "The Popper-Hempel Theory Réconsidered", pg. 128, -

‘;? ®
15, YHistorical or psychologicdl explanations ocbviously deo
not conform to the deductive pattern for t%e pdtent lack of
the‘épproprlate lawlike premises...The deddctive pattern is

appropriate...only if we have the general law. (cf. Israel?

- 16

T g

(S . . I
Notably Donagan (cf. "Thé Popper-Hempel Theory Re :
sidered"), who maintains that "it is logically poss;bl
accept the deductive thesis while rejectlng the coverlng-
law thesis" (cf. Ibid., pg.9137) But, as will be ‘demon-
strqﬁed later in this paper, his arguments would not support
"this contentian. " He-fails “to show that "no universal law, is
needed to lan the statements of gonditiohs with the state-
ment of the event to be eexplained". (Loc. cit.),.

l 7 i . . . . 3

“The task of explalnlng the phenomena of. the world is,
after all, one of thé main tasks of &cience - °indeed many ,
writers insist. upon its being the primary and definitive
task." (cf. Nicholas'Rescher, Scientific Explanation, pg. 8) - -

" S 2

18 Dray, Widliam H.,~Ldws and Explanation in History,
pg. 118. « Although precisely how this might be realized
still remains in dlspute (see footnote 12 above).

13 Popper, Karl-G., The Poverty 2£ Historicism, pg,'i30.
20 Winch, Peter, The Idea of a Social Science, pg..72.
. - G T———— - - .
' ’ b
21 Homans,” op. cit., pg. 6. . S
22v Taylor,”Charles; The“Expianation gg Behaﬁiour, pg. 4. -
#3 I am here assuming the Symmetry Thesis, See, Hempel, o
"Aspects of Scientific Expl&natzon", pp. 367- 376, ?06 -409, -
~. : .t
’ ° ® LY ! %
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-

24 Tavlior, op. cit., pp. 170—1, - -

25 Nevertheless, some authors still
their account of social science and c

social -sciences on this basis. Robe:
in Social Science and Gwynn Nettler,
two recent examples. sHowevéer, for +l

been cited, such analyses can only - be

26 Ope who denies that this disagre«
be m ntaining that we -could neverxr e
explahations are covering—law-:-or not
unable to-determine the essential ch:
explanations. It would, of course,
unable to recognize stich explanation:
Indeed, we would have absolutely nd

the social sciences actually endegvor
(scientific) epranatlons of phenome:
the social. sciences atYe truly scient.

qulte groundless.. As cognltlve~purs1
rhy of the social sciences and socia.
then be abandoned. M <

Surch a view would be closely rels
social skeptic and mlght be didmisse
grounds- That the social sciences m
sciences no less than do the natural
And while the criteria by which we n

‘mition is admlttedly vague, -to claim

not exist or that it could never be .
indefensible. This is precisely the
sophidal anal&siéx Nor is there any
it -could not be accomplished. He e
skepticism is a sterlle thesis which

. neglect. - . 3 ~

7 .
2 Feigl, Herbext, "Unlty of Scienc
in-® Readlngs in the Phllosoph% of Sci
Feigl - and’May Brodbedk, P9g. 82.

. This the51s, it mlght be observe
venerable history dating back to the
Descartes malntalned that :

all the variations in matter,
in its forms, depends on moti

(Principle XXIII, The Prin

- . p < - L3
and that by means of the basic princ
one might assume, describe_how such -

» 1

- - ~u
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jk«\.pr ' - ° ’ "\ \‘
v about by motion ﬁo R .
& e, all the phenémena of nature m‘& be;explalned —~
a‘ > ¢ / o
.;:\‘s\\< , (Pr1nc1p1e LXIV, The Principles of Phllosoghx)

at case, howe@er, all and only phy51%al explanatlons of

1s truly - s01enhaf1 iE -

o appear/to break with traditional regullsmﬁby malntalnlng
the general .propositions of all the’ social sciences
sychological propositions about’ the behaviour of fen"
Ibid., pg. 79). But, when it is recognlzed that the
general propositions which he has in mind are "the propo-
gitions of behavioural psychoXogy" (cf.-Ibid., pg. 56) of

e Skinneriaf school, his position is seen to ‘coincide
with that Q! his. predecessors.

b

- . °
v

. ‘ a "
b .
C %8u Berlin, Isaizh, "The’ Concept-¢of Scientific History"
- s~ Philosophical Amalysis énd Hlstorz, edited by William H
. _ Dray, pg. 9. R .
v . . R A .
o =

) As expressed here, this thesis i% both ‘vague and
. - ambiguous, afflictions from which regulism has frequently
— suffered. It might be interpreted® either as the contention
o that a social science might be theoretically reduced to a
natural science ip much the same way as chemistry was
, reduged to atomic physrcsr or alternatively as the claim_
o that insofar as sogial sciences akttually succeed in -
explaining phenomena~and hence, merit recognition -as.
.sciences, fthey are log;cally equivalent to ratural sciencg.
Of thesge; the latter 1s by far the most common and is the

Go

o interpretation adopted by both’ the tradirtional regulxsts
« . and their critigs. That is therefore the sense in which it
o~ , 18 intended to be.understood, in this-contexg. N
¢ T 29 , , - .o
Mglden, A.I1.5 Free Action, pg. 89. . .
o T . N > . .
ST SR I

- "The world of natural soience is the world of the"
external obServer noting...empiricad characteristics., .Butr .
in human. affairs...it would be absurd...to start in this
manner...here I am not primarily an external observer.

(Cf s Berlln, QE' c1ts, pg. 36. ) T ..

-
-

o . B - <. . T - - . - v

’ 3 Bescher, Nicholas, Scientific Explanetion,'pg. 164.

B . ’
e A 4 m——— s,

32

2 . Dray, op. cit., pg. 140

. * ) - ! . " %
. . .

ena merit recognltlon as explanations, and onIy e
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LHAPTER TWO  -°

< - *

-

-+ The Attack upon Regulism

L4 +

An explanatio?/ﬁbiqh takes the covering-law model must
satisfy both (i) the covering-law‘ébndition, and (ii)-the AEL/-

deductive condition. Anti-régulists argue ,that, in social

science, axplanation'can meet neither of these requérements.
il * - 3}

And since, satisfaction of the former dis génerally considered

A '

to be riecessary. for satisfacgtion of the.latter,'if it were -

demonstrated that such exPlaﬁations could not meet the
~covering-law conditiqn,’their thesis would be established.

Regulism@qg:ld then be proveh unteﬁablé,?feqyiné'anti- -

° 'y Iy

d

+

. & A
regulism .as‘the only viable alternative. For ihis reasoﬁ,
- ’ N N - -
those who adopt the latter position have been mainly’

Lo ~ , y
concerned to show that the explanans of explanations.-

.~

: < “w
provide& by the social sciences do not,‘lﬁ& could not, con-

o & .

- . . ¢ . ' .
tain laws of the sort required by.thiygbvering—law‘model,_ -

This model, they then argue, Q9scribe§:neither hctuaiT;:;ﬂ v

B

“jdeal explanations in soc§a1~scieﬁce.F If social gciemce is - |

to explain phénomena, it must thén do 50 by{some other | [‘"0 ;

‘means. And;-on this basis, they conclude that social .~ 2
. o ' . '

science . : : o .

. . : 4 "

* e

— - a .
gives rise to a unique kind of understanding, - .
or at least to understanding of a very different -

kind from that afforded by the natural sciences®”

= £ .
{

2
‘
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and hence, that "sQcial 901ence...1s ¢ radlcally dlfferent

L) 1

kind of sclence from the others" 2 Accordlng to the” antl—

regwllst,‘our Job'is then tG determlne how, in social

science, explanation might beé achieved, i. e., the loglcal

—

form which sueh explanations-would take.- - . e~

]

)
Essentlal to antl—regu%lsm is then khe contentlon that

laws of the sort required for the coverlngblaw explanation

of phenomena are°unatta1nable in soc1a1 sc1ence. Its

.
B}

adherents argue that, in order that our explanatlon qf a’

partlcular vent be coverln%-law, we«must know the empirical

°

laws ‘which overn its occurance. Such laws are obtdined by

lnductlvely génerallzlng fro_ observation and, once obtalned

< -

. . they continue to be vulnerab e to emplrlcal dlsconflrmatlon.

9 -

. o ' The§§ﬂ£st, in Short, "bave em 1r1cal content, i, e., must be

ik s ‘
capaﬁi£,‘at least in principle, of test by experlment.or

" observation”. 3 Now, as empiridal-sciences, the'social like

\__’- ,‘ .l‘

et the .natyral sc1ences are ebncerned w1ﬁh observable Bhenomena,

-

B « . & 2%

I A e., the beﬁavxour of men actlng as 1nd1v1duals or as a . -

S group;? and‘Puman "aczzons are as much facts in the world as

ral phenomena_{5° Yet, in orde;_to .

&

earthquakes Oor any na

. ' . explaln ‘them in a manner appr0pr1ate to the soc1a1 sc;ences,.'

2 @ - o

'qf
we "must‘alsokdeal w1th~the‘mot;ves and purposes behlnd» .

<0 . . these actions" § "For, "when we speak o actlons, we  are T .

P L - . . N

' o accountlng for the behav10ur in terms of the man' s desxres,i
-Q

W 'ntentions, and-purposes".7

.

S%?h phenomena, however, are

(S




34

, ; those of the.natural scientfst,'explanations provided by
., social scientfists will then concern the mental states m?ich

govern*particular pieces of behaviour. And the laws which
. - N - '

occur Jin these explanatlons must therefore make reference,

-

either explicit or-implicit, to such nonphysicalroccurrences.8

But, since mental events are not p?bllcally observable, laws:
\ .

i maklng reference to- them would not be amenable to emplrlcal

test Such laws would therefore'have no empirical content

« o -

- &

-f.and could “not be‘regarded as emplrlcal Thus, if the
‘explanatlons of 5001al 301enCe are to take the coverxng—law

form, we would requlre emplrlcal laws rhlch make reference
ai:ii to mental st&tes.a But by the foreg01ng argument there T
. = r., . ¢ . i

COuld-be nolfudh laws.' And on thls ba51s, the antl-regullst, o

_ conaludes that the explanatlons of socxal science’ could not
o ) . . ¥ . .
be coverlng-law. o — .- e

- A

As was observed, emplrlcal laws -are .thought ‘to be
- e
obtained by means' of imductive generallzatlon, éertaln kinds
. . { ‘@

of phenomena are repeate&ly observed to-occur in a particular

] sequence and on this Kasis, we (sometlmes) conclude that the

relations in which theseaevents stand- are nomologlcal Thus,~

“ -

.’ where events of‘type B~are always seen,tO«followathose of.
. {

4

. ._ type A and never occur, unless preceded by type A events7ewe

(mlght), on thls bas1s,-1nduct1vely infer that 'a causes B' .

. : ¢
- ) is a law of nature.9 But, while natural sc;ence adm;ts,

indeed- requlres, generallzatlons of this sort,-soc1al

“;*”*‘”*“”“*“*‘Bcrence*does“not*-—Fcr*"tnsofar“as*an”eventrrs"of interésf' —
E - . s . - . ’k ‘\«_‘ -..
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to»social<§cientiste it is "a situation or state of affairs

.which is 1gue 10 andfunrepeatable. Insofar as social

“phenomena are 1nstances of general types, i. e., are -

repeatable, they might be governed by - empirical laws énd

a-thus, be: explainable on the .covering-law- model 11 To that

[~}

extent, an understanding of such occurrences would be —

provided by natural science. In this respect, however, they

.are of no concern Yo social scientists, The behaviour of

men and of societfes, insofar as they are repeatable and,

thus, subject to ‘empirical law, are like;any other natural
phenomena. Thus, while the 'Black Death', the construction

of N6tre/ Dame cathedral, The Great Depression,."ard the-
. . . > ) -
° assassination of John F, Kennedy are all phenomena whiohq in

~

certain respects, are instances of‘general,'repeatabie,typee .

o 8- & .
and may, in those respects, be subject to the general laws

“~
T

of physiologyp engineering, physics or what~not, it is

prec1sely in these respects that they are of‘no concern. to

12
soc1al sc1entists. ) Social sc1entists, in contrast,
N .

endeavour to understand such phenomena only insofar as they

are unique and.ﬁnrebeatablel3 and hence, not amenabﬁg to

a

“inductive generalization._ And natural science, with its

P

dependence upon empirical law, could nevervprovide us with

underetanding of'this'sort:' But, xince those aspects of

so¢ial phenomena which are of intere_ %\gocial‘scientists
could not be governed by empirlcal laws, ‘an understanding of

i_rthem_conld_notrdepend_gpon kngwledqe of egch laws, and the

s s eimama 23

L)
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explanations by wmeans .of which we obtain this kind of uﬁderQ
standing;"i.e., the explanations whith social scilntists '

endeayour to proyide in order that we miéht*understand
social phenomena in this particular way, could involve no -
. M N (Y - ) .
empirical laws. In that case, however, the explanations of

social sciensf could not possibly satisfy the conditions

which govern the covering-law'model. Explanation'in'social

R

acience must therefaore be fundameﬂtglly dlfferent from

ekplanation in natural science. The research of social }

-

scientists begins-at the point where that of ‘the natural
scientist must end. And it 1s for this reason that these

two areas of 501ent1f1c inquiry must remain forever dlstlnct

- . ?
R g

"Scientific lnvest{;atlon", many contend, "con51sts in
A - -

establishing causal sequehces“.14 :Eﬁpirical laws} they

[ * *

malntaln, are me;ely descriptions of these sequences, so .

1
that when a sc1ent1st states a law, he' is merely descrlblng

a partlcular causal relatlon between,dlfferent kinds of

phenomena. ;Explaﬁations“inyolving such laws would then tell
| whygcertain‘events'occurred~hy describing their causes.15
Here, an understanding of what'transpired consists in knowing
that events of this kind are causal COHSequents of certain

,.other phenomena, information obtained through knowledge of

the relevant- laws, and that those causal prerequx51tes have o

‘ been satlsfled 80 that ‘the occurrence of .an event of this

rtype is causally determlned 16

of cnurse+fbe_proxldedrb¥_coyerlng_law_explanallnns _And,

Such an understandlng would,

A\ )

g



37

as many conceive of it, natural science's primary objective

A , B e

- - 1s Eo explaln phenomena in this- manner.l7 In contrast,
- '

. ‘ When d social scientist endeavours to explain a partlcular
phenomenqn,_azplecerf hqman behaviour or’ scc1al event, he -
is’not concerned with’causes. His sole objective is & d

/ discover the reasons whicn governed euch.behaviour,'and his

.

explanations are meant'td reveal those reasons, the motives

and purposes, for which adents behave as they do. . Under-
- ’ - . i « . J

. standing of this sort is obtained when an agent's behaviour
. is seen in the light of his reasons. - And, since one's’

'reasone\fgﬁ~acting‘pculd not pe construed as rhe;canse cf

his behaviour, a é;ﬁsai explanation of sncﬁ phenomena would

" be quite beside the pcint._'ﬁﬁpirical lawi could tnen play L
no part in.fuch explanatioﬂh, Ecr - ' a

‘ where we dre concefned with explanations of

. human action, there causal factors and causal

' laws are _wholly irrelevant to the understanding
we seek.l

‘'

Such explanatlons mus;'then be fundamentally different frqm
those of natural science and could not_therefore be
adequately represented by‘the explanatory model appropriate
to natural*science,'viz., the:covering—lawlmodel of

4 . ‘

explanation. d
To susfain this‘objection however, one must assume

that an agent's reason for acting in a partlchlar manner

could not be the' cause of_his behaviour. For, if this were

S " possible, it mighﬁ;still be maintagned that. there are

empirical laws whicn govern the causal relations between

-~
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reasons and actlons, and - thé% it is with the aid of these -

1 8
1aws that social sc1entlsts construct their - explanatlons.

While the laws which they employ would be different from

.those of the natﬁral‘scientists, one might still argue that

.social scientists invoke empirical laws in order to explain

phenomena and hence, that.their explanations are of’essen-

tially thé same forﬁq viz., covering-law. To“foréstall i

this, anti-regulists raise a number of objections to the

assimilation of reasons and causes. In the first place,

" they obsenve that whéﬁs a particulai event is causally

' 5
determined and hence, explainable by means of empirical law,

if the causal antecedents are satisfied, that event must

occur. And where one behaves as a result of such factors

- i

"1t is as if the man suffers somethlng rather than does
1

7 'somethlng . ¥ We would neither hold him respon31ble (1n any-

of the various senses of that expre531on)‘nor evaluate his

- - -~
——

perforﬁance. An agentﬂwould have no cHoice but to behave as
those causes - -dictated; feither decision nor deliberation

could assist in determining what he did. Yet, we commonly

recognize that people act in quite a diffeyent manner. .

*

‘That is, they deliberate about what they will do, come to a

decision on the basis of their deliberations, then act upon

these decisiong. 1In such cases, reason rather than blind

‘causality is thought-to govern their behaviour. Having

certain goals, on such occasions an agent is thought to

4

evaluate the various alternatives open to him and, on.this

- ]
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Sy - . - ., ‘
basis, reach'a rational. decision as to what mode of behaviour

‘is)nost likely to‘satdsfy these 9bjectives. But even’vhere‘
such a decision has heen deached, it dbes not ohlige the *
agent to behave 1qkany partlcular mannex. For{’hhileﬂ
reasons may convﬂ’ce, unllke causes, they‘ do not compel.
hhen‘Pn agent's behav10ur is brought about by h1s reasons
for acting, it is always assumedrthat, even though he acted
in this manner for those reasons, he mlght nevertheless have

acted otherw1se. He had a choice w1th respect to what he

T

did, On_ such occasions, he is regarded as the 1n1t1ator of
his actions and therefore_respon51ble (in all its various
senses) for what he did. And it is only when an agent
behaves in. this manner that an evaluation of his performance
 would be approprr;te. but'we ourselves are constantly’ o
aware of deliberating and deciding about oﬁé behaviour, of » J
having goals which we endeavour to satisfy; and of
evaluatlng our performance on this occa51on SO- that we
might 1mprove on the next. We are conscious of be1ng

responszble for our behav1our and of assigning such respon-

si¥bility to-others. Yet, all such-gudgements presuppose
that the reasons which govern such behaviouridoinot causally”
necessitate its occurrence and hence, that one"s reasons

for acting could fiot be regardedias the causes of his
_behaviour. |

; Yet such evidence. could hardly be. considered conclusive. .
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opinion. No one would deny that we all make . these distinc- .

/aﬂ . re
tions. -But this is.no guarantee that we are correct in

doing so, that they are actually there to be made, Ahd the

, question of whether a person's reasons4fox acting could be
R -

P ) 1 -

.a species of cause concerns the latter..'An.appeal to common’
o practice could not then resolve it. But anti-regulists have

ano her defense. For they observe that "every effect is a

distinct event from its cause";20 cauealit}.is a continéent,

-

relation between logically independentvphenomena.,/When we.
con51der a person's intentions andkthe behaviour to which
they give rlse, however, it would geem that ~the former could

not be identified 1ndependently of the latter. For, at /

least part of what we mean by 'intending to A' is that one

. having this intention will, ceteris paribus, perform the

- ~ " act of A-indg. Unless one were to behave in this manner

where circumstaflces did not prevent his doing so, he could

® B .
L

not be oroperly,said to have this intention. But, since
) g o
— our notion of a reason for acting involves that of the
- action to which it’ gives rise,_21 such phgnomena could not
[} . - - ’ . .

. ' be regarded as 'distinct events', 1In that%éase, however, .

< . : L]

they could stdnd in no contingent relations to one another.
and could not therefore be causally related. From this, ﬁ'

S S would follow ‘that "we could not say that the intention was a -

v o 7 . e .
- the causal antecedent of the behaviour" 22 ‘

K

e ' But. it seems that we might, and frequently do,

éeseribe—eurvintentLeasﬁané»the—acteens-whach—&hey govern-in - = =-

A
s LY . 1 P ]
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* only

.designate ﬁheﬁl their

41

~

such a ﬁay as to preserve their logical independence. Thué]

one's reason for raising his arm might well be his desire

to attract the.waiter's attention. When described in this

way, these phenomena would appear €o be logically quite

distinct and might well be causally related. It is therefore
. L Sxp . _

not at all clear that our reasons and the actions to which

thgy give rise could qot be so characterized as to;aféid any

logical Connections between their desCriptibns. But even if

this could not be done, it would still not follow, as anti-
regulists assume, that reasons could not be causes. For,

linguistic items can stand in logical relations;, and

N

according -as to how we choose to describe reasons and -

actions, i.e., with what linguistic items we choose to

\ -

descriptions will or will not be
logically rélatea;~.Causal relations, in contrasty; are «

relations between states and/or events and remain quite

unaffected by thé‘way,we describe the relata. _If events .

happen to stand in a causal relation, they will continue to + r——

des so ragardleés of how we describe them and whether the S

descriptions we choose are logically related or noi;'if

: L] ‘
events are not so related, saying will not make it so.

- 2
L1

Given our present state of knéwledge, those involved in
cancer .research -could onlz,describe the object of their

investigation as 'the cause of cancer'. But, from the fact
/ ' . ,

that what they seek is presently describably only in terms

e »~~~ﬂﬂﬁfﬁifs“resﬁ1ts,*OﬁeTWﬁﬁi&*ﬂet=iﬁf§rrthatwwha%evef~ét=i9¢that¥fﬂm-ﬂx—=



this descriptiop denotes could not cause those results.
L)

Similarly, it would not follow from the fact that we are now

-

able to .identify our intentions only in terms of the/actions
which tﬁey govern, that those intentions could not /cause the
actions, Words and that which words denote are dlstlnct.
items; from the_fact that our words ‘-happen to be related ih
certain ways, we can validly draw‘no conclusions with'
respect to the relations whith hold'among their referents.
Regardless of how we happen to describe them, 1t i still
possible that one's reasons for actlng might be the causes
of his Pe&aviour. And from thig, it would follow that,
despite aﬁbiarégulistcoﬁﬁectioné,‘the explanation of human
action, and those provided.by social science, could still
Be causal explanations eﬁd thus‘EEke the form of. the -
covering-law model. " R |

As described above, natural science was said to seek .
causal explanations of phenomena, and such ekplanations, it
is agreed! would be adequately represeqted by the covering-
law model. Social sciehce, in-coﬁtrast, was seid to
explain the behaviour of men- and of soc1et1es in tegrms of

» ‘

the reasons which govern stch events. if 1t could then be
. shown that.one S reasons for acting in a partlcular manner
could not. be regarded as the causes of hls behav1our, 1t

would then follow that the explanatlons which social

scientists‘seek could not be causal. :Anti-z?gulists therf

;ﬂe:wv«mﬁWﬁmeendeaveu;—to_prpvide_themrequire&_deﬁonstratiegz» But, - o =
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although 1t is usually assumed. that this would be suff1c1ent s
Q . .
to refute regullsm, such proof would not in fact, have

these consequences, -For, while the foregoing account of

natural science is widely accepted, it involves a.funda-
R Y " “

-

mental misconception: To-say that the sole objective of ‘

natural scienoé ig the discovery of causes and that all the

N

explanations which it providesg are osusal is, by no means -
apparent, Indeeo,-from'ell indications, such a claim would .
appear to be{qhite mistaken. We might %gant that all the
explanationsg of natural scientists teéu}re eﬁpirical laws,
i.e.," are coverlng—law explanatlons, and that these laws
provmde descriptions of Epe nomological relatlons dmong

phenomena. Yet when empirical laws were dlscﬁssed we

were obliged to recognlze at least two dlstlnct kinds, v1z.,

'deterministic and statlstlcal. And whlle the former may

describe causal relations amohg phenomena, the latter could

¢

not., 'According as to‘whether the laws occurring in-a

covering-law explanation were deterministic or probabil-

istic, the explanation was said to be of the )eductive—

——re
e

Nomological or~the Inductlve-Statlstlcal model And'oﬁly

Deductlve-Nomologlcal explanations could be cqusal 23 - To

4

show that tﬂf explanatlons of soc1a1‘sc1entlsts could not

be causal would not then be sufficient to refute requllsm.

But even 1f one were to adopPe the Elnstelnxan doctrlne that

'God does nqt'play dice with the ‘world" and.malntalégd thatg

pre :aré7fing£aeteﬁen1y~zoughnapproximationSWA, g

<y
»
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of, as yet undiscovered, detesmmimnisti
eventually supplant their statistical

;nductive—StatisticaiHéxplanations cal

regarded as e-xpl_anations,z4

- >

suffice as a refutation of regdlism.

such a prx

“

laws are net‘all causal. Among them

-

in contradistinction to laws of suacce
p . . e

-

aid, "we Tvan explain without citing c

contaisiing .such noncausal, determinis

- -

Deductivg—Nomological and hence, cowve

L]
-

they would not be causal explanations

explanations are not always-qgusal".z

-

proven that the explanations ©f soci

*

be causal explanations, one could, ne

to maintain regulism in. some other f

Now, while the anti—regﬁlistfé

reasons and actions are not AdAistinct
- Va

in&ariably‘codbhed as a_proofdzhat e
a

o; reasons, as they are prowvi
not be causal explanations,.iﬁs thru
If sound, "it would effgctiveiy precl
‘ti6ns involve any empirical laws &hﬁ
‘ - rat
that they could be of the cové;ing—l
reésons‘gnd acéions aré not distingt

could stand in no (econtingent) relat

»ﬁmch~1essqin~aqmeiogigal_one$%wguk;

- P
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> could be no relatiorm~which might be described by:empirical
-

"'

Ry

. _ - laws, causal or otherwise, When explaining. actlons in terms

' \of reasons, there would then be no empirical laws to Whl “h

one mlght appeal and hence, such explanatlpns could ‘involve ..

-

'no such laws. Thus, whlle it. 1% generally assumeé that thls
' anguﬁent is only 1ntended to dezngtrate,the impossibility

.of causal explanatron in 5001al ience, it-is,.in effect, a

e - Q
¢ -

iy . refutatlon'of regullsm in any of 1ts varaous forms. -But

o . ’

with our re301nder, these resuLts would appear to have been

- averted. That is, the préced;ng'response to this argument.
I b

", would establlsh that, on thls'bas1s, the ant1 -requlist is'

AW -4

not justified in tlalmlng that reasons and actions are not
independent phenomena and h%nce, that they could not be,
.8 ‘ related nomologically. 'In the light ‘of this refutation, one

-~

might(theﬁ continue -to hold that, in order that an appeal to
. onels reaséns for actingfsucceed.in explaining.his behaviour,
: s : ¢ : )
i it must be mediated by empirical laws, i.e.,‘that such -

L] . o .
- position, however, one 1s not thereby commltted to,the view

) 1 ! “ a

& that these e;plana@ions are causil For, he mnght well -

< - claim that, although nomologlcal the relatlon between suoh .
J . phenomena is not a, causal relatlon but of some other sort.

L4
And 2. good many regullstsmhave /dn fact, adopted such a.

.

v1ew, arguing that "the explanatlon of human ‘action gp..:
v
- more approprlately COdlfle...ln terms of probahlllstlc/
9’ v, ;

lawsn.%a Thus, W1th the foreg01ng refutatlon, all the

explanations take the'covering-law form. By adoptlng thls "

o
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s

- coverlng—laws".

- - then be'partacular, pecullar to the,occa51on,'and hence., not . g

disqover the laws governing their oé&currence. Thus, if

'that because such- phenomena are unigque and unrepeatable they,

-

alternative formsﬂof négulism are.réstored as vigble

3

~ accounts of the»expf%nations provided by the social sciences.

Hav1ng‘femoved thlS objectlon, the regullst is « -~ .
. CA, .
lmmedlately confronted w1th another. For en if actions

»

and the reasons in terms of Wthh s001a15501entlsts explain

» .

them are distinct phepomena 80 . that they’ mnght stand rn o~ v

#

G '
contingent relations, if soc1al science erdeayours to explalﬁﬁ"@i.

human behaviour pnly insofar- as 1t 1s unigque and unrepeatable,‘

e
- L4

a%¥ relatlons in Whlch such occurrences might stand wolild

v v

Y

nomological.29 Their occurrance could not then be governed
° L 4 . !
L] c,: . “ . . M

by emplrlcal laws. Or, éven if they were nomologically

c L4 ©

related to other phenomena, since events of this sort would ‘f

* not sustain 1nduct1ve generalization, we could never

&

° -

such phenomena(are explalned at all, thelr explanatnon\ a
could not 1nVQ;ye emplrlcal lawgi And in elther case, it

"follows a Erlorl that...lt is not poss1ble for the [social

o L]
sc1ent15t] to explaln h1s subject mattef'by means of , )
L3
30

Those who'ralse such 1ssue§, i. e., that ﬁ»,

- %¥he objects‘of‘interest to- social scientists are,unique and "’

- ° ) : o b . » N . . ‘
unrepeatable, couid on this basis, argue %o either one of .

‘-

two concluslons, namelyA elther (1) the ontologlcal the51s S

-

-

could not be law—governed, or alternatlvely (11) the eglstem-’
) ) 9 o
ological thesis that, even rhough they may be’ law-governed,,
» ‘ w .




& - &

/- . .. ‘ . .. -
5 T : . 4%
, Ve \’-
kS ¢ . o - .
* we could neVer'digpoveﬂrthe‘1aws%§mverning their occurrence. *
\ . . . v . \
In either case, it would folle% that our explanations of _
o _hmthese events could involve no empirical -laws and hence, . e

e .

wguld ngt_be covering—law. While those who attack regulism
N .

* - oy - L3
© 0 - «. 1in, this manner rarely state whether: their objelticn rests

upon the ontic or the'epistemic pjint, a defense of regulism

-

would be required to answer both.’ .- . oy :
o . . " ’, J
But without some account of the sense in which human
e behaviour and social events, insofar as they axe of interest

. - - ‘
to social science, are fo be regarded as unique and

unrepeatable, *the strend%h of this objection is difficult to
* ’ N » : :
determine. And those raising it offer. little illumination.

Such an evaluation wduld then require us to determine

whether there “is any sense in which the subject matter of

-

social science is unique and unrepeatable and, if so,

whether this prevents its explanation in' accord with the
| ‘ 31

~x

’ . \ : . *\\\ .
coveripng-law model. Now, as many have“Bbseryed by the

13w of identity, every event is strictly speaking, unique - -
N

- “ and unrepeatable. FQr, "every thing is what 1t is.and not

[4

s *%nother thJ.ng"“'32 logic alone assures us of that ' And this“
' is as true of natural phenomena as ‘it is of human behaViour.
On this anlS, however, one could distinguish between /

;neither ‘natural and soc¢ial phenomengy nor between their °

-~ -

irespéctiye sciences. That human actions, and social events

C .

4n general, are uniqué’in this sense would not succeed in

‘demOnstrating the impossibility of the requisite laws. An

-

- o, - : - - C.

. — . ¢
T - - . ' - . '
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v
.

if, despite this fact, we are prepared to "allow that

natural events may be explained by subsuming thenm under

- empiricalilaws",éqAthisiproyidesous,wrth noireasonwfon : o

1.3 [

denying that‘social'evénts might be explained in like

manner.** For, even though a particular occurrence 1s, as

an individual, quite unlque and unrepeatable, this in no way,
, precludes its being an instance of a‘certaln general type
and, as such, of having predecessors and successors of the
same type. Through observation_o?,its predecessors, we
might then discover the lawﬁ\which gdyern all individuals of
this type and which nust'therefore-goyern this particular
individual. In that case, however, an event's uniqueness
would preclude neither its being governed by empirical law,
nor our discovery of that fact. However, if it is being
maihtained that social scientists, qua social scientists,

A i?vestigate social phenomena only insofar, as they are
instances of no general types whatsoever, i.e., manlfest no

general characteristics, and if this is what is intended ;b

when such events'are sald to be unique and unrepeatable,

then lt is difflcult t understand how, under such c1rcum—-

- -
" stances, a social sf¥€nce would even be possible. -Indeed,
» . ’ " -
" to restrict social scientific interest to social phenomeﬁa
. ——————inle—— -
. ; : A
et T

'is alreadyfto.reoognize a general.ciassification of its
subject matter. ‘'Phenomena’, if such there be, «which are
> . N .

 unique and unrepeatable in this sense could not even be

reoognized, much l@ss‘discussed ‘and explained.34 Thus, by
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i our first interpretatioq, all events must be unique; by our

o ' _second, none could be. And in,neither case would an event's

<

o ] being uniqheeanq_unkepeatable precludeﬂe;the% its being

- governed by empirical laws, or our discovery of those laws,
Tee regulisﬁ;would then appear to haee little to fear from
this quarter, ' | ' ' 'Ff\§~

. : As we have interpreted it, this objection is no

. obstacle to-regulism. But perhaps on some othHer lnterpre—
tation, it might prove ‘more damaging. Yet\what thls might
be and how it might be obtained remains quite unclear.‘hAnd

. L. .o ‘ . « .
until such issues are clarified, the matter rests.  However,

, this argument migﬁt be rejected for quite different reasons.

- :For, even if we could obtain an adequate interpretétion of

“unique and unrepeatable' such that social events and only
social events could be prepefly‘so characterized, it would
still not follow that this would prevent either their being

X 4 law-governed or our discovery of these laws. Our demon-
- & . 4 . s - . : .
stration of this might begin with ‘the epistemic issue. Now,

- >

@ ~ those who raise this objection ‘would -argue thz empirical

laws are established by induction from past experience, -

But, since there could be no previous occurrences of a

unigque and‘unrepeatable event - such phenomena.could not
- Py

N ‘sustain 1nduct10n. They then conclude that, if social

-

. events are unlque and unrepeatable, we could neveﬁuslscover
5\ . ~ the' laws Wthh govern them. Yet it must be gbserved that

e, ' o

the inductivist account of natural law which is assumed

-
.
e

4
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here has encountered some serious challenges;BS’ In view of-

<

these, it is bx no:means,apparent that any empirical laws
“are estaﬁlished on this‘basis. In thét éase,‘from the fact
that we are unable to obsérve previous occurrences of a |
particular typﬁy one'could not inferlthét we could %ok
,determinefthe ngs wﬁich govern such events. But, even if
we were prepared to admit that some empirical laWsmare
_'obtained’by induction from experience, one could‘not‘ .

plausibly faintain éhat-all the laws which science requires

\caﬁ\Pe generated by this process., For, while it may be
’ 36

reasonable enough to claim that our experimental laws
are developed in this manner, maintaining this of -

theoretical laws would'bot be. And iE,séems quite indis-

putable that we know of such-principles and that they are
- empirical assertions. Theoretical laws, as much-as experi-
N R . 1 - S ’ ' '
mental laws, are essential for aﬁ'empifical science. One

v

” . . . . B - - [
;who . maintains ‘that all empirical laws’ are obtained by, the
» . .

induétive process weould then be guilty of e@uivocation on
'expérimental law' and 'empirical law' which, whén‘eXposedn
claim., Some empirical laws, viz., theoretical

laws, we muét then conclude, .are "discovered" althoughvﬁg

do nét and;cannqﬁ observe previoe§~occurrencgs of the Eype
,which they éoverﬁ.37 If uhiqge, unfepeatable phenomena were
. govern‘éd bj such Yavs ' itﬂwould'ther; 'stil“l 'be possible for ‘
us to %eafg/of‘this‘fact; The uniqueness of social‘eQents

cdula'ﬁoﬁ fhereforé‘precludeconr‘discovery of the laws. -

. . . , o
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., which govern them. ‘And this would seem to dispose of the
ep&stemological isgues raised by ‘this objectfon. ‘ .

But is it even concelvable that events whlch are truly
' . .l - [P . -

unigque and unrepeatah}e have nomologlcal characterlstlcs,

i.e., are law-governed? The very nature.of the case would . .

[N

seem’ to preclude this. For, an empirical law must "satisfy

a condition of nonlimited scope".38 And this condition, it

.would appear, could never be satisfied by assertions
: 1
concerning unique, unrepeatable phenomena. No statement

making~reference to such occurrences would then be lannl)n
‘and there would then be no laws tgebe discovered.. Even if,
by the !teVLots point, we were.able to obtain knowledge of
1aws governing uﬁﬁque events, there could then be-no such
laws. And once again, 1t would follow that our explanations
of such phenomena could involve no emplrlcal la%s However,
this conclu51on seems quite unwarranted. For, the mere fact
that a partichar event - - the conditions‘governing whose-
occurrence are described by certain'principles - happens ,
once and cannot recur would neither establlsh\\hat ‘the scope
~of the pr1n01ples in questlon is res%rlcted nor that the Iy '
pr1n01ples themselves are not (or, could ‘not be) nomolog al.
Ner would we have any rlght to conclude, on this basis, that
‘the event SO governed was not tor, could not be) subject tb
emplr;cal laws. -Only where a statement of the pr1nc1ple_
itself entails its restricted appiication,to a'particnla:

" set of;individuals,_i;e., where it contains, eithex
explicitly or implicitly, essential occur?enceS«of.singhlaf .-

a
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e ) . o .
terms used as names, would we be justified in drawing such
conclusions. But, from the fact that a particular social

event occurred once and could not reeun, i.e., is unique

‘and unrepéatable, there is no reason to assume that all -

assertions describing the copditions which gave rise to that

" phenomenon must contain, either overtly or covertly, essen-

E

tial occurrences of such singular .terms. It seems quité ST

possible that, given_%revailing conditions and the laws  of

-nature, a certain event occurs, but because of conditions

subsequent to its occurrence, which dre themselves determined

_ by the empiriqal laws,'and-those’same laws, there'céuld be

no'recurrence,of an gvént of ‘that kind. We would then have

§ .
an example of a#n event which yas.gbth unique and unrepeatable.

Yet, one is hardly likely to deny that its occurrence was

%overned'by empirical law. On what érounds could one then

deny the possibility of such an eventuality? .- Certainly, -

© e , B
nothing in the nature of natural law or unique,)unrepeatable

/

“

events would seem to preclude it,
\ ~ > ’ - i L.
But here an example might strengthen my case. Let. us

f

consider the possibility'of the universe's total annihila-

39

tion.”” While perhaps difficult to imagine, such an occur-

‘rence seems at léast logically posqibié. 'And, if anything is

to merit such recognition, it surely must be regarded as
. ‘ [y
unique and unrepeatable.- But is dit not also possible that' a

v

set of theoretical laws would correctly describe the

conditionsqundervwhiCh this would occur and which, if we

‘," -
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ha

‘nevertheless, still be governed,hg-empirical laws, and.

'seems quite indisputable., But, having established’ the

threat. But the first still demands our attention. And it

53
knew them and the prevailing state of the universe, would
enable us-to predict-accurately this ultimate holocaust? oo

I am here not playing prophet My sole concern is to

establish the logieal pOSSlblllty of such an event and such

laws, for this is all that would be required to establish
! ) , ‘ \
that, although unique and unrepeatable, an event may, N

thereby rebut the point At issue, -And this possibility.

. N - v v
possibility of digcoﬁexing guch laws by our earlier argu-
4

\N;;;\,//////ﬁment we might”}herefore conclude that, even if the 5001al‘y
: \-/ . ' .

sciences were ekclUSively coﬁcerned with events which are

unique and unrepeatable by some acceptable criterlon, it

could not be 1nferred from this that their explanations of

sqch phenomena could involve no emplrical laws. Thus,w

+ ’ '
even if social events were proven to be unique and unre-

peatable in some acceptable sense, this would leave

regulism quite untouched
Of the three prinC1pa1 objections to regulism, the

second and third Would then appear to represent no serious

is'this one which raises the basig .issues. - To recapitulate,
it has/been aigued that
- ' ( ’ . .\ .
(1) The ultimate subject-matter of social . . ' ‘

scientific inquiry is tHe behavious of "~ ‘
men as individuals and/or as a_group.. -

and that T —~

»

-



(ii) Such phenomenha ‘can only be adequately
explained in terms of the reasons, goals
and intentions, for Wthh people behave:. .
as they do.

-~ IS

" - -~ ~
But one's reasons, for behaving are mental states, so that

- explanations, as provided by social scientists, must, if
they are to be regarded as adequate ‘explanations, make

reference to mentalistic oeccurrences. Thus,

// - >’

(iil) 1In order that the explanations which we
obtain from social science be covering-law
explanations, they must ‘include empirical
laws "which make reference to mental events. -

-

Yet, since mentalistic occurrences are no accessible to
publlc inspection, we are told that they could not be

empiridal. phenomena, and the assertlons maklng reference

to sﬁch~states could not be empirical statements. In that
: ) : ©y

case, however, . . )

e [ ]
(iv). There could be no emplrlcal laws which -
‘ make reference to mental events.
. . \ ) )
And from these four assumptions, it would‘follow that the

'explanatiens provided by sobialyséientistelcould involve

. no appeal’f”bemplrlcal "law.and hence, could not- be coverlng-

14 L

law explanatlong I1f regulism . is then to be ma;ntalned, at

’

least one must be refuted. And, at one time or other, -

regulists ‘have tested each of these contentions: Thus, o

& /-

'met?ghy51cal hollsm which malntalns "that there are so-called

’

wholes, grdup entltles whlch(haVe 1ndef1nab1e propertles of

' 9

’
- - -

thelr own"4 mlght be seen as a- denial ‘of the flrst, v1z.,
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‘,4133’ of these assumptibns so as to avoid the bonc%gsion to

e ot

Which it leads. ‘Yet because, of its commitment to emergent
. ' A ) .
propertles, such a defense is presently regarded with

disfayour. But 1ts dlsmlssal would amount to h tacit . T

« acceptance oﬁ the initial assumption. The regulist would e
then be obliged to cgnstruct his defense upon the rebuttal

of one of those which remain.

As ‘a rule, it is at the third of these assumptions
that regulists have directed their primary attack, main-

taining that

the laws whose exf%tence is required if reasons
are causes of actions do not...deal in the
concepts in which raticnalization must deal,..- .
the classification may even be neurologlcal
chemical, or physical.4l

-

Many then argue that, in order to provide explanations,
. : ® '
social scientists "resort go general laws established in

physicé, chemistry, .and biology".42 Others maintain that

"the proposit{eﬁe of behavioural psychology'are the ggneral
explenatory'pﬁopositions of social scienpe".43 In ei her
case,>the empirical %aws‘which social SEientists are alleged
to employ in'the conetruction of theiﬁlexplanationeicould
involve no mentallstic concep;s and hence, would make no

reference to the reasons’ for which people bbhave as they do.

" And those who.subscrlbe to tmaditional regullsm as it was

.. Y N . . +
characterized earlier are committed to such a view.
“

_—~  Now, -it apparent that when inquiring as to why

’

someocne acted i a particular manner, we are asking "what

L4

-




~obvious influence of thought upon action; ghey could never !

" sciences.,

. .action, only ﬁnowledge of .an agent's intent;oos? i.e., of

’ L e ’ ‘ .
explanation. As described by traditional requlists,

howevdr, such explanations would involve absolutely no.

reference to mental states. Theirkénaiyeis would thereﬁore

N

* ignore the essential charactefistic of actions,‘i‘e., that

'whlch dlStngUlSheS them from all other kinds of phenomena.

And explanatrons of thls .sort could never adebunt for the

. . R ‘
reveal how a man's goals and desires guide,gls behaviour.-

I

For this reason, explanation, as they describe it, conld

never adequately represent tho;ggproaided by the saocial

To put the point somewhat/differently, it is generally
aoknowledged that ' - L uy

any ‘rationally acceptable answer ta the .
.question 'Why did event X occur?' must.offer ¢

information which shows that X was to be

expected...at least wrth reasonable probablllty.54

Y <
"

—F

~‘Satlsfactlon of thls requ1rement,:wh1ch wé mlght refer to- as

the condition of ratronal egpectatlon, has been recogniked -
G 3

as necessary for adequate explanatlon. But, by the fore-~ :

going ‘argument, where the event'to be explained is a human

certain mental states, would provide us with an adegquate
. ¢ : — *
reason for antlclpatlng'lts occurrenee. Thus, where-the

event to be exPlalned 19 an action, only Whgre the epr

makes reference to mental states, i.e.,, to the goals and

inﬁentions ofﬂpérsons,'coulé the explanation satisfy this~ ST

‘

. . et o ) \
» . , ! s ‘ q ‘ o . s




" deal exclusively in the, concepts ihtroduced by the laws

" 5%

e © 4
N

reference to reasons, the explanans contains’ others which
g -
occurring therein and these, in ceonjunction w1th those laws,
entall the explanandum Thus, the deductive condltlon mlght‘
still be satisfied. But, in that_case, ;he statements of
initial coﬁgitionsmaking'reference to' reasons would play no D
part in. the deduction. Their occufrencevin-the explanans- of
such explanatlons would then be quite:extraneous. 'Since
they make no essentlal contrlbutlon to the explanatlon, they- ?

could not "assist’ in ou% compréhen51on of suchbphenomena.

Reference to reasons might then be entirely eliminated ffom

<

.such explanations without loss. A person's mental states,

o

his reasons, intentions, and‘goals, it must then be
concluded, have ahsolutely no effect upoh his behaviour. -
Reference to such states, that .is, the tationalization of
béhaviour,h%buld make no contribution to our ﬁhderétanaing
of what they did and would not therefore represent an
admissible’ form of explanation. One who denled the thlrd

(fll), of these assumptions would then be oBllged to deny

either t(a) that- the explanatlons prov1ded by-social .
o, s <’ -

scientists are covering-law, or “(b) that an adequate. explan-

ation of human behaviour and %ocial.events involves anyg
L3

reference to. the reasons 5eople have for their behav15hr, :

‘i.e., the denial of the second, (i%), of these assumptions.

"‘n

And a regulist would of goyrse be commltted to the latter.

¢ ]

For, glven the deductive COnditlon whlch governs the .

¢ ' t
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-

-

]

-

covering—law model ; 6ne who endea
denyvying either the second -(ii) orx
aésumpgigns, would then be oblige
- it wsulda no% sufficient that h.

assumption, i.e., that reference
-

the explanation of human behaQiou,

-

-

stronger thesis that/such refexren

efficacy whatsocever énd that rati.

contribution to our understandirnrg

Fa%}ure to do so would imply an a,

such events nghﬁ be explained an

accommodated- by the covering—law .
the laws ‘reguired for the explana:

make no ‘reference to mental-evept:

s

purposes, and intentions for whicl
. . >
tional regulist is then comnru tted

tions which involve such re ferenc

have any explanatéry efficacylﬁhé'
When we ask why a person'ér ‘
fashion, our guestion is invariab

] - -

of what he (or they) intended to .

*

d of the goals it was meant to real.

- ~r

"of this sort enable us to underst.
- 3 T r

accepted as adeguate explashations

oﬁr attention to the works of QiS'

scientists, sociocologists, anthrop:
L e — - . -

Foo -

. - vy b
.




- ‘Q' / lmbst,}rn €x ct Speech ‘be expande -into an explanatory

. " e . e . . ! . - ' >
* . . ~ z » ° . ‘ R
- - * L4
R . . -

them employlng essentlally the .same explanatBry methods.
. - + Now, it 1s obvious that explanatlons of thls sort make po’

exph1c1t appe?l to emplrlcal l%ws. Common practice would

-

Yo

then appear to belie the regulist thesig. Qg accommzdate

'ﬁregullsts have argued that, while guch explanatl ns

° make no ex211C1t appeal to emplrlcal L,usq their success‘as

h-)

explanatlons depends upon the taca} ‘assumption -of such,

———

prlnc1ples. ' That sy they marntaln that, 1n order for our
- N
£ descriptions d& reasons %@ succeed as explanatlons of

iy behav1our, they must be adbompanled‘by lmplic1t aSSumptlons.

e Anq among these assumptlons, they malntaln, are empirlcal
"~ laws asawell as 51ngular statements Wthh when exp11c1tly
&, R

stated would, lneconjunctlon wlth the reagons which were

offered 1n explanatlon of the phenomenog be -an explanathn" 2

of the cOverlngrlaw model As commonly expressed the
4 F * L]

°, explanation of human behav1our is "then "incomplete and.,.

o

v

Ce e - ® cow
. .dedﬁctivﬁe»argument".q'sl5 It is, in effect, an enthymeme, an B
‘éxplanation-sketch which : ¥
a e . . , * \:

. q&ts fention ofocertaln lawg or particflar ® -
.facts which'it tacitly.takes, for gtamted, and

* whose explicit: ‘citation would yield a . «
R comp}ete deductlve—nomologlcal argument. 45 .

8 g . L
- And Pt 1s 1n thls way that reguilsts custoﬁgrrly defend
‘ . d

v

N,
s :
b

o

»

.« thelr clalm that, desplte appearances toyfﬁe coﬁtrary, such -

e, explanatrons are,nevertheleﬁf of jhé- cowerlng—law model

LY

Yet, whilé;traditionai regu;}sts,QaVe argued that the

> ’

&
Ao
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ratlonallzatlons whlch we aﬁe»accustomed to offer in

-

explanatlon of our behav;our are, in fact, explanathn-

- | sketcﬁ\g'\f the sort descrlbed above, 1t should now be- .o
: . ® .
' ev1dent that this would be inconsistent with their other o
) - o C - s !

commitments, For, one whoe adopts this pdsition must deny

' that reférence to mental states and hence, to reasons, has
'y - L L] ' -~ i N .
anty explanatﬁry efficacy whatsoever. That is, he is obliged

. to malntaln that ratlonallzatlon does absolutely noth%ng to
. . 3 \ . “
s — - - promote oubaunderstandtng'efwbehav&e&r—aaéTégulérnet~theresv N
v : . e

fore play any "part 1n th& explanation of such phenomena.

On the other hand, to clalm that the reasons which we - . -

L . T commonly offer in explaﬂationaof behaviour are partial

+ .
i

. " -explanations, or explanation-éketches, amounts teo an

et acknowvledgement oﬁfyheir'.explanatory efficacy %would« .

“n

SRR . therefore be lncompatylle w1th traditional - regulism. ilts
at . .. n . J

adhé?ents must then deny that ggasons play ény part 1n the

H

"*  explanation of hehaviour and drsmlss our impressions to the
2 contraty as sheer illusion. ‘Yet, this alone would justify

. ’ “our abandonment of thatlthéory. For, alls the etiggpc?
B - , > L [ e °
oL would indicate that knowing an agent's reasons promotes an '

understandlﬂgrof hlS behavrour and thus, merlts recogn1t10n,

ad belng explanatory, whether as a complete explanatlon or
. s ? ’
8 e "~ an qxplanatlon-sketch. And W1thout good’reason for denylngo 2

8 . .7 5 <

the conclu51ons bated upon‘common eXperﬂgnce, they would

L

! ' “take precedence over confllctlng'iignloh. But, 51nge the

t -' .ot - .. ’ . "..; Y A - Ps -
| - - traditional regulist can offer no .depegdeﬁf>ev1d%ncé'1n-\

v ‘ y \ . .' N ~c‘ v +

0y
i

S . , . . . . P v
: . . . o 4 . A
. . .
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support of Rkis claim, this would be sufficient to justify

¢ itg abando .. . - / ) I

“\'

But traditional regulism confronts an even more telling

- objection., For, it has been observed "that physiological

happenlngs are not to be identified wi%h human act:.ons“47

that "we can never specify’ action‘exhaustively in terms .

‘of movéhents of the body or within the body". 48 Tha¥ is,

‘e

s an actlon .cah never ke ldentlfled with overt, physical

2

e = o = h e g e e

’ béhav1pur.’”THe ‘same s sequence of’gestures and/or sounds
mlght manifest any number'of dlfferent actions, or no

L “'actloq at all. Agcordlng as to how one: chooses to ¥

’

- 3 l ’
o describe those movements,‘he decides as to whether what -

. o L
- t

s

: : S . ' ‘g . L
~ oaceurred was an action or not-and, }1f an actlon which one..

But since these movements are compatlble w1th any of the*
N ”~ - . -

, 2, descrlptlons whlch we might choose, such dec1srons, i.e.,

»,

u

as to whether the occurrence was ‘an athQ\ or not and, if

. sé‘ whlchzactlon could not be made on this has:Ls.49

Ll & )
person s performance of phy51cal behav1our would not there—

A

~ N o
'fore be sufficient to establlsh hlS performance of an actlon-.

- but nelther would 1t be necessary. For we frequently '
A o acknowledge the performance of ah action where thete was no

A
‘,; .

manifest behaVLQur 'whatsoever, e.g.;'waltlng, restlng,

.

: . ) h : * M ) ) ! ’l . ‘ i [] i L]
Eelaxing, reﬁrainingg‘etc.. Actions and mere behaviour’, it

Q—Q’

\.’" ' \J 0 ) . : . N p g = o
.1s then maintalned, are gquite distinct pnenomena; the

Q

occurrence of one offers no assurance of the othér, And
. W~

'any reason one might have for ant1c1pat1ng one would not be

-

oy
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a reason for expecting the other., But, since physical

behaviour is not essential to human action, we must seek

E)

the bagis fiorpits identification elsewhere, ' And it has
beén general)¥ maintained.that "it is the intention with

which a person acts that provides the criterion of identity

50

pf an action", that "féf something éo be an action...the

agent must not only make the appropriate movements, 1t must
51 '

- be his intention or purpose, to do so".™ -But, since an

A \J : - .
,agehife Thtentions-are mental states, %he actions through.

a

mere physical movemehts,  for

which ﬁhey are manifested would then have td be essentlally_

mentalistic phenomena. And .this would have to be reflected

in their explanations. - , B ' .
. L4

T

~ - . . ¢ . ) ) ' .
The social scientist, however, is not concerned with

-

-

]

. V4 - .
- - <

in sobcial llfe, it is not what movements, are °
- made and uttekances delivered that is .
important, but what the aims and intentions
" of the actors are in making them, 52 ]
° . i &
. o b . ' .
Ultimately, it is. the actions which people perform, rather

>

_than their physical behaviour, that is of interest to social

i

gcientists. In virtue Qf this, it has been argued that the

e_'xblanations which ithey prov‘:'g,c_ig,_,__

e

¢ :
must...show the mediation of
intention, motlves and beliefs

4

sas

-

An ‘argument which does npt éhow th it has-then been main-

. ¢
 tained, could not explaln human actlon and thus, whatever

else it may be, it could not be an adequate social scmentlflc

'Q‘
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* ignore the essential characteristic of actions, i.e., that

"which distinguishee them from all other kinds of phenomené.
obvious influence of thought upon action; they .could hever

« ' ! ‘ .
‘reveal how a man's goals and desires guide his behaviour.-
. ) a .

" sciences.

. ,action, only &nowledge of .an agent's 1ntent10ns, l.E., of

) LT . e ' .
explanation, As described by traditional requlists, »
howevé&r, such explanatiohs woﬁld ihvolye absolutely no.

reference to mental states. Their.énaiyeis‘would thereﬁpre

arntm o

And explanations of this sort could pever_adﬂbunt for the

n

For this reason, explanation, as they describe it, conld
never adequetely represent th959§prowidea bylthe social

To put the point somewhat/differently, it is aenerally
acknowledged that | ' ' .; ' o

any rationally acceptable .answer ta the .
-question, 'Why did event X occur?' must. offer ¢

information which shows that X was to be

expected...at least with reasonable probab111ty.54

Y €
.

—F

"Satlsfactlon of thls requlrement,rwhlch wé mlght refer to. as

the condition of ratlonal expectatlon, has been recogni%ed -
a %
as necessary for adequate‘explanatlon. But; by the fore- ‘

going brgument, where the eﬁent:to be explained is a human

+

s

certaxn mental states, would prov1de us w1th an adequate ,
v - &
reason for antlclpatlng'lts occurrence. Thus, where-the ,

event to be exPlalned 1s an action, only wﬁgre the exp B ans

makes refe;ence to mental states, i.e., to the goals and

intentions of"péreons,‘cduld the explanation satisfy this~ S"

+
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condition and thereby merit recognition as an adequate
explanation. Moreover, since social scientists are

- ‘ N p
ultimately concerred with human ‘actions, theit explanations

] -
* ', -~  are essentially action-explanations and must th&refore make
reference to human thought., . As they are represented by the
A ) traditione} requlist, however, these explanations could

in&olve;no such appeal. But, in that case, they could.

w ~ [ . ] heat 3 —
A -

provide no basig for the rdtional expectation of the event

to be explained, i.e.’ they could not satisfy the necessary

condition for expianatory adequacy. Social sc%entific'

: _explanations, as described;by traditional reguliets, would | '
not therefore.merit recognition'as adequate. explanation.
That . analysis must’ therd be apandoned. i

v To argue, as tradltronal regullsts might, that whlle

o

» N L4

> ,:‘ " “the explanans, as’ they descrlbe 1t does not entail the
explanandum, it mlght neverthele#s satisfy the foregoing"
condition by renderlng the event's occurrence ‘reasonably e e
R . . ,probable would not accommodate this objectlon. - For, lt 1s
not that the explanans prov1des suff1c1ent grounds for tﬁe
. ratlonal expeotatlon of an actlon‘that is oelng denlqd, but )
rather that it prov1des any grounds whatspever. To sustain .
tradltlonal regullsm, cne would then ‘be obllged to ‘deny

' -
R elther (a) that the socagl 501ences are ultlmately concerned

w1th human actlon,55 or (b) that a human action is anythlng
. .

.+ 74 over and above sheer physxcal movement " But while the

I former mlsrepresents soclal sc1ence, the latter mlsrepresents

-

.
L& . . ) 9 -
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13 °|
human actlon as it is presentlz recognlzed 55 Neither of

4 .
t. P

these alternatlves would then prov1de "the requlred support.

» P

‘A

Such considerations, - coupled with those of tHe precedlng

chapter, have led many to dismiss trad;tlonal régulism as an

acceptable theory. : ) ‘ - .

~

o

Since regulistic attejpts to refute any one ofAthe

first three anti-regulisti assumptlons have met Wlth llttle

success, the defense of this p051tlon now rests with the .

fourth, viz.; that

*)(iv) There could be no empirical laws whlch
i make reference. ‘tg mental stakes,
. - N , ,
Since all the other premisses of the anti-regulist argument

- f

I

o

would appear sound, unless this'contentien‘can be refuted,
regulism must be abandonea Thls assumptlog, 1t'w111 be - : it
recalled, was based upon the observatlon that mental events
are not accessible to publlc Inspectlony from which 1t was
" concluded that they.eeulf not be‘regareed as empirical . ",
‘phenomena. Assertions which make reference to:s 2
occurrences would: not then be emplrlcal statement . Ana
it wouhg, of pourse,'follow that there could he no laws of . “
the soit requifed by a regulistic anaiysis; such 'acéount_.<'
weuld then be demonstrably untenable. aut_one nust‘now ask )
whether, on tdis basis, one would’ be 3ust1f1ed ih deny1ng -t
psychological states emplrlcal status, that is, whether the»-
- fact that such occurrences are not publicly ' observable s
suff1c1ent to preclude our recognLZLng assertions Wthh make
. - : A IS e

- B
. - *

'}*}x‘ N
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reference to such statés as empirical statements. . .

P » '

Certainly} much of our scientific knowledge, i.e., that

which we obtain from scientific‘theories,,ié not amenable

1 td public confirmation. Yet, despite this'fact, we still d

o N

consider them to be significant and factual, i.é.é ) 2"

empirical statements.57 when such assertions are jhdgedito

bé empirical, we are claiging no more ﬁgéh tha%,they

deséiibe-actual states-pf~affaif§, facts iﬁofbggﬁorld, ana -
.’Eggt, in Girtﬁé of those.fécts, tﬂesq,deséripﬁiong‘are‘ ! N
;f@ither\cprred%‘br incorrect, trie or fal;e. To de§y~that a*
. statément ‘is empirical in this sense amouits to sa&éggwgpat

' »>

- it déscripes nothirrg whatsoe¥ef, that events of.£he sort = _ e -

to which it qllegedly'makes reference do not, in‘féct, oCcur/A'E;~\
and hence,sthat there is no staﬁe-of-é}fairs which either
confirms or disconfirmséwhat is beingiasse¥ted£- But howA;
\ fqoﬁ fancy; the actual from
phg ii}uéo%y?'wﬂqw,'ifﬂa st%temént describes ¥éal pheﬁgména,

are we to distinguish fact
'facts among‘the“others;o? which 6dr universe is composed,
those‘facté;must exist, be there fo beidisc:) d,; and‘it
should be possible, at ledst in principle,_to estabiisﬁ the
existence of-those states-of-affairs which it describes.
It mdgtltheréere'be logically po§sible to 6onfifm suth *7 -

éssertions by‘appealing to that which they describe. But

this réquirement might weli,be'sétisfied even though we are
‘ < A ‘ e

‘unable ‘to make the requisite observations. .Our.statemenﬁsf

"might well succeed in describing the world, although we argq -

I




\
éehle\:access to the facts whlch would conflrm them, and- do

not even know how such observatlons might be made, Whether
the requxs;te states -of-affairé exist and hence, whether it

is logically possible to confirm an assertlon by appeallng

to such phenomena is lndependent of our ablllty to make such

observations and of our knowledge of how,they mlght be inade.

I

'Frombthe'fact tha; we are unable to observe the phenomena

which are being describeg, or that we do not know how such

7
ot

: A. | - o 67

1%

phenomena ﬁight,be obse

. ¢ ’ » N 4!-‘ ,’;. ¢
the statements concerned convey no ‘factual information and
. N .
‘are not therefore empirical assertions. And, when | -
4 ’ . ' T
'empirical' is understqad in this way, the fact that-we are

.

“unable to test our psychologlcal assertlons by ogesfvatlon
.or experlmenb-would not }ustlfy our denylng thelr emplrlcal
status.’ B :j | = . . S
*But when the positivistic doctrine that’ the meaning of
an empiticalzstatement consiste‘in the'cenditions‘under
wh}ch it might be eonftrmed,‘i.er, the yerification‘theory»

of meaning,58 is adopted, this notion undergoes a radical '

transfoimation. For, one wgnld then be obliged to recognize

< .‘. . [ ¥ - ) ]
-only those statements for which direct observatlonal

'verlflcatlon is presently at least practlcally concelvable
£

" as emplrlcal. That ;s, even if the obserVatlonal conflrma—‘

tion of ?partlcular statement were loglﬂlly posslble, if
v .
we dia not know how‘this-mlght be achleved, we would be ’

obliged tp deny'that asgertion's empirical status. And it

-

& :

e

' ) 4
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Seems evident’ that we now can neither prov;dejsuch confirma-

4

tion for our flrst-person psychologlcal statements, nor
know how it might be Ybtained., Since such assertiops are
obviously not analytid/ it follows from the positivistic
account that they must be qulte meaningless. To avoid this

‘conclu51on, loglcal behav1ourlsm was introduced, and desplte
v @

-~

1nsuperable objections, many ;rill adhere to th%s

‘.programme.59 ﬁut,-with the pdssing of positivism, and

verlrLcatiOﬁism_*ﬁ—‘aftlculaf, it can no longer be maintained
that the practlcal inconceivability of coné&tlons ynder

wh;ch a contingent assertion might be experimentally

Yet};iéd is sgfficient to pr?ve'it meaningiess.

‘statements, it must be admitted, might well convey fachual
informatéon evet though there is no way to subject thtse.
facts to éublic test. Yet, if it could be established that:
the observetioﬁal contirmation of a gontingentfstatemént is,
in ﬁact} 1ogizé}lx impossible, the pheqomena which it
describes could not, by the foregoing argument, be rega#ded
as 'tacts:;n the world'; descriptioﬁs of such phenomena -

would not therefore be empirical statements. And it is

essentially this pbint that is‘being'argued by, those who PRI

maintain that ‘ o3 ' <

. ‘ 4 ’
. R . . . . ..
" the patent characteristic whiéh function[s} as .
“.a basis for the application of one identical
ndme to all the things called psychical: or
‘mental' [is] thelr 1nherently prlvate : - ‘ -
-character, 60 :

. B . , . .
J B . -

N
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. private and that, with respect, to his own mental states, the

’

individual is the 'final epistemologicalk authority',61 one

would demonstrate the logical impossibility of empirically

. ’ | .
confirming statements which concern such phenomena. This
- . : . ’ .

,would then justify his denying their empirical status. And

N . ) .
he might, on this basis, continue to maintain the foregoing

assumption., To sustain his position, a regqulist would

Now, my mental?etates, my thoughts and pains, apger
Ve ’ “ '
and aspirations are, in some sense, peculiarly mine. I
\ ° ~
experience them in a way that no ‘one else could, and it is

'upon tl@se é-xperiences that my first-—person singular,

psychological statements are based. With respect to them,—

-

T I . I 2 .
my evidence, i.e., the immediate experience of a mental

state, is superior to.and overrides any evidence ‘which

62

another might obtéin.‘ It could hardly be denied that the

*

one who undergoes"such experiences has privileged access to
»

them ‘and is "the final authority concerning their existence

63

and character", Such claims might be referred to as the

> -
thesis of privileged access and summarized as follows:

s -

[PA] Only the individual has direct and’
immediate access to his mental states and
his evidence for (gr against) statements”

- about those states, as he experiences
sthem, i.e., the direct and immediate

experience of the event being described, RS

overrides all other evidence with respect
- to those dssertions. '

-

\L ’ . - : 69

‘That' is, by establishing.tha£ meptel states are ‘inherently
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" ‘ - .
"> But if, by maintaining the privacy of mentai\Bxents,‘anti-

.

regulists were claiming no more than this, they would
encounter llttle OPP051tlon. For, oneG who;de that the
1nd1V1dual is in the best p051tlon to obtain knowledge of

his mental states is unllkely to receive serious atten- -,

° "1:ion.364 Howeyver, this wouldfnot serve, their.purpOSe. For,
. \ 1
from the fact thaf only the individual has 1mmedla¢e access

-~

to his own mental states, it does not follow that 1q would

prd

- — N N —— S D ]

be loglcallz 1np0551b1e for another to apprehend them in a’

similar fashion. And it is the latter that is requlred to
" establish that neither stSES}ogica;‘states ndr'stateqéntsp'
.which make referenfe to ihem afe‘empirioal.‘ Although.it"is
now unqugst;onably trne, and‘forfthat matter;may always be

so, that an individual alone can&imﬁediately apprehehd his

oyn mental states, it may nevertheless be logicallx L
[} - [y -

p0551b1e for another to obtain such access as well, ASuch

phenomena may be 'facts 1n the world' and thuy, in prin-

3 o

ciple'accessible to public observation, even though we

‘remain practically inoapable of performing the requisite
observations, Statements descrlblng such occurrenced may-

LY

. therefore still be emplrlcal ﬁssertlonsi Our. 1nab111ty U&

* -

- " ﬁ

. conflrm them obserbatlonally;mlght well result from our ¢ C e .

‘ ¢ SRR AR
perceptual llmltatlons rather than the. nonemplrlcal'«- .

AN

nature ‘of that which they describe.' Only if such observa—"

tlons were loglcal£;\§m90951ble, i. e., contraﬂlctory, would

we have reason to belleve tha% the events in questxon and -
’ ' y |
8 R
1 - o ’
4 . ¢ “ v i
» / [} = F
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hence, that the}statements whic¢h describe them, were

'nonempirical’. 'EEA}}would not then sustain the anti= “

-

regulist claim, :Yet, when~§sked to defend,theiifrefusal to

admit that there might be empiricel laws which make

5 *

\

reference to psyCholOglCal phenomena, anti-regulists

N . ~

customarlly,respond by appeallng to "the 1nherent and

4 »

ultlmate privacy of p;ychlcal events", 65 His appeal must | .

. ”therefore be understood as 1nvolving the stronger contention

<

-

S . - . described, necegsarily overrides all other

that one's priviIeged access to His own meﬁ%hl,stétéﬁwiilnot o

just a contingent fact, but a lgglcal necessrty, i. e., that
e -
it 1s loglcalIy 1mp0531b1e for another to apprehend. them in

. a srmllar manner. -Such a contentlon,'whlch we mlght refer

«+0 as the ghesis of logically priviieged aéEes%, might be.
: - = . . Y o . ¢

steted as follows:

L) .-
. .

[{LPA] Necessarily, only the individual has direct
and 1mmediate access to his own mental
oo . _.States and his evidence for (or against) U
. statements about those states, as he
experiences them, i.e., the direct afd .
immediate. experience of-the event being-

-

- . ev1dence wltﬁfrespect to those assertions, '
& : "o . /
:: Omly on- this basis' could the fourth anti4regu1ist assumption -

. T e . - ’ . '
be sustaineg’andEWith.it, the conclusion to which,it leads, °©

C

- ’Unlike its predecessor, however, [LPA] has met -with

% 66 ‘ LT e
T consrderable re51stance. s : . .
o : 8 < N

Whlle DPA] 13 generally accepted there is no such o

¢
consensus w1th respect to [LPA] For, "how any proposition
. b - P 3 ’
e  can be Act 51mp1y true but necessarlly true’ has seeMed
- - . ’/— ) J X - . ..

?
$
[
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\"\x - . » .
deeply puzzling to many of the al

1
-

And [rLPA]l is eguivalent to

. g
o3 [(PA]
But obvicusly, neithexr the princ:

meanings of its constituent texrm:

truth. This statement Qoﬁid not

either of, the accepted critefia.'

would then amount to mainta%pihé

priori proposition. Anda pﬁ£}§ho-

o

be encumMered with all its incon-
<z 4 B
oclogical as well as a metaphysic:
- -
caused many to shun it. - Thus, t

_wohld only be regquired to cleave

line and deny that there are syn:

°t10ns-70 But this is not the pl.
perennials. .  Nor does our defenge
to do so. To demonstrate fthis,

=

-

the argument upon whidoh aﬁﬁ%;regw
from the four assumptions cited
that the existence of emplrlcal

‘to psychoiogichl states is 58_ P

regulism could not poss;bly prowv

explanatlpn in the socfal scleqc.

-conc1u51ons lnvolve modal operat'

hd -

also occurxr in the premlsses. Arn

1ntroduced ylth the fourth (1v0

-
-~ &
- -
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, ' reformulate as * - L . . :'" $
- ~-‘- d’ . 3 h

e e e e

T '“Ll“”ia) TﬁE(Emplrlcal stat%gents descrlﬁe-mentai~states&——

-.-

ol , - Yet% S5 we”ﬂ%ve seeﬁ; the fourth antl-régullst.assumptlon

L4
LS . s - 5 a
.

¢** entails [L,EA] , and this mlght be ‘stated as P s

c

: " (b) (jm(Emplrlcal statements .describe C
vl IS mental states) o Qleal.
- " ¢ ¢oa ' ° ! ! E . ‘
In the light ‘of the controversy surroundlng [LPA] and
2 3
synthetlc a prlorl truths in’ general however we would

v

appear to be c?mpelled to admrt to at 1east the 50551b111ty

° 'N r \
- ‘2 g qf ‘its falsehood .an adm1551on that would be captured by
- (eN O G[PAJ y S :
1 4 P . - i Al . ‘- i 9 * ST i
e ‘,But;‘fromatbr and (c), we might quickly infer T
s o - “ﬂ‘ ) ’ . - R . . " r
. g"’; " . VIR - N . . : ° ) ) I ” -
|~ ) * (@ @~Ov(Empirical statements describe mental states)
v .- which is équivglent to L . ' .
. v » N R L » .
),\/* ' . le) -(}}Empirical statements’describe mental'sﬁateg), o
. ’ S ‘ ' s
o i e., the denlal of the fourth antl-regullst assumpt‘pn.71
T ~

And w1thout his fourth assumptlon, the anti- regulfst could
e " ’ (, - s 8 5

B no. longer hope Lele) reach his 1ntended conc1u51on.' Wlth ‘this, .

' ’

we rquye the last of.the major objectlons to a regullstlc

. Y:"."‘ S , bl (\ : ' e
. programme ) v .« O S "
‘\f . : . p 2 -
: N The objectlbns Whlch we have consldered - and these =

o

- .
*‘L.
‘.
e /'

° 7. are generally thouéht to be the prlnclpal obstacles tr,»“1
Tew Jegullsm - are antended to establish "that, in soczal e
‘ ' » ., .

g s science, eXplan

d

. . L]
?v . . .
[ 4

‘could ;nyolve rio appeal £o - emplrlcal
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1
law and,hence, could noxvsatlsfy the flrst aondltlon of theﬂ

-

coverlngjeaw model, i.e., the coverlng-law condltlon. But,

I
in that case, they must fall “the second v1z., the_deductlve

~F\condltlon, 1as weli And 51nce they satisfy nelther of the
. \}
conditions which govern coverlng-law explanations, it:is
R P , _ 4 -

\ . .
then concluded. that social scientific explanations coyld not -

possibly ‘take this form and that requlism must theréfore be

mistaken., Yet, as’we'have seen, each of these objections is

¢

4" demonstrably fallacious fand thus, could not sustain the

.

intended conplusfon. That there are laws Qf the required-_,

sort, and that 5001a1 sc1entlsts employ then, whether
[{ ),

exp11c1tly ox 1mp11cr¢1y,~1n therr explanatepns would then
contlpue to, be a p0351§!llty despite antl-regulrst cla1ms~

“to the contrary. And w1th thlS, the v1ablllty of regullsns
1}
' mgﬂs established.‘ Butﬂthls does not demonstrate “its truth

-

For, whlle 3pr afguments expose the fallure of-a Erlor1

- ~
¢

refutatlons and the.reby ereserve ’L/e pOSSlblllty of ar

j regulistlc account they do- not show that thls theory pro-

\

V1des us with +he correct analy51s of explanatlon in soctal

science. And it 1? this that a defense of regulism’ ahst

ultimately establlsh. oﬂav1ng proven the po551b111ty of a

regul:stlc ana1y51s, lts defenders must now egdeavour to”

- show, that by- the'%raterla accelding to which, such Judge-

.*.ments are made,72 regullsm 1s able to accommedateoall the -

4

relevant data better than any of th grailahle-alterhatives

S, 72

2

-~

‘7
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,of fact To accomplpsh thls, however, one wouIH be- obliged

—_44;4uxunnnuﬁueuggggigig_regnl;stlc_th or 73

d onstrate'
its preﬁerablllty. And this ralsesgcuestlons as tq ‘how such
requlrements mlght be satisfied. ‘ ot e .

.’ _Now, in the foregorng dlscu551on, wé have aireadxﬁ,

hd -

established certain,paraméter governing such a projett.

That is, .anti-regulists are gwite correct in maintaining'
that ‘the social sciences ‘are, in the final analysis,

: & o .
concerned with- human action., An adequate acrcount of social

sc1ent1f1c eﬁpla'natg.on must then j:\:epre»sentwspch explana-

‘tions asabelng ultlmately explanations of juman actlon, i,e,,

ra
’ ‘ -8 -
actlon-explanatlons. Moregover, human action- is essentlally oo

o

;relatéd to‘the mental states of”’ 1ts 1n1t1ator,74 a person,,

and ‘no analys;s which. neglects thas fact~would be

.

- acceptable. The explaqsns ¢f dn actlon-explanatlon mhst ) .

therefore make reﬁerence to psychologlcal stqtes. And 1n

I

‘order ‘that these eXplanatlons be co&erihg-law, such -

5

references must occur il both the lays and the 51ngular .-
3 . ©
statements of’thelr explanans.x Such con51deratlons ‘'would,

* o » [

»

of . course¢ preclude regulistic theories based-updn’meta-

¢

physlcal hollsm as well as those falllng under the general-

1

cla531flcat10n of tradltlonal regullsm. *But, wlth thls, we .
- pY

- come to the cruc1a1 task For, if ‘dne is to construct a B
I‘ / . »

partlcular reguiistic theory and show it to ‘be - preferable
.to its competltors(cprov1ng the pos51b111ty of the requlslte

laws is clearly 1nsuf51C1ent he must show that such laws

. 4
) . .
. T a N
. .
.

e i eyt

v
]




‘rest$.reg@ilsm s\éefense.

e
e
’ )

actually ex15t that we are adqualnted w1th them, and that

-weﬂmmihnﬁﬁ&mm‘ph~0ﬁ§ Fe1 tons®

4ﬂxﬁr4ﬁﬁﬂq
] - T -

*therefbre be the primary objective of this éssay.

k]

It has been maintained;that’ .

the best we can do' for the regularity thg}ry is

to fgrmulate it ,as cléarly as possible, ward o

offgdirect objections to it, show the

inadequacies of competing alternatives, and

- - then indicate how- the' valuable insights of
alternatlve viewg can be incorporated 1nto the
regularlty theory. 75

s "

And such an approach would appearfto hold readl promise, °

-

Unfortunately, few, lf any, have attempted 1ts systematlc

'R

" Supporting ghese contentions will

.

pursu;t. In—thls essay, I shall endeavour to ccrrect thls
g A
omissior®, Be - argritical appralsal of antl-

regullstlc alternatlves,, shall.?eveloP a regulistic

competltors, av01ds the dlfflcult whlch they have

enceﬁﬁteted.' When thls has’beenfaccomplxshed I shall_o

respond to the various objections which might be levelled

- - W . o ’ .
at my position. And in this manner® I shall endeavour to
obtain a satisfactory resolution’ to the ‘controversy.

¢ . ‘ . -

-

‘p051t10n which, whlle accommodatlng'alL the 1n51ghts of 1ts
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Gallle, W. B., "Explanatlon in History and th Genetic

-:Sc1ences“ in“Readings in thé& Phllosqphy,of Sc1ence, edited .

Tl

- 4

mOntologlcal holism mlght be disregarded«

- ism and Social Tendenc1es , in Readln%s in the

by ‘Baruch. A. Broay, pg. 150.
B 4

3 . ‘

© Homans, George C., The Nature of Social Science,‘pg. 28,

, Hempel, Car} G., "studies "in the E9§ic of Explanation",
pg. 24B. . - -, i} |

"The ultimate constituents of the social world are
individual, people who act more or less approprlately in the*
light of thelr dlSpOSltlonsvand‘understandlng of their’

situation." See,J.W.N. 'Watklns,F"Methodologlcal Individual-
hilosoph

of Social Science, edited by May Braodbeck, Pg.-

3 Brodbeck May, "Meaning and Action", in Readings ié the’

,6
- Our Tlme, pg. 20.

7

N

+
’

Phi losophy of Social Sc1eQ§g pg. 64.

Meyerhoff, Hans (edltor)r"¥he PhllOSOphy of Hlstggz in .

s

I— ' . ’ , S o
Taylor, Charles, The Explanation of Beﬁaviour, pg. 35, °

. . . - 9

- "The laws by which we explaln acthn must ‘be %uch that the
ntecedent is the condltlon of the agent-hav1ng a.certain

? The account summarlzed here is\of coursey guite

ntentlop or purpose.‘ See, Charles Taylor, op. 01t., pg.® 36.

inadequate. For, "regularities r yhere you find them, and o

you can find them anywhere“ (¢?."Nelson Goodman, Fact,
Fiction, and Forecast, .pg. 82 Even if it were- necessary,f
inductive generafiZatlon would riot be‘sufficient o provide
ns with empirical laws.. For it makes no- dlst;nctlon between
nomological and accidental generalization with the didastrous

" results mentioned earlie® (cf. footnote 12, Chapter One) .

-

But the fact' that the -theoretical lawd of science are ]
1ndlsputably empirical, although they could not- possibly be
obtaintd by means of inductive genefaLzZatlon would suggest .’
thate this prOCESSyls not even necesaary;r*Yet, thls wpuld

- 4 . : ¢ . ‘ -

-
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not e}ter the point being made here. For, however empirical
laws’ are discovered, 'if there are to be such laws, they must

—ee e i regulate-events—insofar—as—they-- might-—be-deseribed-as—being -
of certain qenerai types.  That is, "a lawlike sentence...
- o must contain no essentlal “i.e., unelimingble '-. oOcCcurrence .
I ‘»ﬁr; of .designators for partlcular objects" (cf. Hempel, "Studies

in the Logit of Explanation", pg. 268) or events. Insofar

as an.assertion makes reference to particular"ﬁnfepeatable
objects or events, it is not generallzable and hence, could
, not be recaognized as lawful \ ]

10 Dray, Wiiliam, Laws'and Exgianation'ig Hietggx,“pg;_44.

11, "We may have a scaentlf"c 1nvest1gatlon of any subject-
, matter about which it is pos¥ible to establish generaliza- -

T tions." - See, Peter{Winch, e Idea of' a Social Science,
¢ pg. 67. ) - .. ' .
s 8 -
' < ' '"It is to the unlqueness of any social event that the
. ) social inquirer's interest is turned." See, Richard S.
: Rudner, Phllosopby,of Soc1al Sc;ence, p§ 70,

'//’13

> "®hat the French‘Revolution id’complex does not prevent
its being explained as:typical; it does not prevent its
being regarded as an 'instarice' of a law of revolutions.
What prevents this is...a pres_pp031tlon of historical
‘ . inquiry...To treat the French Revelution as ap instance of
"y ‘anything fs to abandgn hlstorlcal inquiry for scitentific. o
= The moment 'hristorical facts arq regarded as instances of
general laws,...history is disnlissed.®,. See, William Dray,
. ¢ 9op. cit., pg, 49-50. s : . -

P ) . - o e
1% Winch, op. &it., pg. 67.

L4 - B L ]

. B 15 "mo find tﬁgég;uses og-an event usually<involvés at. the = °
same time findi its explanation." ‘See, P.W. Bridgman,
’ The Logic of Modern'Physics,.pg. 80. L. T

. .
] o 16 wp caﬁsal explanatloﬂ'of an event means to deduce a

statement’ which describes jt, using as premises of the ™ T

. -deduction one or more universal laws; together wi certain :
C e . singular statements, the initial sondltlons." See, rl - ° .
h ’ R.,PoPper, The Loglc of Sc1ent1f1c Discovery, pg. 59,

4\&
PR

- 17 Although widely adopted thls account of sc;ence.ls.
. . -highly oversimplified, if not completely mmsconceived But
. th:Ls p01nt will - b*eveloped below. ’ , PR
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E{;m@elden, A.I., Free Actlon, pga 84. Aﬁb A
A\ e
9a‘tPeters),R S., The Concept of Motivhtion; pg. 10. L

1

20 - Hume, David, An Enquir Concerﬂlnq H;A@n Understandinhg,
Sect IV, Part 1 “Pg. %Z "The very notion of a causal
aﬁence implies that cause and effect are intelligible
out any legically inkernal relations of the-one to the

b

othér." See, Melden, op. cit., pg. 62. ° ; 8
R - \" : ‘ . g.—__.—
21

That‘is,wbécqpeeu"th mind. can..,.find the effect in the

supposed cause". _See, Hume, op. cit., pg. 43,

22 )

- [3 . . . 7‘_‘ N

23 ‘Here, one who-takes the.Einsteinian p031tlon cited

below might object that statistical laws are, in fact,
incomplete descriptions of causal connections and henice, ¢

- that explanatlons which employ suc¢h laws, i.e.,‘*inductive-

statistical expldnations, may be Eausal explanatlons as well.

Sych a thesis, however, wouMi _not compygomise my claim.. For
it amounts.to malntalnung that all expYanations aré funda-
mentally deductive-nomological explgnatidns., . It is our lack
of knowledge rather than any eqeentlal dlfferencé -among the
£xplanations themselves that results in our. drawzng a
distinction between D-N and I=5 models of explanatlopr'

a -

» A '
. »~ . . .
-24 And given recent developments quantum ‘mechanics,
- such a thesis would e extremély difficult to defend

» r - !
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25 'Hempel, Carl G., "Aspects of Scientific Explanatlon

* ‘pg. 352.
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26 White, Morton, Foundatlons of Hlstorlcal Knowledge, »
pgd 20. - .

27
353,

Hempel, "Aspects_oﬁ—Scientiiic Explanetiont, pg. 352~

\”2? Lgach, James J., "The Logic of the Sltuatlon", pg.’!?l.:
Thus, .in "The Function of General Laws .in History", Hempel: .

* maintains that "it seems possible and justifiable to con—
'strue -certain explanations offered in-History as based'on

the assumptien of probability hypotheses rather than‘generel .
'determinigtic' laws"; (cf. pg,. 237%) and in The Structure of

Sciehce, Nagel claims that "la¥s in soc1al sciences. are
.perhaps exclusively ‘statistical" (cf cpg 504).
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Taylor, op. cit., pg. 82. , I .
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29 That is, -their specification would “requlre...reference
: . to a...particular obJect or location™ (Cf. Hemp *Aspectsw—*—*
o . of Scientific Explanaticn", pg. 342). Assertion maklng

reference to such occurrences could hot then satisfy the
condition of unlversal scope and _thys, would.not be lawful,

-

30 ' Dray, ég. cit{; Pg. 45.
\ ) . . > .
' " See, Richard S. Rudner, Philosophy gg'Social Science,

pg.. 70; Carl G. Hempel "Studies 1n the Logic of Explana-
tion", pg« 253. :
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32 Buytler, Joseph "Preface to Butler's Sermons", in’

- . Bthical }heorles, edited by A I1a Melden, p pg. 239.. -
. A‘ ‘ -
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33 ‘e T e
Dray, OE. Clt. ? pgo 118. . ’ gl ca ‘_‘,_‘_.:'!:_u..:-"(“":’ "
J o e - :
W :"- . ‘

. ' ' v4 Since such phenoméﬁa"woubﬁ‘have no qualltles, there .

.would be none t® under o‘change. Nothing could pen’, s -

There 28uTd then® be’ np events to investigate or lain, no
£§rmatlon to convez,and hence, no social sc1ence. .

‘(r‘l-‘n

\ <
& :,»;-..,-n-- - :
L 35 See, Karl R. Popper, The Logic of 801ent1f1cwblscovery,%;»
Objective Knowledge; Israel scheffler, The Anatomy oOf . s
Ingulry TNelson Goodman, Fact, Flctlon , a‘nd_?orecasr . '

P
( ~ -

: 36 mhat is, laws which retain "a meanlﬁg that can bs“’ )
\ P\ - formulated independently of thé theory; and. «+ I8 based on

> © obseﬂyathnal evidénce", . See, Ernest Nagel The Structure .
[~y of Sc¢ience, pg. 86. L, -
, " ) ‘. - . L °
AN ’ 37" How this gnight be accomplished need/éot.concern us here.
38 * " . o . - . . - " ’ . e S e \d"
, Hempel, Studies in Ehe Logic of Explanatlon , P9, 267. 4
o T 39' Somewhat less cataclysmlcally, any c;osed self-sw . < s
. L ' destructlve “system, such as a bomb, would segxve as an s
illustrative 'model.. All. changeérln such ‘a systeém, - %

1ncludlng,1ts~own complete destruction, are completely
Jdetermined by the principles which govern the system. ’
uc

. These pfinciples are, of course, krnown by the system 8
v * designe’r,- although h&. &g fiot, and could not, obtaill s

. knowledge by .inductive 1nference from past observations of
the system (token) Moreover whlle the system may only be .

. . . . [N
’ K (1]




e’) v L e h ’ 81
. ' . A "" N - .

-~
-4 P

instantiated once, the prlnc;ples governxng it would
‘describe an unlimited number of p0551ble 1nstances. Relative

"Tto this system (token) , it§ destruction 1is quite’ unique and
unrepeatable. Yet this, like every other change- -within the
system, is totally determined, explainable and,preﬁlctable,

by the governing, principles. . ~
% 3 .- : - ¥

B - .
) b A ®

. . 40, Brodbeck, May,h"Methodologlcal Individqualisms: pefihltion

and’ Reduction", in Réadlngs in. the Philosophy of 5001al
Science, pg. 283. .

L%

_— {Al ,Dav1dson, dgnald "Actions, . Beasons, w'dfﬁéﬁéééxf*{ﬁ K
. ' The Natune of . Human Actibn, eéited by Myle® Brand, pg. 77.
e P )t.‘- o 4,2 TRV ‘o o

PO Hempel .Carl- G., “Thg‘Functlon of General hLaws in
Hlstory r Pg. 242¢
43 Homans, op. cit., pg. 58, ‘ See also, B.F. Skinner,
_Science and Human n Behaviour. This has given rise to "the
.. Standpoint.in social sciende K as 'behaviourism'" (cf.
Ernest Nagel,- The Structure of.Sclence, pg. 473-485).

. L 44 Péters, op. cit., pg. 4 o .
) 4 ——t B ’ ° i ’
‘J-' ,45 White, OoR. c1t., pPg. 56. Althgugh White would -be
R - considered a reEGTlst insofar as .he maintains that empirical
- . laws are reqguired foivthe explanation of hyman behaviour,
) ' he denies that explanations in terms of rghsons are ‘

'explanation—sketches' of ‘the sort desc ed here and argues

that "certain singular statements...are xplanatlons (loc.
) cit.). Thus, according to White, 'J A-ed because he wanted
\ -, Ewaould be a*complete and adequate explanation of J'qg%-lng
.. if, and only if, - there 1s\a~sggggmgpverrng—law argume
o contaln:mg "I~ wants ¢' as a preml,ss and ’J A-s' as it
conclus1on. e
° Whlte denies that sug h explanatlons are entHymemes, as

. many have malntalned,.because

- - . T g

) _ the=~ person who -reasons enthymematlcally will
vl “ ' usually hdve in mind the omitted premlses and
: - supply it when taxed by a precisian, whereas
> : historians do not wusually have in mind all of ,
S ‘the premises that would dllow them to presént -
e _ . .an explanatory dedncﬁlve argument (1b1d., pg.‘58).J

-

—-—r-’/’
icient to sustain hls‘
'15, indeed, analgnoratlo elenchl. ‘For,
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Coe - whether or naot one actually has the missing premiéées in

mihd-and can provide them on demand is gquite beside the ;
.pnlntn_mAn_argumentmla_an_enthimeme ,Lfmlt_l&_gpﬁﬁlhiﬁﬂio S
provide, the missing premisses, whether or not anyone is .

actually able to state them on any particular occasion.

White's conditions for a statement's being regarded as

explanatory are precisely those in virtue of which it would

'3 be recognlzed as an explanation-sketch. The issues which

he ralses would then seem to be  more vexbal than’ substantlve.‘

- 1
r4

%mht,.i.<-‘””“Mbréover White malntqgns that 1 : .

the standard version wf the regularity theory /

may be construed as requiring that every singular
dausal statement . -be expanded so as to become an- . .
xélanatory, deductive, argument (loc. cit.), .

and it is against this %position that- he dlrects his
objection. But I have yet to encounter a regullst who .
. takesysuch a view. As usually stated, regulism is the .
thesis that it is possible, whether or not anyone'ls
_ - actually able to do so, -to supplement the reasons which we,
- ~ offer 'in explanation of Jbehaviour so as to prov1de a
: complete explanatory,- deductive argunent, and. it is solel
. / in virtue of this possibility - which may ox may not be
Y & © actualized - that such assertions are regognized as bdth
-enthymemes and explanatory."Whlte would then appear to be -
, attacking a 'straw man' and his alternative would seem, to
~ . be equlvalent to the standard regullstlc position.

-,’ , : # i : »

' : 46 Hempel, "E lanation_in‘Sgience.and in_History”, in
Philosophical alysis and History,; edited.by William H. '
DrayT’pg. 120, As was obgerved above (cf. footnote 28),° "~
in other contexts, Hempel presumably held that these

arguments would be Inductive-Statistical gather than

Deductlve—Nomologlcal. . ‘.
. . . + . . . , a
e« . Y melden, op. cit., pg. 64. . . %
. a s » -
” - . Q.48 Peters, op.' cit., pg. 12, V>_ -
. . : S ’ ce e ‘ cLL " N
. 49 - ' . :

© "The idea of action as distinct from mere movement can- -
. /not be an emplr;calby fouﬁdeﬁ 1dea. See, Taykor, op. cit., .
- 'P9.:9L. ! . ‘

-'_‘50}‘Eangfe;dwzﬁléﬂlnﬂihan ACtién:_Pg' 29.

e -~ ,o®

Taylor, op. cit.,’bg. 29,
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52

Harre, H., and P\F Secord The Explanatlon 95 Soc1al
J

R e

>3 Louch, A.R., Explanation and Human Actign, pg. 28.
- 54 Hempe } "Aspects of Scientific Egplanation“, pg. 367-368.
55 N

"

-And this would seem to glead us back to metaphysical
holism. ' —_—

-~ [ . - ° ) . 5’ L)
56 "When we describe actiong in terms of movements, we lose
the real significande of the action.as -a part of human .
social life." ©Seg, Harré and Secord, op. cit., pg. 39.

7 This would, of couréel presuppose a realistic account
of scientific theorles. An operationalist would agree that
theories convey 1nformatlon, but would argue that they
ultimately describe observables so that .they are obgerva-
tionally confirmable. 'An instrumentalist, on the other
hand, would deny that theories are properly construed as

~declarat1ve statements and hencde, that they convey any

1nformat1§§ whatsoever. Here, I can only agree with Grover
Maxwell : - o
. ~ :
that anyone today should seriously,contend that |
the entities reférred to by scientifi¢-theories ™ .
are only convenient fictions, or that talk about
such entities is translatable without remalnderr
into talk about sense sontents or everyday
physical objects, or that such talk should be "
regarded as belonging to a mere calculating £
'device.and thus, without cognitive content,,, [is] .
" incongruous with the scientific and rational
attitude and practice (See, "The Ontological .
- Status of Theoretical Entities", pg. 3).
These alternatives are the- spawn of positivism, and w1th its
pass1ng, they no Ionger merlt serlous attention.

)

>8 See, A. J. \Ayer, Langﬁage;'Truth and Logic. Although
explicitly formulated by the positiviste, this doCtrlne was’
1mp11c1t in empiricism from its 1nceptlon.

‘\ -
59 This is essgentially the p051tlon adopted by both George
Homans and B.F. Skinner. TIn The Explanation of Social y - ' .
Behaviour, Harré and Secord glyg a good agcount of the ™

ongoing influence of thisg. ‘theofly. - | . !

o
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Ddcasse, In Defen of Dualism 1d Dlmen51ons 5
— e - - Of Mind,.-edits y Sidney Hok, pg. 86+ — - | : e
r 6 "_ < . s ' “’ ' ' »
1 See, Kurt Baier, "Smart oﬁ’Sens€t10ns", in The Mind/.
Brain Identity. Theory, edited by V Borst, pp.. 95— I E g

. ] . |
62 Here, it is customary ® say that my evidence is diréot,
whereas others have only indirect evidence with respect to
these claims, where ‘'difect evidence' might be understood
as 'immediate apprehension of tifat which the statement
asserts and 'indirect evidence'; as .'evidence which is not
dlrect' Since direct evillence gnd only direct evidence .
guarant&€es an assertion's truth, it is evident® why one must
. be the[ultimate epistemic. authorlty with respect to his ¢
+ first-person, psvchological statements. TIlhen interpreted
in thid4 way, privileged access-implies the incowrigibility .
of "first-person, psychological assertlons. I have- therefore
"“treated them as a slngle thesis.

=9

~ “

) 63 Ayer, A.J., "Privacy", in Studies in. the Philosophy of

Thought éﬁﬁfkctlon, &di ted by PiF. Strawson, Pg. 374

64 Largely because of 1ts commitment to such 'a view,
) logical behavicurisi has been generally ebhndoned as an
: &cceptable theorv of mlnd ,
. . ) ) S o ' \
Co - © 65 ) . s
Ducasse, op. cit., Ppg. 86., r oo

D , 66 Objectigns to. 1t have been raised by D.M. Armstrqu in
. . -A Materialigt Theory of Mind, Bruce Au in Knowledge;, Mind,
..and Nature, Wilfrid Sellars 1Q Science, Perceptlon, and
- .Reality to name but a few55

67" Edwards, Paul (deneral editor), The Encyclopedia of '
.Philosophy, Vol. 4, ng. 479. . " ' ’

bo .

e . 68 Since those who argue for [LPA] base their defence of
this thesis upon epistemic considerations, - ‘it would seem.
that we might quite wvalidlv defend the-third premiss of. the

'subsequent argument, i.e., (c), upon similar grounds.
Insofar as the necessity operator occurrlng here is logical,
the pogsibility operator introduceéd in (c) would be as ‘well.
However, should one maintain that the latter is eplstemlc,

-~

he must acknowledge that the former is also. : ‘ .. =

* s Y _ '
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oo The former has been recognized as the strong sense of
B .______-analytlm.t? according -to which- "an -analytic statement is...

one which proceeds from logic and definitio or...which, on

. - replacement of definienda by definiemtia, bécomes a truth
f:,\/ﬁ!/g of dlogic" (cf. W.V.O. Quine, "Truth by Convention", in.-

Readings in thiosophlcal Analysis, edited by Herbert Feigl™
and Wilfrid Sellars, pg. 258), while the latter. is referred
to as the weakK sense of analyticity according to which an
analytic statement 1is "true by virtye of the -terms
involved" " (cf. Wilfrid Sellars, "Is There a Synthetic A
Priori?", in Science, Perceptlon, and ﬂeallty, pg. 135-~6).

-

70 "One of the theses that seems "to define...' "empi¥icismd' ...
is that all a°priori truth is analytic; which is,. of course,
{; equivalent to Eenylng that there are svhthetic a priori .
‘ truths" (cf, Arthur Pap, Semantics and Necessarﬁé%rutﬁ
rg. 94). . b - , . &
] _ , o .
71 S ’

L ) The foregoing deduction would be valid in any modal
system J.n Wthh the - deflnltlon n.o-,.p = Op' and the axiom

an Q Q p' occur. . <« .

, . -
g . .

72 "Although both safety and strength are degirable
. features of a theOry,...51mp11c1ty, must’ be taken into A~
G- .. * account" (cf. Nelson Goodman, "Safet¥, Strength, Simplicity",’
in The Philosophy of Sgience, edited by P.H. Nidditch, ‘
. pg. 1217 as well. Where All the data.are accommodated by

several competing theories, I assume 'that our decisién as to —

o which is best and hence, most likely to be’'true, will deéend
N ' upon their relative .manifestation of these three features. -
¢ ‘ . ‘- P ... , " » )
/ ' 73 Although many- have’espoﬁsed regularist, few have
- seriously undertaken the construction of a determinate,
-~ regulistic position.,’ And. it is here that 1 would locate
. My predecessors' fbc1pal fallure. .
: 1 f . - . . '
74 "An actién...is never eqyavalent to...mot;ons" J :
ro : (cf. Charles Taylor, -op. cit.,’ Pg. 55) ’ :
: 4 ' T
E -75 Y l . . . oL '. - ;
: . -~ “Leach, op. cit., pg. 259.. = -, .
1 . 1 4 -
[ e -
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. : i /
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';; , .- ) . @ - :‘L’ )~ "
) | " ? . .
‘x ” s “ - ” - .
» N



- * o CHAPTER T

- -t g - The Aﬁti—Regufist

-

- .~

- - A-scientific explanation,-
s -
x4

characterized as a description

’ﬁhehoTenon occurred, and only a
- <3 "b . - - ~ ]
"pProvide us. with such descriptio

sciences. *If the- social scienc

-

nition as sciences, they too ma

But, ugplike the natural science

ultimately concerned with human
science€s egpiain“phenomeha, thé

-Provide must then be explanatio

> ~

action—explanations.” As action

-

scientific explanations might b

N - ’ [ »

>

. - . ) (A) 'Wwhy di

where 'J' ,designates a person (

*

degignates ‘an action. .The’éopt

'tiénjin secial science may then
over Qhé;.bgyStitutes an‘aaeéué
i.ét; a digpute ovegfthe féatqp
manifest an& by which they'are;
this deb;%e concerns the foymal

-







W

.requlrement, I shall naw consider the antl-regulmst

-explanations, the general requlrements which such explanah

tlons must satlsfyoael thelr resultant structure. Regullsts

LN,

'malntaln that ﬁhey, llke the answers to s;mllar questlons in |

natural science, share ‘in those general features represented

by the covering-law model of explan%fion, and of, course
T i X

“

anti-regulists deny this. ' ' - .

~ . « .o

In this essay, I shall endeavour to -confirm -the
regulistic thesis by developing a coverindg-law analysis gf'

action-explandation which can be pfbven superior to its . -

— - hY

competltors by the approptiate standards.' To accomplisﬁ

,

this, one would be obliged. to show that his theory can’ 4

accommodate all the relevant data better than any of the

’ S~ e L J. L
available'alterngtives. That is, his account must be seen

* to.embrace all the 1n81ghts of 1ts rlvals, whlle avoiding

- ;‘-w",, 5

their oversights:- But thls, 1nwtpﬁn, presupposes knowledge

-

of the strengthsas well as the weaknesses of competlng
ST .
clalms, i.e,, the merits and demerits of antl-regullstic

e
[}

theorles., And it is upon sueﬁ foundatlons that I shall .

s

*

céhstruct my defense of regullsm. To fulfill this

) .
alternatives, = ° " . : . o _
. . ‘, . ‘\\\ s

Q“

.-




~

.
.

~

latter would then have no reéburse-bﬁt.to say that -the
. } o o -,

<

"'Now if, as we haye arqued, the social sciences are
H s » ] .

‘-

truly scientific, reghlism‘and aﬁti—regulism are exclusive

~

and exhaustive a}ternatives. However, anti-regulism adﬁits

dféirfurther bifurcation. For, one who takes this position

might adopt either one of two ‘alternative theses; he might -,

©, ;
maintain either (a) that action-ex anqiions and hence, .

¢

\explanatﬁon in social science, invdlve no general principles

-

Whaﬁsoé@er; or {(b) thét; while these explanations require
the mediation qiégenerai ﬁrinciples,'the generaliéations
involved are eésentialiilfifferentufroﬁcthe descriptive .
ariné;pies employed in natu;él science. One who adopts the

e 2

general statements occurring in action-explanatidhs are
- ' . \ A

s ” I . - -
prescriptive principles. And according as to which/of

these alternatives one adopts, his conception of action- ' .

- . .

explanation and hence, of explanatlon in stLal ‘science,

- will vary. Each has had 1ts adherents and hasmglwen rise

to diq;inct ‘models of actlon¢exp1anat10n.“ Advocates of’the
. .t ¢

e

former hayve developed what has been called "explanation by /J

1

*the iog}é of+ the situation'",” or the 'ad hoc' model of

explanatidn;z'thosé who subscribe to the 1attér.have

FotfaSsl
AL TR B

rational, or purposive explanation. And an exhadstive' '
appraisal of anti-regulism would call for an assessmént of

-

s

, e~



_Eotp. I shall therefore undertatelan extensive éxa;:;atloﬁ‘
~ of each of these posftions. of those who espouse. the former,
'Alan Donaganq h'as prov1ded the mostnrlgourQUS analysls- and.

among those who subscribe to the latter, William Dray's
accounts'would'seem to be the clear?st.( I shall then‘accept
these two models as representative and assume that all anti-

A . . -
regulist analyses might be assimilated to one of them,

The Donagan Model: (M

L

Some have argued that actien-explanation and thus,

G

explanatlon in social sc;ence, "is not based on any

’

universal hypotheSls whatever".6 Accordlng to. them, a

:/ffully constructed answer to (a), i.e., an action-explanation,

‘ \
is best represented as ‘o

(Ml) (1) J was resolved to achieve ¢ at all cost,\\,\>
- {ii) J judged his situation to be of type C,
(111) J judged that ¢ could only be achieved
: in a situation of type C, if he A-ed,

. Therefore, ‘(B). J Aﬁed, .

. -
where"¢f denotes the object of J's des:.res7 and 'C', a

factual descrlptlon.8 Although the explanans here oontains4

" no universal assertions, the explanandum, we are- told, ’

follows from it; (i), (11), and (1L1) allegedly entall (B)
In v1rtue of thls entallment know1ng the premlsses

prov1des goed grognds for assumlng,éhat the event des%{ébed
. J ; ,

. / L4
alas . y :
by—the ouuelusten—eeeuffeéT~«Afguments—oi—thaspscuiasuua

then thought to satisfy the condition of rational eipec—

A tation which guarantees the explanatory relevance of their




v S, . Y
. ] . . . ‘ )
premisses to their conclusion and therebygmerit recqgnition

oy

s . as adeqlate explanat:lbns. ot

To th;s it m&ght be objected that the alleged entall-
nent is, in fact, illusory. For theg truth of the explanans
a{g: R does not logically guaran,tee the truth of the explanandum.
J might’ well satlsfy the condltlons descr:.bed by, the

premisses. Yet, through m.sfortune, accident, or J.llness‘,,L

[ I et

he might fail to J.mplement his resolution. Act:.on? after '
. ‘ 04

all, are also facts in the world' And one could hardly o \

ect to obtain knowledge of what is the case by learrr!.nga

I*what somefme thinks it to be.
. - N

There is simply a huge logical gap between
> *what a person resolves to do...or what “he 4 ' /
‘judges to be the gase, on the one hand, and
what a person does or wh#&t is the case on
o .. the other.9 -,

! ‘ Y
\'. @ N - L]

-

.

ot

Whether or not an agent "succkeds in perfoz;ma.ng a part.x.cular

a'ctlon is as dependent upon hlS s:.tuat:.on as ’n.t actually _J._s_,

, as it is on his bellefs and desires with respect to his
s:LtuatJ.-on.lo Without some reference to the agent's actt;al
s{iﬁuation, as dist_in;atl.u from the situation 'a}s he »Jjudges it

. . . - &
to be, we have absolutely no reason to believe that the f

agent succeedéd in implementing his decision to act. From % -~
. - . ﬂf’ ji.:
T

the explanans 6f“m17 » the mogt that 1d infer is -~ . o °

-

-

that T, _

®s

(C) 'J decided to A', - -, \/



Bﬁt, _as is- ev1denced dally,_the dlfference between a

4

decision td act and. the pgrformance of that ac¢10n is vast.

' That one has dec1dedzt3 do somethlng is no guarantbe of

bt ”'\/ ﬂ

his® actually doing it. '“What occurs 1n men's minds need

have no effect whatsoever upon what ranspires in the
- ) o \

world, ,f . *

Now, according to the'e’ dition of rational'expeC- .

tation . 2 " .

\ )‘ ',?Ju . ) ' v . . .
in-an§fadequatg;explanation’bf an empirigal )
pifenomenon the explanans must provide good . )
grounds, for believing or asserting that the"
explanandum phenomenon did in fact occur. 1 .

g

Unless this .requirement wefe'satigfied, an alleged.

‘exp;.anans‘would not be e}'cpla‘g_atdrily relevant to the

‘were told, fulfillg,this condition in virtue of the eﬁtai%;

' adequate ' and arg

explanandum-event and the argument as‘a'whoie would not
Y " .« o '

merit reéognitidn as an adequate explanation. But (Ml), we
. % - . 2

ment between its premisses-and its COHClUSlon. and on -this

~

ba31s, it.is malntalned, this model is explanatorlly

mdnts of this form provide satisfactory

'prov1de adequate grounds’,for & ceptlng (C), they coﬁstltute 3.

no guarantee that J’actnally performed the actlon to be S

explalned Whether J-actually a-ed, i. e., the explanandum
4

is true,'remains in doubt. And from thls it would follow

tha} (M) could not satlsﬁy.the con@1tlon of tational

’
‘ x",

.
.
.
. N
. . * . . B -
" Al " -
3 L . . R
/ , . \ ;
4 S . .o

e F



oy

‘; . -
L » | o 92

)

exbectatig; and bencef eould not be rega:de‘ as abfaaequate
model of explanationl> - .-
B In face of the foreg01ng obgectlon, (M )'s adherents |
must__bandon their ¢ conteptlon that (1), (3i), and (iid)
lmply (B) ’and adm:.t‘ that the most that can be inferred. from
these premisses is (C).13 Yet, this would not compel their
abandonment of ‘the model. For tbef might still‘argue with *
seme cogency that,'while'pﬁe's degisleh to do,7omethin§

does 'not gﬁarantee,his‘actually éging it,. it does;.neverthéh

’ -
less, provide us with-some reason for anticipating his

" behaving in this manner. Barring interference and inadver-

tency, people generally do what they dec1de to do. Tbus, /"

1nsefar as,(M )'s premlsses make TC) s acceptance e

L -

' reasonable, they woﬁld also lend some Sunport te (B), maklng

it more llkely to. be trge than it would oi?s__;se be. But,
it might then be mainta%ped - and again, with some plaus-

Aibility - that, given human freedom, etc., there can be no "

stronger basis for the rational expectation of an action; .

‘, knowledge that avperson has dec¢ided to act in'a particular

manner is the best grounds we can obtain for antlclpatlng

L Srige

his performance of thgt“actlon.. That is, where thé event

to be explained is an acthn, knowing #hat & person .

decidea to act, in that way is itself sufficient to satisfy

the condition of rational expectation and, with respect to

P

e

_ such phenomena, there can be no greater guarantee. To ' -

deny that, by making (C)'s acceptance reasopable, (M;)'s

i +
13



A ]

-

&‘ & e, ]
premisses render. (B) 's accegtance reasonable as well, would

| to
sthen amount to .an a Erlorl decision as o’ Wthh sentential

.t v

relations reflect explanafo;y’adequacy, i.e.,, how sentences '

. ) A \ : ) ] . . .
.}\_must be related in order that they satisfy the condition of

=3ational\expectation.‘ And this is tantamount to deciding
what formal charac¥Bristics an ad?quate explanation must .

Havefﬂthat is, what will be recognized as aﬁ“explanation.

> .

Rather than prov1ng (M }'s 1nadequacy, such a response‘
wouid then ‘presuppose it and thus, would only succeed in

4

glng the’ questlon.

¢ ’
Those who subscrlbe to thls model mlght argue that an -

is ‘of actlon-e;planatlon whethér ln soc1aﬂ 891ence
or in ordinary dlscoursL, reveals them to be. of t31s fbrm.
- J

And, since we acknowl® g¢ such ar uments to be explanatorlly

o

'adeQuéEE, we must eitifer deny that "reasonable expectatxon.,

.,14 £

.is...a nece§sary condltlon for explanatory éﬁequacy or

} ’ - -

- we niust 1nterpret the’ condltlon of ratlonal»expectatlon in |

I

such a way as to accommodate (M ). Aand, by shlftlng the
dlspute to. this requlrement, ‘they mlght contlnue to defend

their the51s. Their. p051t10n mlght thus. be sustalned

(4

against the foreg01ng objectlon. B 4

The Drav1an Model° (M

.

zgg“ o -

In contras; ‘to the explanatory model descrlbed above,

.- * - 'l :
. S
. . .. P @
‘ ; . ~. R 93.

k]

-

.take a form‘whic’ falls short of,jas well as, goes peydnd‘

subsuming a case under empirical laws“.lsi Undefstanding-éh_

Y

,

. . ” .
> - ' T -
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.+ ~ action calls for]&ﬁbwledge of the, reasons fer which it ’ —
was performed. But - a . .
yas pexton R ‘

& -

reporting reasons, if they are to be explanatory
.+., MuUst be good reasons in the sense that if
the situation had been as the agent envisaged
it..., then what was done would have been the
thing to have done.l6

¢ . + ' e
-

Thus, if we are to egplain. a tertain action, we must net

- . > ' -

only know the agent's reason for.performing it, but we must
also recognize it as afgood reason., But good reasons-are

generalizable., That is, in order that something be

-accepted as a good reason for a person's acting in a certain

4 manner, it must be recognlzed as a good reason for anybne

Ad » LA}

e€lse's acting in the same Way under similar c1rcumstances.

. . ?o explaln actions., it is then malntalned we require - o F
£ ST
> o ‘rules, "norms or standards of soc1al approprlateness
Ve -y RS,
" means of Wthh an agent's reasons for acting mig be seeh

as good reasons. And it is prlnc1p1es of this sort that

are employed in our explénations of human actlon. They

"enable us to evaluate what is being done" 18 And actlon—

/
" [
explanations are.ng mpre than the ﬁ%ovision of sugh'evalu—

‘ations of behaviour. Explanations_of this sort are said
. . \ .
to be'moral,'rational, or‘purpoqive explanations.
. Ly
‘ . Unlike the emplrlcal laws which natural 501entlsts

.employ lﬁ thelr explanatlons of phenomena, the general

"

‘ : P 3 . ..',_af, e o
as - ( e -

J .
o ) . .
normative rather than descfiptive; For thlS reason, such a

statement “"is better called qggrlnc1gle of actlon than a

’ L.

. S , . ‘ ;u',

- xy
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- . '
- e

géneral.J‘.}zation“.'{D

: . . .
counter-example is .considered sufficient to refute an

.

‘Whereas the discovery of just one |

this is not ‘true of the normative

empirical eralization, is i -
principﬁggg::ich govern rational exPlaﬁation.

Even' 1f such

a principle shoul8 fail to .rationalize actions, it would[

d

. Lo \ )
still’have explanatory force.

3

Thus,

-/
flndlng a 1arge number of negatlve instances -

- ¢ finding that.people often do not act in
.accordance with it - would create a preswmption °
against the ¢laim of.a given principle to

But it would not co

universal, validity.

el

its w1thdrawal~ and if it was not w1thdrawn,
the explanatory value of the principle for ,
those actions which were in accordance w1th

-

it would remaln(zﬂ

¢

-

(

And, with the aid of sﬁchaprinciples, an .ageny's reason for

governlﬁg hlS situation would then previde us with an under-

'standing~of-what he did.

actlng may‘be recognlzed as a good reasbn.

.

Knowjing a

And this, we' aref told,

appropriate mode of explanation for .human behaviour,

"person's reason for acting and the justifying pr1n01ple

is the -

model of action-explanation migﬁf then be represented as

Toilows§~

T (M,)
:! 2’ 41)

*

. +
Therefore,

ion of type C, the
te th&ng to do is A,

J iA-ed. P

-

(i)~ J.was in -a situatioh of type C.
In & 's:.tua
-approp

(8)

2}

-

" ” . —“~ i . + . '4
vt Noww since (ii), the principle of action, could not be

- ,..4 e e - = g -

This .

'ﬂ‘

ﬁ

dlsconflrmed by negatlve 1nstances, it would not be confirmed

’

. by positive instances.

on what basis are such pr1nc1ples

‘9

\
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N -
B s

then accepted? How 'is one to distinguish 'valid® and thus,

o

= ‘ . ’ - . .
explanatory principles of action,-from their 'invalid' and
noﬁexplana;pgy'imitators? 'Pebple.frequently differ in their

. . & , . .
appraisal of reasons; some accept, while others reject, one
~ L] . s ‘

and the same reason as justifying an action. But, acecomding

to the foregoing account, if a reason should succeed in

-

explaining an action in but one case, i.e\, if only one <

person were to accept it-.as justifying a particular action,
the principle on the basigé of which it was rgcognized as a
N Pl I

good reason must be recognized as valid (at least for that

& -

cqse). Yet, this wédld seeﬁfto remove all t&e normative
forée of such’rules. For, rather tﬁan tell us wha£ is a

good reason, they would merely sﬁcceea in ébprising_us of

* what somgone_ér other believed to be a good reason. And,
that someone ﬁappgns to belieﬁé‘something to be a gogd"
reason, whetheéer his belief hagpens to be true or not, is a'_
question of fact ratheruthén values. Moreove;: from the .

.fagt that ‘somdbne believes a specific actibn:to be jtistified

-

a certain reason, it does not follow that.anyone else o
ould, or-should, have the same belief., Thus, with the loss

' - . ! s
~of their normative force, these principles would gppear to

lgse their generality as well. K = - T ~ .
8= ) ’

- Explanations of this sort are supposed to render s

\ o
-

‘ o

"actions comprehensible by showing that.they were qdne for

what, at the time, was atcepted as a good reason, As to

2

whether a person would regard these same reasons as goodd

4 : oY d [}
’ . T
. » N DU .

< ) é%



_reesons for acting on any other o sion, or what others ‘,
might decide with respect to suchE::lbe;a remains quite
undetermined. And, on this basis, the predictiom.of action

S
would be quite impossible, For, to explain a person's

. ' .
action, we are told, one must "krnow what considerations -

convinced him to act as he dig», 2! Pfedicting his behaviour:

]
T

-would then require our knowing what considerations will
- ‘ o« .
convince him to «act., But, “since there %F absolutely ng

guarantee that the reasons, and the pringiples in the light
of which they were seen as good reasons, which brought about
: »

a particular action will ever again motivate behaviour, the

knowledge which we .require for such predictions would seem

to be unattainablé. According te this programme, human ‘ e

action‘wpuld‘fhen betquite unpredicteble. ¥et, "it.is a <

m;tﬁer“gf common -knowledge th&t many important developments &
. .- R 4]

in human affairs can be Fforetoid witﬁlgreet accuracy".22 .

And aﬁy theory which fails to accommodaxe this fact can only
be viewed w1th skeptlc;sm. But, it might also be observed
that, whlle few actions,. 1f any, have been accepted as
reasonable by everyone at all times, every action must, at

some time, hlee been regarded as the reasonable thing to do w

by someone,. At-least the one performing 1t must cohsider
» * e

419
it the appropriate. thing to do; at’ the time he did it. But,

in that case, we wouli“be obllged to admlt that any aﬁgﬁon

whatsoever, no matteg how bizarre, mlight be shqwn to be the

reasonable. thing to have done. Thus, both the horrors -

pa
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~perpetrated by Hitler and the ravings of Bedlamites might

23 And where all actions can

] 3

be proven reasonable, one can only suspect the proof.

be juséified on this account,

4}cco;ding to this analysis, if a principle of action
is aceepted'for pu%poses of e#plana?ion on butwone
oceasiop, it continueé to. have explanatory fo;ce, %;e., it
continues to be an acceptable pr}nciple of action. gﬁt, as

we have argued above, acceptance does not necessarii& .

establish:acceptability. And recognition of this would. .

.
-

_ seem to undermine the entire programme. There is, however,

another eoint which merits attention. According to.the -
. ) '- . ; . ' - * -
foregoing presentatloﬁ,_'a situation of type C', as it
[ 3

occurs in {M‘), rémains completely unspecifiéd. Here, we >

might assume that 'C’' designates some feature or fgatures

of the agent's, J's, clrcqmstancegmfacts about hlS situation

) .o C

or cqndition; or altefﬁatiygi?, that it consists' Jf a : -
statement (or set of statements) describing the agent,.J.

But what features arér}o be fncluded’ Befere we coulé even

AN

begln t%Lconstruct an explanation of thls sort, we whuld

n\)

requxre some 1nstruct10ns as to how, for the purpose of

Dexplalning his action, an agent's situation is to be char- -®

acterized. However, advqcates of (M ) would seem to have-

N

over}ooked this, fact.,. At any partlcular time  and place, an
~ ’ N

‘1nd1v1dual mlght be descrlhed by an?lndbfinlte, and °

exceedlngly large, set of true, factual statements. The -~

vast majority of thege fatts are unknown to anyone,

-

]




i , 2 .
g;;/// would qppear reasongple.f Alternatlvely, there w1ll be '

. Ay ¢ '
. - K - - I [ g -
' - { . . ’
. ’ 9 - "
B . . . &

T .inciuding the subject. And, op this basis; a'pefsoﬁ's
{
, 1
situation could always be truly described in an'indefinitg
number of different ways. If when expLi;nlng his actlan,

we were required to take hlS entire SLtuatlon, i. e., all s 0"

< o a -
*

true factual assextions ab8ut the agent, into accopnt,
since this'is at least practicdlly impossible, no action
. I .ot ,-

: . . .
could be explained. Moreover, much of what would be
e > : . - e 'S

o

included in such % list would be quite irfeleyaht to the

" en

action and hence, of no assistan%e in its explanation:
. >

For the purpose ,of explaining .his agtion, we might thereﬁofe °

fon

assume that our.characterization of an agent's situation, ©

I~ 4

i. e., those features thch are desigﬁated by?'C' as‘it‘

& > @
occurs in 'a 51tuat10n of type C', must 1nclude only those
4} & E
features which are relevant to hlS performapbe of‘that
‘ b
iactlon. But which are ‘these? (M ) s defenders do not tell

us. But, if our actron-explanatlons are tp take this form, .

a
we must shave such knowledge. AS was observed, an.agent_s
* ) X . 1 f [] ’ N ) .
0 fﬂsiggktion,might be chafacterized in many differeht ways.

a . ‘ -
Among these diverse descriptions,’there are always those S

-

L in the 1ight of Wthh any actlon the agent mlght perﬁorm A

o

other ‘members of thlS set in the 11ght ‘of which hid per— s

. formance of the”’ same action would /appear ‘qu:i,te uﬁreason#)le

and hence, unexplainable, Thusp fllchlng forty-thfee cents

o ]

-from a blind news-=dealer would seem comprehenq}g}e, if

regrettable)(ﬁhen wa hnow that the perpetretor was h#ngry
\ o R . .

B 4
L. o B "

" - , - ) -

g K ) o



‘and wanted‘to buy food. But it becomes far less so when it
B is discovered that the culprit was aware of .having a hundt:3-w -
r i . ~ . ’ -~ - - )
‘ dollars in his pocket "Similarly, pushing gge's ﬁother(go

- L4 . - N -

the stairs mlght seem qulte unjustifiable until it is®

. uf' ‘learned thatTthes_bccurredwen‘an—eﬁéere-te-sembve—hef—éfemea*—ww-——

B U : \
Coe burning building. But which of these descriptions are we, to

adopt, and on what basis are we to :‘inake-this selection? * If o
all are equally acceptable, then one’ and the ame :eaqpn
, oo R .
must be pdﬁognlzed as both a.good and a ba&‘réason for »

@
. *

~ actlng, one ahgﬂthe same actpon éould be both Jugtlfled and

ﬁ“uﬁjustiftabieT—;Butf%hte*coﬁia‘§éfve—fhe—ﬁegag of _peither . . fﬂ‘
el laymen nor social scientists. If, on the other hand, only. )

o ..,

thase aspects of an agent's 51tuatlon are to be cons;dei'd .

relevant to hlS actlon~wh1ch show that action to be the

B, — - Y
;easonable thlng to do uRnder the c1rcumstances, wer-must once
- ) * : - ' “
. agaln concede that aiI actlons are reasonable. But, i¥ this v .

is not the-crzterlog,by whlch the relevanb-asq%gts of an'

o agent's 51tuatlon are. to be sel ed,.on what b¥sis are such
N &

-

LI . R I o

e “”“”qﬁégttbns“TEEVES"tﬁtS”Eccount of actlon—axplanatlon prac- :

,,\
tlcally useless. *. °

y ) ‘e - T ¢

Now, both prem;sses (i) . and (i) of (M ) might: be” true .

’

whlle the conclu81on, (B), is falsés That 1s, one mlght o !

” ell be in a 31tuatlon where a certaln actlon'would be e

a °
approprzate and reasonable;iyet fail.to pe;form‘that aétion,
: A ' : ' . e I :
. . *In the light 'of (MZ)'s premisses, we might legitimately

r e

(\- J : B I 3 ‘ . " ’ . . ‘



" in performing this action;, that Es, from (i) and (ii), we

B

: A x | 101

i

3

o - . ) : - ; : .
conclude, that J ought to A, or that he would be justified

might validly infer ‘that * -

L I , .
his acting in t@%s manner Wwould have been the reasonable

,From the fact that a certain actlon would be reasonable -or ‘“~u>«~

s ' L}
o (D)’ ‘Aflng is the-reasonable, (approprlate) B '
+ thing for J to do'
. f o T
*

However, we would not be warranted-in assuming that, because

thing‘fér him ‘to do, he actually'perforﬁed this.actiqn.

appropnpiate, it does not follow g§g£ 1t was actually done. gg,&

r
s>

k4 . . 7

& den s
' a
.

reasonable that are never enacted. (D) might bé true and

A1l
S XL

1] - 1] » LS '
fEen;—it 1s~aus%—these~aet*ens—wh&sh—Seem—mest

P

(B) false; the truth of the foimer is-no guarantee of the

o -

latter's truth .”" But, since knowledge of (M,)'s premisses

. ratlonal expectation. It mlght then be Sald that the
“~ .
‘ alleged explanans of th15‘model is explanatorily itrrelevant

_to the event in question and hence, that no argumént of =

does nét guarantee knowledge‘of its conclu31on, it has been
K n"‘w
argued ggat this model ﬁails tb satlsfy the condi%lon oﬁ b

c-

3

§

&>

thisform merits recognition—asap adequate—explanation;————
o ; . - - . )
explanation. ©o- ;

premiss (ii) of (Mz), might be modified so- as to state what

2an individual (or tHe group of which.-he was a, member)

4

(Mz) could not then Yepresent the logical form of action- o

~

lt
e it

To meet.this objection, the prfnciﬁiewof_action, uiz:,-

B . B .
~ . ) 4 . »

[ ° l ' o
consider. to be an appropriate action under thé circumstances..
c ' ‘

LIPS .
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- ~

If it were then stated that the person in question fﬁﬁhd .
: : - oo T
himself in that situation, there would then be a's€rong 7

1ncllnatlon to assume that he performed the actlon conﬁidered

to be 9ppr0prlate (by him and/or by the group e#*wh:ch he

succeed in. avoldlng the prebedlng objectlon. ‘Ebr?’under
A , i
9such condrtlons, we Would have good reason. to belleve that

the explanandum—event actually occurred. So altered,

-

»

. A .
w - (M,) might.be repregented as>
(M,) (i) J was:in a situation of type C.
(iiY* when in a situation of type C, J .
i (or the group of which & is a~ -
. - member) believes.that the appro-
‘.. . priate thing to do is A.

a

‘Therefore,’ {(B) J-A-ed. . ' ‘

. o descyibed above. Although‘(B) does not follow from (i) and
'é)(ii)* deductiyely, the_latter‘would provide good inductive’

grohndsifor‘the truth of the former. .It might then be'saidf

"to produce...justlflohtlon or excuse for what was done 24

*

~and thereby avoid the previous objectlonm

But let us no%'consiaer the cost of”chh a revieipn.
Whereas\ih {M,) "there is an element of Appraisal of -what
,was done",?> 48 a -result of the alteration, any hrnt;of

thls has been.removed from (M3). By changlng the prlnc1ple
e . of actlon from premlss (il) to (ii)*, we have changed

what was an essentlally normatlve pr1n01p1e into a purely

B descrlptlve, emplrlcal statement. The principle no longer

- t ‘



>

the. revised model (M ) becomes purel

7because (11) s generality resuits from Its normat14L force, S

- when the latter is removed, the former goes as well.

'what people belleve 1s‘prone to change, 1f such a pr1nc1ple 1;ﬁ
AN

. were now Eo be recognlzed as hav1n

. - . | ‘103

evaluate@what was done;- but now meyrely describes what

certain people believe about such actions. As a result,

descrlptlve.

A-ing

could not then be demonstrated as eit 18T appropriate or -

- — - yessomable Onthis basis,; but only &s an action whicCh Some

believe ESLEE appropriate or reasonable under thHe citcum-

‘ ) A

stances. And, from the fact that some have such beliefs, it

does not follow that others will, or ought to; hold them as

,well.ﬁ Indeed, there is no guarantee that even those who

3

subscribe to this‘belief will continue to do so. -‘And,

—_—
—

a

Since

r M)

. —t
Sy

-

»

A

y explanatory _ -

efficacy. whatsoever, it could only assist in explalnlng ‘an

individual's action on a specific pcca51on‘and would have
absoléte;y no application beyond that limit.. There could

then be no assurance that a°principle which explains an -
: - : ‘

R e N

¥

action which mlght occur in sxmllar circumstances. ﬁﬁodlfyxng‘

the model in this way would therefore result 1n such exten—

e

sive restriction of the principle of»actlon~occurr;ng.

therein as to render it virtually useless forxpurpoéés of

3

explanatlon.

The prev1ous p01nt would seem to leave proponents of.

¥l

the‘ﬁoaeI*wttﬁfﬂﬁ?1Tﬂiowiﬁq—uttemmaT"—etther‘an—argument*cf*————
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. “:“3) . - - * [y
- this form, viz., (Mé)y offers™no. explanation whatsoever, 1?

e 1'—*:-”* S | ° o 104

 the explanation which it sgccéeds-in providing, ef'gqrm (M3),
’ ¢

s so restrlcted as to be practlcally useless. And in

- . - N I.

.

= nelther case would thls serve as a basis for the behavioural

. - " sciences. Once agaln, 1t 1s the condltion of ratlonal

]
expectation which lies at the source of the problem. For, .

(M,)'s failure‘to satisfy this requirement impales it upon
‘the first horn, while qu{fying it to (M3) so as to correct

this omission impales it uﬁon the. second. . — 4

. N v

, \ . But even now, defenders of this model need not

i ‘acqulesce. For, at- thls\juncture, a re- examlnatlon of the

Aproblematic condltlon.seems approprlate. That is, rather

than admlt to the_deflc;en01es ralsed'by the fore901ng

—— .

. lobjectxens;~4M+}—s—prepénent5»are~ieke&y—te—fa&se~questaons———————

?s to how a par%&cular explanatlon'and/or explanatory model

mlght satlsfy the condltlon of ratlonal expectatlon, i.e.,

‘ . . questlons concernlng ‘which re ions between an argument's

premisses and concluslqn.establish itsoexplakatory ‘

adequacy. Since our.objedtives are primafily descriptiVe,

-

W
i, e., since we. are endeavourlng to’ establlsh the loglcal

- form of actlon-explanatlons as they actually occur, the

1Ssue can only be _4 tt;ed by an ‘appeal to what ‘people

/

actually do when ‘they explain such phenemena.and to what

. arguments they accept as explanatorlby adequate.A‘The

matter cannot be resolved a priori. An account of such '

i e L T

matters, 1f correct, must ultzmately be reflecéed in
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. practice, and its truth can only‘be established cn thgs L,
vrﬁruﬂwbasi‘ _Now,_ whlle know1ng that it would be reasonable '

(approprlate) for a person to aqﬁ 1n a certaln manner does " ¢

not guarantee his performance of that actlon, thlS surely

i y

: constltutes some+grnunds_fQr_anriciparing_hisrperfnrming;r

JEUURISRSIOVUILpW PGSV OO G OO _ - . _ &
‘} -

th t action. People can usually be expected to. act in a
- ‘ i - .. -
reasonable manner; when they fall to do so, thelr actlons
“
engender surprise .and perplexlty. That actlons which are

P Yoo,

con51dered to be 1nappropr1ate Qr unreasonable encounter

such a reaction strongly suggests that we do, as a matter -

o e -

of fact, accept their being reasonable or approprlate as,

at.least, a prlma fa01e reason, for ant1c1pat1ng their

occurrence, In the light of such‘ekperlence, the claim .

T

‘ that_4M74Ls_premlsses_prov1dea no .reason for accepting (B) . .

must be dlsmlsséﬁ as simply false. Even. if the accepth .

ablllty Qf (D). rather than (B) is directly supported by
IN

(M )! s premlsses, 1nsofar as they accompllsh thls, they

~also enhance (B) s credlblllty,,mabang it more reasonable'

~

- to expeCt the actlonTs occurrence thaa 1t would otherwzse

be, But it might then be argued that people s

~ability to perform free, responslble actlons #
points to a spirltual power or agency-within \
them that...permrts their behaviour to be Ty T

-unpredlctable in a way that. 1norgan1c nature.

/’I.Ot. - . ‘ L s

- 4 -

leen man 5 freedom, the best 1nd1cation -=. other than

L4

»

actuallyrohserxlngrrheract1on___me_haya_that_a___rtaln " e

¢
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action occurred isfthat it would ‘be reasonable under the
,§§. .. _ circumstances.

reasonabie, that.- an action would be reasonable is normally

L . : -

- our. only basis for anticipating its performance.

.
- r-

For,

'“Aithough.people do not always“Q9 what is ”--,

) whatsoever, the pr1nc1p1es could only be those Wthh govern

.. -

..

human rationality. And it is only 1n terms of these

{ : . prinCiples that actions can be explained To demand that

{,,..A
+ ' the explanans of an action-explanagion provide us»withj

‘greater assurance of the, event's océqrrence is thern to seek

s the unattaxnable.. Human freedom precIuaes any‘§ﬁéh‘§uar‘“**

4 r
~y

antee, Ln that case, however, we mustﬂeither ‘admit that,-

. ) by sggwinq ‘the explanandum event to be reasgnable (appro-

inseéar~as—hhman -actions conform teaany general prineiples B

-priate), tsius model satigfies the condition of rational
: Y .

.expectation, or deny that actipns are ever explained.
Since all the evidence belies the latter, we would thus be
committed to.the former. IfJSuch-claims are then true, and

o _if the p0531b111ty of social. science is to be preserved,

° - . only arguments of this form,-vlz., (Mz) ,.@uld egcceed in

- explainingAsociaL activiti. Whether we deny that the

copdition of rational expectation is necessary for explana-
d . - . . .

tory adequacY,,or interpret it so'as to accomﬁodaté the
. .relation between the premisses and conclusion of (Mz), we

must, nevertheless, admit that actions are explained by

To deny this, it might then be

argugents of‘this form,

argued,
¢ ) ‘

is nothing short of an a priori decision as to




. which sentential relations are to be recognized as estab-

lishing explanatory relevance and, eo ipso, thch.argument
Tforﬁs'repteseht adequate explanaticns. " And this presupposes

thetpoint at:issue. But such maﬁters‘can only be resolved

-

e Y

by -an investigation ef,explanatfons which are actually

accepted as adequate; And those who adopt this defense

,would maintain that common experlegzs\conflrms that our

. actlon-explanatlons are,.ln fact of the form which they

¢ .

advocate,. .o ©

F. Although‘problematic, (M ), 11ke its predecessor,

2

T “might” stlll evade the coup de grace. Its_defense would

lnvolve a reappralsal of the criterion, by which adequate

modes of (sc1ent1flc) explanation are identified and

[
w f"hp ("ﬁﬂﬂ1 ‘l"l on ﬂf r—atl!}:!al__expﬁm_-__‘rhe_-—_—-_.—-

. -selection of standards, one might continﬁe.tb maintain

dlspute then shlfts from the explanatory adequacy of a
particular -argument form, (Mz), to thengrounds_upcn whlch . ’

such. issues might be éettled. Ahd, by an appropriate

(M )'s acceptablilty. Criticism of the sort we have

con91dered would not then obllge abandonment of this model.

_While the anti-regulist a;ternatlves, (M;) and €M2),

confrent a variety of piob1e¢e¢ their' conclusive Pefutation

would seém‘to‘be unattainable.' Yet, this leaves us in a

AN g R ‘ e

rather awkward 31tuatlon. For, as we have seehh‘regulism ' -

too encounters a numbey ofvproblems. It would then appear

‘that we can Justify acceptance of neather regullsm nor

° ‘ . < »

-
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antiiregulist. Slnce both are ‘subject’ to cr1t1c1sm and .
ot --’*v

ne;ther chn be concluslvely ‘refuted;’ thete would seem to be
’ [ y . -
no ratloni} basls for ch0051ng between-them. And, on these

grounds,ebne might . conclude that the dispute is undecldable.
’ h . L

'p051t10n, we may, nevertheless, demonstrate that “one

1‘ However, such- Eh appralsal would be premature. ~FOI, wnlle

)
o,p-

we may'be unable to offer a. conclu31ve refutation of’ elther

‘ n" <«

s

'

provrdes a better account of tha data and, in v1rtue of

FlTo]
. ) 7 - . ' . ) ] ¢
tor. When presented with alternative theories in sc1ence,-

we—are—%reqﬁeﬂtly~een£reaé%d~w&thqmueh4thersame~s&tuat&on~asﬂ-

this, %i?ld rationally.3ust1fy‘preference over its competi-

.

we encounter here. - Nevertheless, we are stlll able to

justify ratianally our aoceptance Qf one over all the

" others. Aand, by lnvoklng the same standards which enable

number*hf 1n51ghts. Yet, these are frequehtly vitiated by

7 S ——

us to make such decisions,’ we mig 't obtain a resolutlon to

our present problem.

»Antl—regullsm, 1t must be acknowledged offers a
e

- hd [ -
—error:——Ifareg lrstrc—analyg:sfwhtch~aeeemmeéates—al%e%he———~———

advantages of its rival while avoiding its oversights

could -thHen be devised suchJ‘h account would be. theoretl-
A

cally.preferable. Slnce ithould requlre but one’ explana-

' tory model for all the sciences,«social‘as well as natural,

parsimony would ‘also rec a‘acqeptance of such a pro-

gramme, ~And %n this_way, a rational deﬁence'of‘regulism

- . N

might be providEB; . N ' ; 1
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The dltimate objects of sofial scientific investigation

b 3

are human actions. _In the final analy§is,_theegxplanations

which these disciplines provide must therefore concern such

- Ll

phenomena,:i.e., they must be actiori-“explanations. And, as Lo
N . . \ .

e . , , .
we have seen, action-explanations might be represented as

answers to questions taking tﬁe form-

- ) . \ ) i . )

| (A) - 'wWhy did J A?' ¢ :
‘ . l.

t,ibéfbfémbne could even pose sucn a- questlon an&‘nence,

obtain an adequate answer to 1tr he must know that the

I ]

action to be explalned had actually ‘occurred, i.e., that™ . .~

~

[ R F ~

P

’
/ S . e T -
r

. . . . . S . e
If we were ynable to obtaiﬁ such-fhbq}edge,-actign-exPlana-
. ) i - . 1
tion would be equally 1mposs;b1e. " For it makes little*sense
—_— x
to talk about why an event occurred until one knows that it

L oy '

occurred 1t .is therefcre neceséary that one know of-a

hy i

ugcru01al to our dlscu831on. For it"is on. this ba51s that N

A. ” ’ ” - - - N . " l N . \
seek or. prov1de its explanat10n.27< But how m1ght such
knowledge be obtained? While actionS'are as puch facts in =

-~ S Lo e %,.ﬁ.__L I
the world a& are any other phenomena, they 1nvolve an

essentzal dxfference. 'hnd it is thls difference that 18

v

"

anti-requlists have arqued that act1ons could not be

. e
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explained in the same, way as,other events, Moréover, since

recognition of actions is necessary for their explanation,

v L]
< by. determining how such gccurrences are 1dent1f1ed i.e.,
\ «u
those aspects in virtue® of. which they are dlfferentlated

‘ . from all other kinds of phenomena, we might also acquire

., some insight into their mode of exﬁlanation. Our discussion

of action-explanation would then lead us dirgctly to an ,/’;

» ,
investigation of action-identification. .
. A _Now, (B) might be constrked as an answer to

‘€3 ) ' (E) ‘'what did J'do?', . *-’

)

t%here this guestion is not to be regardeg'as synonymous with

"What action did J peérform?"2%® ana befo;c one could even

.

pose (&), i,e., action= To; ould

Yequirée an answer to £hi§‘qﬁ€stionffthat;i57 he would have = . -
\\ _ to idenﬁify the action to be explained. :Yet, (A) :could not
| be aopropriate1¥_a§ked of all answers to XE). For not oll
stateﬁents of this form will describe actions, While

answers<to this question will take the form

"J ) - > - ) : - ’)Q

- e ¢ ‘. . . 'J- . -_ed “, T N ) 7"‘

not all assertions of—thié formsdescriberéctions. The s U
e »” .

,h;hnh,mﬂ_' Apredlcates of such Statements may, or. may not, de31gnate

actions. And only where the .event belng descrlbed is an’
: - aqtlon would it be approprlate to ask for or offer'an ‘ o

actlon-explanatlon of it. Thus, 'J jumped' or 'J fell' and *

'3 winked' or 'J biinked' would all be acceptable answers

.




r
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1 .

to (E). But only the first members of these pairs descriBe

actions. .Sentences of this sort, as represented by (B),

P

might be called action-descriptions. A, gs it occurs 1n

(B), mlghl then be said to represent the indefinite set of

a

predlcates designating actlons. Our 1n1t1al~task is then to

determine -how one would establish that the correct answef}:
to (E) is an action-description, i.e., the critérion by
1 " . . . . - %

means of which actions are distinguished from other kind$
AN

.
e

of phenomena.

But the ability to differentiate actions from Other

kinds of phenomena would still not permit the provision of

action-explanations. For, even if we knew that what J did

on any specific occasion was an action rather than behaviour

of some other kind, unless we could also determine which

(4m(rticu1ar action it was, we could neither ask for ﬁoé.

offer an explanation of it; we gould neither asse_rt;(B')30
! : ' v -
nor Igose (A) and hence, could not expect to answer this - |

question. In order that an action be explained, it must be

Técognized as an action 6f.a particular Kﬁﬁd——an a=irg

A 4

‘rather than a B~ing or C-1ng.- Untll such distinctions are

made, action—explanation is impossible. It is therefore not
only‘necessary,thatewe“identifyean event as an action in

\

. order that 1ts explanatlon be an actlon—explanatlon, we must

also recognlze 1t as an action of a partlcular klnd Or to‘

r -

put it gomewhat differently, one mustrflrst recognize that

the event to be exéiained\will take an (some) action-¢ . -



, Lot ) - . ‘y.-}‘,\,,
. . ’ o © 112
. .

«

description, and then determine whieh particular action=-
description correctly describes it. And to discover how th®
latter requirement is satisfied, we must determine the *

[
7

criteria by means of which such distinctions are drawn.

. " ) N

;t{j/\“kcgion—identification might then be said to involve two

operations: (a) recognition of an event ‘as an action

b

rather than some other kind of phenomenon, and (b)’ recog-

* nition of‘an action as being an actlon of one partlcular-

¥

, klnd rather than another. An adequate account of action-

» . identification must then answer two fundamental«questions,

viz.,

=

[IIJ How does one determine that the correct
s - answer to (E) is an actlon—descrlptlod7

that a particular event is an action. -

»

rather than some other‘k%pd‘of - N
. . phenomeqon’]
- 7’ "

L and ’
Y ‘ - r ,

(
_4\_»“wv,e,,_mew_ee_c [ox alternatlvelyd How does one determine .-
5

[I}]” How does onendetermlne which actloh- : °
S description prov1des us with the - .
s o - —————— - correctanswer to (E)2~ ST ST e

-L~m_ﬂ~“n»_~”wn~w.m“emf{o;ﬂaLte;natively,_Hou_does one determine

. that the action which wag performed wa ‘:
an action of a partlcular kan?] - s

N I
. .
I3 -

; Answers to these two guestlons would provide us with both of

-

* the essential crlter;a for the 1dent1f1catlon of actlons‘

Yet, this account remains. sonewhat overs1mp11fled. For

- -

there areq among actlons, other distinctions which philoso-

o

I phers, jurists ; and-laymen- have all been Obllged tO

Y o

recognize. c¢Thus, ever since men first reflected upon ‘the

IS

/ . . @ ’ - - -
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subject they have class;.fled th’eJ.r behaviour .as (e) elther 3;

¢ 31

& -~ )

. ‘ voluntﬂ'y or involuntary, and as (11) J.ntentional (éel.l.b—

32

erate) or..non(un)lntentlonal (nondellbe{ate) And any ‘

-

» descrlptlve ‘theery of act10n—1dent1f1Cat10n might be - :“ *

expected to_indicate the grounds for such judg%;nents as we&.l

e

" Yet the aradlgm case of a human ction is when somethln!.;
* - B < f

‘ is done to bxing about an end" 3%
<

conc%pt concerns full-blooded, voluritary, intentional -

That is, our basic .

actt:ons. From this, we might generate 'she other classifi~

o . gations of *man act:.on. It lSc thetefore thlS fundamer\tal

notlon with which we shall here be “&anern.?c{ The adequacy
of a partlcular analys:.s of action- 1dent1f1catlon may ‘then’

o wobe tested by determlnlng whether it wxll accommodate the
T 5 T LA ' B
'Q 'other categdries into which actlong have traditionally

been placed. “And our account of action-explar:.’ation will ‘
- Coe '
.\ '+, depend.upon how such paradlgm chs of human actlon ‘are

%
S

. identified.. It is therefore about actlorts in this sense, A"

RN
.-
"

’ » s . ‘.
L, ise., full blooded, voluntary, 1ntentior‘a1 actlons,\q’xato

s 1

q.uestlons [I ] and [I ] ard posed 4 w;‘th .the elucrdatlon ,

; of ‘a&i‘\lls notion, we .mlght also cast-light upon’their paler
I B ) “ " ' o - ', ’ N
¢ ]‘sin. * ( : Y ' ) >

¢ Nevertheless, those who con51der such matters

/ '

“~, generally treat (A) and (E), actlon—explanagion and action- '

1dent1ficatlon, as unreIated issues wh:.ch ‘might be resdlved
- % .

8 . _ independently of .c one another. @1ven (B) as an answer to L

-

”
L]

'« _ . (E) - however it might have been ,Q_l?j',aine-d - they immediately

. i EalP N
3 AN
. - r . .
e L) I3 ) /
- to- L] . 5 : .
4 .. » Y C “
B B L -
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proceed to the discussion of how .an' adequate answer to (A) f,i

1s to be prov1ded and what form this answer would take. Oon

this basrs, tney then construct their vaglous ‘analyses ofﬁ =
action-explanation. And in this é?adision, it has been

. o
e <

maintaineq)that' ‘ ' ‘ > o oot .
'to explain the action we need to know what ,
considerations convinted,..fthe’ agentj...that .
he should act as he did.35 - _ . e

§ and élsewhere, that g L

° ‘ -3

to understand a human actloni..lt is . ‘;' .
necessary...to discover its 'though;—srde‘- . o,

it is not sufficient to know the pattern

of overt behaviour, 36 . Tt

~ . [ ° ¢

retdﬁd the action, we are told,°

'To explain and thereby un

asons for acting ag he did. gut
surely this would requrre knowledge of whatwaqvlon was
actually performed, what the agent did. Knowing an action's

“ 'thought~side' WQula then presuppose the identificatidn of
. . - & _ 0 o s
. thak action. To explain .the hction, we must. first succeed ins-

~recognizing!§t. Be fore (A) couldube meanrngfully posed -

much less answered - (E) s answer, w}z., (B) , -must be.
= fo. e ‘
b Ld N - - o . -
obtained, As a rule, however, the latter question receives
- 4

only passrng attentlon.. And a moment s reflectlon mlght

o

reveal the reason Foreits neglect. ?For those who adopt, : @
thls approach are’ 1mmed1ately confrOnted.w1th a rather -

embarrassing dilemmas If there ig to be=a drstrnction

2,
between actloh—explanatlon and actlon-ldentrfrcation - and

*

we would all appear to rScognrze that there ig one - anH
a - o . . . . ) - oy

.
.
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if, as they malntaln, knowledge of an action's motlvating

* - 115

reasons are the grounds for ‘its explanatlon, there must then
ke some -criterion other than/the agent' s reasons for actlng

by means of which his action mlght be 1dent1f1ed On'the

L

other hand, if no such lndependent criterion ls‘available;

L]

one woufd be‘obliged‘to deny thdt there is, any distinctioh

between the explanation-of an action and its identification;
¥ - \

" 'he would be committed to the view that "when [one] knows

7/ ' .‘ ‘..‘,1
wﬁat happened;-he already knows why it hap'pened".37 The

. & ) -Q . . - : .
identification of an action would also serve as its explana- .

2,

&

)

o

tion. An answer to (E), Vﬁf., (B), would‘answer (A) as.

a

jwell, and these questloné\VQuld be functionally indis-

tlngulshable. But wnat, other than' an agent%s’reasons for

-

. acting,‘would enable us to identify &hat'itlwaswthat he d4id?

. e ,
The only conceivable alternative would seem to be his
® > L e :
"observable and measurable behaviagr“.38 Yet, it is v

generailx acknowledged that there 1s\\. gap between matters -

Aof physzologlcal happenlngs and matters of human actlon” 33

As was observed earliex, mere behav1our, our manlfest move-
'mer:ts‘b are neither necessar;\nor sufflclent'for actron. The
same seqnence of gestures-and/or sounds’may constitute any
nuhbeJ.bﬁ different actions, or no adtion‘at all; and an o
‘action mignt weii be.récanized,nhereltnereﬂis ns overt
behaviour‘wnatsoever; ' 'theor§ of action;;xplanatioﬁ

which takes overt beha%jour as the criterion foy action- |,
“ ' N i s 40

~identification»must“therefore'be abandoned, " The only-
- \( ° A o "
L - ’__
_ . ) ‘ -
o rh\\ | . A ’_
! v ‘ ] . ‘ °

.




'alternative ik then to recognize thit wﬁat a persoﬂ.does is

. ‘ 1Zlé

hoth ldentlfled and explained by appealing to hlS reasons.
Pre01sely this line of reasoning has led many to the

conclusibn that : <.

: the descrlptlon of somethlng as a; human ac
could -not occur prior to -the questlon ‘Why?. 41

Actions, it is then maintained, are identifiéd as: phenomena

AR : ‘ 2
"to which a certain sene of the guestion 'Why'fT is given

42 ' : - L :

application” Elsewhere, that is, in netural science,

’ - h ' ™~ ey ‘ [
'why-questions are posed exclusively to elicit explanations.

sl

.apprqprlate answer, vlz.,'an actlon-explanatlon, to that

. In the qentext,of humah behavioureand.hence, throughout the

social sciences, however, such questions have--a dual

function; théy:are the, basis of'iaentification as well as
B <4 .

explanation. Why—questlons must then be recognlzed as

equlvocal hav1ng a dlfferent sense, dlfferent functlons,

and obeying different semantlcal rules in the dlfferent
w..\\

contexts in which they occur. -Butrone mlght now ask hpw we’

. . ' - ‘ ) ) (‘ -
‘would determine-that the required sense of 'Why?' had -~

appllcartz.on. {urely this could only be "‘the case’where an

L

“sense ‘of the question might be obtalned. Thus, 'Why?', in

the approprlate sense, h3s appllcatlon, and the event about

which it is posed is therefore an actlon, when and only .”

»,

when that event's explanéttonuWOuld be an act#eon-explanation. .

" This cf@terion.ofaaction-identification wpuIafthep;amouﬁt

to saying that s
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-[Ia] An event is an actlon 1f, and only-lf, an °

[= 1= LJ. UII-EALJ.LCLILULJ.UI.I 7 ra L}‘IU‘L l.hml ant
explanation of some gther kind, would
correﬁtly account for its occurrence.

- N\ - . A .
And one could haE&}y’aeny that knowing a particular event'q .

occurrence would be trﬁiy-explained by an action-explanation

~

o
! 1

His both necessary and sufficient for the identification gf
thet event as an action. That is, [Ia] is most certainléff
true. But its adequacy as a criterion of action-identifi-
cetion mighé still be questioned Yet, even if we were to

<

accept it. in this capa01ty, it alone would not fulflll tHe

%o

requlrements for actlon-ldentlflcatlon. For, whlle we

| o

might grant that ohe could identify an event as an actlon

~

son this baSlS, thlS would gtill not enable h1m to determine
which ac¢tion 1t qas} While [I 1 might p:oVide us with an

answer to [I,], it does not succeed" in ;nswerlng 151, .

s

And only with answers to both of these questlons would we

have a complete account of action-%dentification. ’[Iéb

would then reéuire supplementation:

%

.Although advocates of such a programme are not always

.

clear about how they envision this additional requirement

to be satisfied, their intertions éo,uld sgenm to be obvious.

- {
. Indeed, they would appear to have no elternative but to

say that one knows which particula,r: action was performed"

-

when he knows. the action-explaﬂation which eEtually

explains its occurrénce. Their answer to [Ii] might then

“ ]
be represented as ‘ ‘o et

P
.
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1 One knows which partlcular action

occurredT_zTeTT—*té correct—action
description if, and only if, he knows oo
that actlon s correct explanatlon.

- Knowing an action'sléxpﬁanation would then be both necessary

and sufficient fdr’its'i&entification.43 And we are then -

told that the "way of making human actions intelligible is

by classifying them as actions of a certain s_ort",44

Identifying an action is then’ tantamount to explaiﬁing it;
o .

failing eith&r, one would fail both ‘Where it coﬁcetns

human actlon know1ng what happened amounts to knowlng why

it happened In this respect, explanation - and the under—

standing thereby obtained - in the social sciences must be

‘fundamentally different from that of all other areas of

4

- inquiry; ~Social science, itrhasithen been argued "gives

rise to a unigque kind of understandlng” 45 'Why"
'explanatlon ’ ’understandlng ; and all thelr correlatlves

must Bo systematicaily ambiguoﬁq, having different,meaniqgs

and functions and obeying‘différent'semantichi‘rules in’ the

different contexts in which .they occur,
4
Our suggestlon that how actlons are 1dent1f1ed w1ll

determgne how they/ére explalned would now seem to be
conflrmed. For ’ one who adopts the forego;pg acqbunt of

action-idehtification is thereby committed to a very

[

definite conception of actlon-explanatlon. He must maintain -

an essential dmffe:gpce betweenAthe,explanations of natural .

science and those of' the social sciences and, more-
) . g ‘ / o . N )
' . ’ ,
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“generally, he must affirm the .fundamental discontinuity of

.

these twe areas of scientific endeavour. And such a view
would“obviousl& preciude one's adonting.any form qf
regulis;n.46 A regulist would therefore be reguired to
reject this apptoach to actienridentificatién; ‘But the
consequences of this analysis.are not exclusively negative.
For, one who adopts'this:positibn with respect to agtion-

<

identificatibn is thereby committed to a cert¢ain nception

- B a \ - i . A

of action:explanation. Anything which succeeds in identi-

3

’
v

- ” fying an action'must also be acknowledged as an adequate
and complete explanation of ;hat phenomenon. Beyond this,

there can be no explanation; nor is there anything to be

a

expiained. Insofar as they succeed in.iéentifying what

was actually doné, our daily references to actions must

N
-~

- therefore be accepted as complete and adequate explanatibns

of those events. And this is the most that any soc1al S

¥
science could hope to ach:.eve.47

Lo

5y From thls perspectlve, however, the theory's plausi-
blfgty seems somewhat tarnlshed For the social sciences
would most certainly appear to accomplish far more than .

this,. RecentMachievements in this area would seem to

e —

consist.in something more than the mere~description of .

events., JIf this account iS'correét, one who recognizes an
‘action would also understand it. Once (E) had been o
answered, (A) would have no linguistic functlon. .As a

distinct question, (A) would be linguistically redundant;
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to pose it once (E) had been answered would be linguis-

.for a agscription of the factors which resulted in its ¢

tically odd at best. Assertions like

'I know what J dld (what action J SErformed),
, -but I don't (understand) know wh 'y he did it'

<

would be necessarlly false, 1f not meanlggless. -Yet, such.’
+
statements are not gincommon and seem to lnvolve no llnguls-
3

‘tic improprieties, They would appear ‘to reflect neither

. conceptual nor logical confusion. One frequehtly finds

himself in circumstances where® he knows full well what was

7§ooel_;.eli"the'answer to (E) ;/~qlthough he- does not know

why the agent acted in that manner. Indeed, it‘rs upon -
this that the fascination of detective fiction depends.

From the evidence of common experience, one must thHen_

° v.,(

coﬁciaoe.that_(A) and (E) perform quite distinct functions,

' that.when asking why an action curred ohe is making much

the same sort of enqulry as he does When he asks for an
giplanatlon of an earthquake or of Brownlan Movements. ' i

While the kinds of events are, admittedly, -very dlfferent,

-
-» 3 - -

the sort of 1nformat10n which we seek in eithet case would

F

/".J
appear to be very much the same, Regardless of. whether
the event_happens to be an action or a naturaljphenomenon,
. B | : o -« '
when one asks why it happened, he would appear to be asking

-

occurrence. Moreover, we are quiteé unconscious of the

L

various ambiguities whicl thls theory alleges. The fore-

- L

going analy31s of actlon—ldentlflcatlon would not therefore

-

T
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coincide with'thg'findinqs of common-'sense.48 o

Yet, it is Elizabétp Anscombe ; one of the -initiators of
this thégry, whq,\with her observaéiondthét ‘

e B - — e ——

~ where we are teﬁpteéitouspégiﬂbfwiﬁiﬂferentu L
senses' 'of a word which is clearly not

'~ equivocal, we may infer that we are in fact

pretty much in the-dark about the character
of the concept which it represents,49 ;

raises onehof'the more telling objections to it. For, as we

have seen, the position which she aaopts.obliges her to

’ \

‘ régard why-questions; 'explanation', 'understanding', and a_

5 —

host of related expressions as ambiguous.?.Howevér, our
common usage of such expressions is not equivocal; and

Anscombe's ‘account is dashed by her own hand. To avoid

-

this, she might, of course, maintain that such evidence does

4

not clearly demonstrate these expressioné to be unagbiguous.

And in this, she might be right. Usually,mwery little can

. € '1’ » ’
be established by appeals to ordinary language. How one

‘interprets such evidérnce might well depend upon. his prior—

‘commitments.. Anscombe and other supportérs of this position

-

might well discover‘eqﬁivocation_where the rest of us see

- nofle. -But, if one were to admit such evidence, he must
. . \

“acknowledge the many cases in which it disconfirms this

theory. - If, ;dn the other hand, one were to deny that ]

-common usage disconfirms such a theory ~ as Anscombe pre-

sumably would - he could not seek subport from that quarter.
At best, such evidence WOuld‘then be inconclusive. But
acceptance'of"a.hypotpesis could hardly be justified on this.

!

£
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*

]

basis, Only confirmatory etvidence would warrant that. If

v N . - ~ ' s
the foregoing is sound,_hpwgver,‘Anscombefs position, has no

such evidential support.’ But then, neither would any of

its competitors. How then could we justify accepting any

position with respect to. this matter? Now, it is precisely

R . . . . : . . 3
=72 in such situations, i.e., where there is no evidence or

»

where the evidence does not enable us to chopse among the
compeEing claimg, that we customarily invoke a principle
of parsimopyxso By .such a principle, a hypothesis which is"

2

able to accommodate all~the“reievaﬁt«data«withﬂthe?postusflffm

lation of the fewest entities is, ceteris paribus,

s

preferablg to its alternatives. Thhs, an analysis of act}on—'

- ¢

identification which can accommodate all the facts while
avoiding the proliferation of senses involved in Anscombe's
view would,'by'this principle, be rationally preferable and

merit acceptance. Either Anscombe's position sins against’
common usage, or against Occam. And in either case, this’

is sufficient to wargant its dismissal. .
But let us briefly reconsider the foregoing '‘account
of actioh-identificatiqp. Roughly stated, it amounts to .

saying that, in order to know which action occurred, one
. - . ) - - :
must know why that action occurred. But how could one

3

‘péssibl§ know why a certain, action occu;;gg,unLess he aiready

‘knew whlch actitn’it was? Accarding to fhelconditibn of

rational expectation,’in order to know why a particular
. ; t r to kn | .

event occurred, i.e.,‘'know its explanation, one must know,

-
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‘

s

I l -

A ) *'- - ‘ ‘ .
or have good reason to believe. that” thlS event oéfcrred
And this presupposes hls being able to dlstlnguzsh that

" event from other kinds of phenomena and recognize it as an
- ; - F .
event of a particular kind. Imn order to make such distinc-
* ” . ) \25- ) ] 4 N ] ? n‘ .
tlons, however, one requires criteria - criteria of identi-

flcatlon.—»In that ‘case, the condltlons of actlon-ldentlfl-'

—

- cation introduced' by the fore901ng theory are cbntlngent
T

upon our already having a more fundamental criterion feor

ot

the 1dent1f1catlon of actlons.~»Qf we were not alreaﬂy able
—to. recognize aet:.o;ns“v W&eeﬁle} never «io~seew1th~the ai& o

the standards which this account provides, Rather than

-

describe the criterion by means of which we identify

(X

. actione, this programme is parasitic upom*it, prgéuppoging

} it while leaving it tn complete obscunity. For, while [I ]
is post certainly true: its truth is contlngent upon:our

v

‘hav1ng a more fundamental criterion of actlon-ldentlflca~
tlon. If we had no crlterlon other than the ‘one, postulated
by the. precedlng analy51s, we could not even poge the

approprlate'why-questlons, i.e., demand actionrexplanation

much 1ess ans‘br them. Indeed, the distinction between

-
L] a

action-explanatjions aﬁd'explanations'of othef kinds could

not even arise.i Unléséwone already had critéria by means
of which he and others could ldentlfy what he was Bpeaklng
about, nelther he nor anyohe,else could evex determihe
whether his why-questions concerned actions or not. Thas,

if we do not already liave a means of differentiatipg actions

' ' ’ ‘ ’ ’

-




»

different klnd of answer. Such dlstlnctlons‘could only be

) thls is precisely the® sort of explanatlon we are, being

from non-actions, and of recognizing actions .as being of

one' type rather than another, our why-questions could never

prozide it. Without such criteria, there wohld be no basis
- . - :
in either language or’ logic for the introduction of a

disginct "sense of the questidn 'Why?'" taking an essentially

explained by the fact that we are. already able to dlffer—
entiate actions from other kinds of phenomena; they could

not therefore be expected to explaln thlS ablllty. But

'glven. TMus, although [Ia] is true, it cannot be accepted
.[Ib], in contrast, is simply false. ﬁcf;)if we must

fcfferiihhexplaha;ign of it, it/ is then evident that actions.
‘are identified, although not explained. Contrary to the
" claims of those who espouse»this position, "the mere record:

“of what happened does not suffice to explain anything". :
) } ‘ .

as the fundamental criterion of action-identification.

~—

already ha@é identified_thé action in order to ask for or’

[

51 .

Their theory leads us in a ratNer neat circle: action-

identification, we are told, requires action-explanation,

But what of action-explanation? 1It, in turn, presupposes

action-wgentification. And so it goés. Only the obscurity °
~of their presentation succeeds in‘conceaiing this fact. ~ ﬁnd
in the end, nothing'has been explalned Until thlS V1c10u3f’

cycle is b;rok‘, a theoretlcal understand:mg of human action

_remains quite out of reach.
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)

.. ... Yet, despite*such objections, the¢g;ecedipg<analysis_

of action-identification would‘ippegrito be the sole alter-—
native to equatlng‘actibn with overt® behaviour. "But this
bodes well for neither science nor philqsophy.s For, if our
objections are sound, this theory would not sustaiu an N

aéceptable account of action-explanation. ‘However, the

6nly- option, i.e.,yécceﬁting overt behaviour as the basis \

for action—identificét{on, is even more patently inadequate. >

Our inveétigation would appear to have led to an impasse.

with the rebuttai of both these alternatiVes, what'

ir

L4

else remains’ And, since an adequate account of action-

explanatlon - and ultlmately, of science in general -
<4 »
q§pends upon our analysis of actlon—ldentlf;catlon, any

'hope we might have: had fp these reggfas must,Jit seenfs, be
-~ abandoned. - But is our plight quite so desperate? -
Certainly, if these alternatives were exhaﬁétive, it would

be. 2And, as it is usually presented, this is indeed the

case,- -Under the circumstanceé, it would then appear that‘.

all one can do is a‘ncept one o{ these alternatlves‘ and make /

\ the best of a bad- jOb, or reject both and gquietly sink into
- ‘
skeptgc1sm. Yet, nelther of these would enable us to

*

obtain an adequate conceptlon of social science. This
could on%y be achieved when the dllemma 1s breadhed

It has already been argued that an adequate account of
acfion-ldenglflcatlcn is necessary fqt an adequate theory

" of action-explanation. And many analyses of aq}ion-

[T

e ‘ . N 4
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explanetion merit dismissal for their failure %o satisfy

o

thls cond:.tlon.52 It hes also been ma teined that how we

ldentlfy a phenomenon will ilargely determine how that

o

event is explained. So that an enqu1ry in the explana- <
p ! , .

tion of actions must begin with an investigatiion of the -

aer s

manner in which such occurrences are identifipd. Yet, where

human action is céncerned expi\hatlon and

stand in 'a particularly‘intimate relation./
- < ) .
been frequerntly observed; actions cannot be assimilated to

mere behaviour, This, however, would appear 4o leave us -

with bﬁt one~alternati¥e} tpet.isp aqkﬁowledgemenzfihat the
identification of an aetion, as well as its explafiation,
‘\inVolQes an appeal ;o an agent's reasons fer acting. To
‘£h§s extent, we must eoﬁbur with‘Fhe preceding analjsis;L -

Are\we th%n'obliged to adept that.pbsi;ion?] According to
\ S N
those Who subsqflbe to this view, because both action-
& = ) - ’
ldentlflcatlon and actloﬂlexplanatlon require knowledge of

1

motlvatlng reasons,, they must be recognlzed as 1nd18t1n—

gulshable, "identical operations. And_lt_ls this assumption

wn}ch leads to the difficulties which we have considered. °

-
.r

Now, in order to determine whether such obstacles

might be avoided, we must reappralse the relatmonshlp whlch

‘ i
ex1sts betWeen these two operatlgns. But a complete !

analysis of either must include a description of the rela-

Y

tionships in which it stands. ;&pd(%o elucidate a relation- -

ship., one mﬂst comprehénd,the relata. A complete account

[+4
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®

o
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of actlon-ldentlflcatlon wr}l then requlne a general
¥ . =
lysxs of ﬁts relatlon to actlogfexplanatlon.; thrlarﬁy

a completewtheory of actLOn—explanatlon must clarlfyllts

P -

relatign to action-identification. And ,an undefstanding'of

° - F 4

ot »

thelr relatlonshlﬁ calls for an understandlng of bot?;Oper-'s

at}ons. For thlS reasbn,‘our dlséusslon of actlon—

.ldentlflcatzoﬁ and that of actlon—explanatlonérust proceed)

of, the other.: While

simultagfously, one as the\complement
\

ust begin wath actlon-ldentlflcatlon, it

+

With this ih mind,

our enguiry
&

n there for long.

f e

o
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cannot rem I shall

commence my’constructive programme wfth.some genér&l'
observatlons as to how the dlfflcultles confrontlng other
accounts of actldh-ldentlflcatlon mlght bé aV01ded and a

“broad outline of.my approach to this sugject. Thls will

then serve #s a basis»for‘igifher investigation of action-, -
X s 2 :

‘explanation which will, in turn, permit refinement Qf our
L ’ ) S 1

In this way, an adequate analyais of both

e}

actlon-ldentlflcatlon and actlon-explanatlon, as well as

-

initial remarks.

<

the relation between them, might be obtained. . C oy

@

An adequate analysis of action-identification, it will

be recalled, wouldwbe required to provide'us with acceptable
answers to [1,]. .and (I,]. But, while this would be its
pr{mary taSthSUCh a theory would also be expected to
accommodate all the other distinctions which we.are
_accustomed to draw among"actions. Thus, evenh whereeit is /

, able'to account for the - fundamental discrimimations, if a

2

N -
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' theory could not, in addltlon, sustaln the dlstlné%lon

-(a)‘aetions and mere begizi::r, and betwign Zh) action-

‘identification. Failure to,satisfy any of thede require-

- IR e .. 128

between (i) voluntary and involuntary or (11) 1ntentlonal

.o S

‘and nonintentional actions, - it would be rendered sqspect

One Wthh was not so afflieted would, ceterls parlbus, be

%

-} .
rationally preferable. Yet; in the iigyt of our discussidn,
- . . - ' ’ - i

the avoidance of theuaforementiyned d;leﬁﬁa, ;.e{, eﬁ

. .
. 0 - . B

theory's ability to preserve the‘*distinction between

o

-

identification &and actioﬁ-e lanation, might be accepted as
. : - )
still another condition of adequacy for theories of d@ction-

" . -
A

“

ments might then be taken as.proef of a theory's inadeqguacy,
, H -~ . -

while a theory which sucéeeaszin fulfilging thdﬁ all might :

be regarded as, at least, prlma ‘facie acceptablem54°

Now, we geem- able to récognxze phenemena as actlon

-

- rather than events of some other kind, even though we have ‘

P

absolutely no idea of what reasons might have motrvated “them.

do so, all that appears to be requlred.;g our realifa- -

tidn that what occurred was the sort of thing that would be
. . . . . ° -
appropriately explained in terms of an agent's reason for °

acting, i.e., that it would be,appropriétely.explained,by

means of an action-explanation. Thxs, in eft;g;, is the

-'crlterlon whlch Ellzabeth Ans combe prqpcses,5 .and it migbt”

serve as our 901nt de départ Thus@ were 1 tb enter°a'
v
local church I mlght reallze that the behav1dur of those

—
4

whom I found 1n81de could only be explalned in “terms of

PR
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what reasons 1mpelled them to behave in. that ménner.?f

KnQW1ng that what was belng observed was only explalnable in
terms of an agent's reasons andfhence, that it was an -

é

'agtlon, would not then require knowledye of the E_;tlcular.

° reasdﬁs:motivating the behaviour.

-

¢+ - But we have already seen the difficulties which . 2

accompahy this,criteéion.' While it is undoubtedly “true.
A ‘.
‘that all and only actions‘are explainable in terms of : -

- easons7_;*e*,*by_meansaof_actlon_explanatlons thls could

n@t serve.as a crlterfon -of their 1dentiflcatlon. -It may,

a

nevertheless, suggest how such a criterion might be:
obtained, . Far, thelc;>Fect answer. to a why-question mist

R .,. i . .
. - A o~
o 'not only provide a true description, it ‘ffust describe;just - - ~%/if?

‘e

those factors which actﬁéfiy‘resulted iq the event abqut

whichfthe question was poqed That 1s, the explanaﬂ.gn of

a phenomenon descrlbes those condltlons, events or states,

which actually brought, about the event belng‘explamned.. If

actions are only explainable in terms of reasons, it is g .
" ‘ .

o ‘ . ! , . Q '
therefore because only states ®f this kind could issue in
. S hd

actions. And recognlzlng that only such an explanatlon

would be approprlate presupposes reallzatlon that only suych

L4

‘states could brlng about this event.  That ls, 1f one is to

‘e

know thaa a° partmdular ogcurrénce ig only explalnable by

L4

meansgof reisons, i. €., an actlon-explanatlon, he mast -

4 37
. . . # . -
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already know that events of this kind ctuld only issue from
‘ P I . ’\‘.' -
In lieu’ofethe forme®, we might then propose _ -

. reasons,
> . * R » -
A is an action if, and only if, A occurred ¢
as a result of an agent's reason

-~

' . . L3
as our initial criterion of action—identification, i
57

'?.' .as

ah answer to [I ].

°

‘even though we do not know ‘the spec1f1c reason whlch

~ .

motlvated it, we might then be sald to recognlze it as the

1

sort of thing whldh was brought about by an agent s

]

reason.s8 Adoptlng this criteridn would'enablg us to deny .
, . . = .

c - e}
& .

~

-~

difficultfes inherent sn that claim while explaining the

correlptlon between actions’ and actlon—explanations, 1 e.,

LN
. .

®

thg truth of [I If actions were Ldentlfaed on thlS<

13

we proceed in their explanatldh And thlS 1s
precise%y»how we would expept these‘opefatrons'to be -

»
<
.

1at’ed. . . - + oon
' Yet, if reasons and only reasaks of'a particular.kind

.

»

brlng about certa1n actlons so that when asked why thé

latter occurred, a deScrlptlon of the former constztutes

4

° an explanation, such phénomena might be sald to bewk

-

: - \ L
nomologlcally related. 0That is, all and only eventsfdf the

first. kind result in events of.-thé second.a ?pd if appeals

to areasons actually ‘succeed in explalnlng actlons, it

would seem that phenomena of these sorts must be, related

When we identify an event as an actlon

% ..
b351s, the manner in. whleh we 1dent1fy~themvwould deter— N

N
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a

in this.manner. But, if reasons and actions can be truly

said to stand in such relations, and .if we are able to.

recognlze thlS fact,‘we might then revise the foregorng'

N -

Crlterlon as o o '

~ . ® " - dc
A is an\acfion if, and only if, A is nomo-
logically related to some reason.

Given the natures of the entities 1n3questlon, v1z.,

P e e

'reasons aﬁa actlons, any lawﬁul relataon between then&

A

would be Very dlfferent from those between other types of"

phenomena. And the asseftlons whlch descrlbe suchf&egu—

".

¢

5w e e T hmexwh__ktmm,mw ‘to.“, .

ularltles m;ght be expected to reflect such dlfferences.
%

at -

They mlght, nevertheléseé be recognlzed as lawful Our

knowledge that reasons and actions do, in fact, stand 1n

o o ¢ . -

such relationsg would not only enable us to explaln how
actions are identified, 1t would account £dr their explan- N
. ‘ \ ]
atjon as well., By assuming that reasons and actions stand’

in lawful relatiods and that we are aware of this féct,'we

_ mlght then explaln both operatlons. Our principal task is

then to defend thlS assumptlon. ’ ‘
While we may, ‘' in thlS way, obtalm the initial criter-
1Qn of- actlon-ldentlflcatlon, v1z., an adequate answer to

[Il], our pnogramme is st111 1ncomprete. For, atthough

we m%ﬁht, on this ba51s,‘succeed in deferentiating actionsh .,

from nonactions, we would still be unable to determine -

which action wé&s performed. . That is, we.stili require an

< B -
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° ’a I ' . - . .
penetrate to the 'phouéht—side' of an event identified as

‘an acEioh by the foregoing criterion, i.e., discover.what

’ -

_reason actuélly motivated the agent to behave in this

rhanner.59 But we now confront the second horn of our

dilemma., For, if both the.identification and the explana-

»

‘ t%on of an action involve an appeal to the agent's reason

a

s . » .2 .
for performing that action, thefre would appear to be ng

way to distinguish between se operations. And failure:

to make this distinction encounters all the objections

considered earlier, ‘ , ' o

v © . -
. A s

4

The—resolution—of—the quandary might well Iie1In
Hume's observation that

where...truths,...are indifferent, and beget ' .
‘no desire or.aversion, they can have no :
influence on conduct and behaviour.

PR B - - . [—

As he perceived it, if.our"judgements, beliefs and opinions,

-~

~are to issue in behaviour,‘they'huétgbe accompanied by

. ’ ’ o . . 2 ) ! \ (4
emotions. By the same token, if ‘one is to act upon his

feelings, his behaviour must be directed by some sort of

conviction,-knowledgg,or belief. Our judgements about

M -

_obiécts and events in the world around us are intimately-

related .to our feelings with reSpect to those same entiﬁies.

And only where pne's feelings are governed by his ogﬁnions
A - '

could he be expected to initiate‘p;actical change., It

cannot be denied that the very "notion of action...involves

61

that df'behaviour directed toward é4goa1". But, in order

[} - *
) i &

! L 4
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A
that a goal succeed in dlrectlng one's behav1our, 1t.must

be hls~g0a1 he must actually want to achreve it. Wlthout
some oplnlon, however mlsgulded, a® to where or how such
desirgs mlght be satisfied, these emotions would be: little
more than Blind crav1ngs w1thout object on dlrectlon and, as’
such, they could hardly be- admltted as de51res. On the e
other hand knowledge without the prod of emotlon remalns
quite impotent, 1ncapable‘of-practlcal issue; T? perform

. . A
an action, it would then seem, an agent must experience the

requisite desire as well as belief. 1In that case, however,

s

-

one mlght expect this blfurdatlon to be reflected in our

3

descrlptlons of reasons. And common practlce would appear

-
LY

to support this conclusion. For, when offerxng reasons, we -

-

mlght aliude to elther the bellefs ‘upon whlch an agent s

behaviour was based, or. to the d931res whlch lt was
intended £o’ satisfy. We may then conclude that there are
two distinctfiihds of reasons governingqa person's perfor-
mance of one and the same action; ohe concerns his know-

ledge, bellefs and opinions, the other his emotions, wants

and desires., Thus, ‘

-

when someone does somethlng for. a'reason...he
can be characterlzed as (a) haV1ng some sort

- of pro-attltude toward actions of certain - -
\*- kinds, and (b) believing...that hisg actlon is -
of that kind,62 . - ‘ |
7('\\ o - N 1

tatlng an agent's.reason for actlng, one mlght o

When

'descrzbe elther his bellef or hls de51re (! pro-attltude ).

7
¢

\J * - v
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However, with this in hand, the solution to our -problem
would seem to_be readily available. For,'ifibpe knew - . "

either an agentls béliefs concerning‘hié behaviour, or . -

the desire which impelled it, he would have sufficient infor-

& ’ R » . ’

mation to identify What-was done, +0 determine which speci-
- * .

63

fic actlon had been performed. That "is, knowledge of

elther the beliefs or the desires which resulted in an ot

i
- . @

action would enable one to answer [I ] and thereby, satiefy
.the second condltlon of~actlon-ldentlflcatlon. But, if he
should know 9&_1 one of these. factors whlle remalnlng quite :\
1gnorant of the other, hlS understandlng of what happenedm_Me__
Yould still be inadequate. Where he has only such 1nfor-

mation, "from‘the.'oons;aéta 1ons’ vobv1ous to the 1nvest;-

L
.

ee the point of what was done".

gator it is impossible to 64

While he.might, on- this basis,_ans&er (E}., (Afwwould still

remain ‘to be answered. And it is J#n precisely such circum~

-

stances that expianation is required, Only with knowledge
of both the bellefs and the desires which motivated an
action can we answer both of these questlons. In this way,.'

'we might admit that an appeal to reaseons-is tequired for

both the identification and the explanation of actions, *

- . ’

while still preserving the distinotion between action-
ldentlflcatlon and action—explanatlon.

Underlylng our account is the assumption that

Y

the analysis of meaningful behaviour mus t
allot a central role to the notion of a rule:

that all behaviour which is meaningful “

s
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.they might be - seen as descmiptive, theoretivgal princi
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- Al
s . '

‘(therefore all spec1f1cally human behaV1our)
is ipso facto rule- governed.ﬁﬁ . e

¢
And to thi& extent, I would agree WLth the advocates of (M )
T there are such rules, and 1f we arée acqualnted w1th

them, actlons mlght be 1dent1fied as-the sort of phenomena - .

- -

Whlch ‘are governed by these prlnC1p1es. On thls«ba51s, they

could be dlstlngulshed from all other kinds of events. But,'
66 '

while many have espoused this general position, " their

coﬁception of these 'rules' differs radically from the one

-which I shall adept. Advocates of stuch a view argue that

it is Qreciéery these rules which preclude the covering-law

b pm———.

ekplanation.of:actioné. Accordiﬂb to them, these rules are

essentially prescrigtive; rather than descriptive, and

would therefore sustain only a normative adccdunt of the

67 Thus, expianatiohs‘which_

phehomena which they govern,
employ such pr1n01p1es must also be evaluatlve. And it is

£
on this p01nt that we differ. kpr, I shall endeavour to

cast these 'rules' in quite‘a diffe:ent dight, one in which-

i/e., as precisely those empirical lawsg requil

-

covering-law explanation of action.” If my thesis is sound, ..
_those who advocate this ana1y51s are qulte rlght in maln-
talnlng that a system of 'rules is requlred for both thé

explanation and ldentlflcatlon of actlons, and that- such a

n
Y

system lies at the very “foundation of social science. S

Where they err is in their characterization of these
¥ . .
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principles. Mnd it is this which expoges their position to

< . -

criticism. By modifying their analysis, we might avoid

v

these objections and obtain an adeqﬁate basis for soeial
Al ‘ 3 . T

science. o : : q
Now, we ﬁav!‘glready considered hégﬁadvbcates of (M,)
are led to assimilate agfion-idéntf%icaéion with action-.
explanation. ¥e£, despite their rejection of regulism,
they too adﬁitnth;t actions are rule-goveyned phenomena),

and that these 'rules' play an essential part in .their

explanaﬁion as well as their identification. ﬁut, having

denied that the 'rules' in question could be descripﬁive
(empirical), they have little choice but to regard them-as-
normative principles. And, since they recognizé them as-*

essentiai elements in both action-explénétion and actior-

L]

"identification, these operations must be regarded'as

primafily evaluative. ?hdée who maintain this position

would then claim "that what we want to know when we ask’

action explained'is in what way it was -appro-

priate".§8

The assimilation is now complete. For, action-
identification, action-explanation,fand now action- = - -~

evaluation are'all seen as_ basically one and the same

i

operatiornf, We have already withessed.the pbliteration of

ény*dis;in tion between (A) and (E). Now, we must stand by

and watch that between (A) and

4

(F)e 'Wﬁy was it appropriate (preferable,
- reasonable, rational, ete¢,) for:J to A?',

-

i
PN

[or a;térhatively, 'Why ought69

3

J to have A-ed?']



. . 137,

.suffers the same fate. To this, one miggtnzhise.bbjedtions

similar to*those léverled at the earlier assimilatioﬁ.- And )
while we might admit that these questions are relaggd, it

-

seems highly unlikely that the rélationship is one' of = - .

~
identity. Both the methods of social scientists and the
manners of common men legislate against this. And this .
would provide us with yet another reason for rejecting' ' \

- ‘ ) ~
that position, ’ -
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FOOTNOTES !

N t '
_1 Donagan, Alan,’“The Popper-Hempel Theory”Recon51dered“ -
.in Philosophical Analysis and History, edlted by William H.
. Dray, pg. l47. . g
i

an
-

2 In Explanatlon and Human Actlon, A.R. Louch introduces
the notion of 'ad hoc' explanations. But precigely -how he
intends this explanatory model to be interpreted remains
rather obscure. With respect to it, Louch says

-

we have...a yrather rich knowledge of human

nature which can only be assimilated to the .
generality p3ktern of explanation by inveéking
artificial and ungainly hypotheses about which-
we_are much less sefure than we are about the
partisular cases the generalizations are

invoked to guarantee’{cf. ibid., pg. 3-4)*

which suggests that such’ explanations involve no generali=-
- zations whatsoever. Yet, 'his characterization of this
explanatory model remains quite unclear. And since Alan
'Donagan (cf,."The Popper-Hempel Theory Reconsidered") has
-provided an explicit analysis of an explanatory model
involving no generalizations, I have assimilated this inter-
pretation of Louch's 'ad hoc' explanation to Donagan's
"explanation by 'the logic of the situation'", and assumed
that it will be similar, if”not identical. d'

Yet, Louch also says that "explanation of human Lctlon -
is moral explanatlon (ibid.,.pg. 4) and suggests that it.
involves a generalltv which results from e .

the fact that men do share common moral hablts -

and defects, and face the same problems in the ’
.business of living. This generality, however,
should not be confused wlth theoretical gener~
ality, the mark of gwhich is the capacity to
predict new appliglitions from the statement of
- the “theory (ibid., pg. 231), .
and that "contemplating conduct...requires...the technique
of justification, warrant, or excuse to make them clear”
(ibid., pg. 233-4). &And such remarks indicate that Louch
admits 'normative generalizations into his model of 'moral'
explanat;on. But here again the account is rather vague.

Whether weare being offered two distinct -models of -

-
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txplanation, or one under two different sobriquets is

unclear. Assuning the. fofmer, Louch's account of 'moral'
explanation might be assimilated to the Drav1an model of
which I speak below.

v

3 . See preceding footnote.

See,nfmhe.Poﬁper—Hempel Theory Reconsidered", in Philo- v
sophical ¥nalysis . and History, edited by William H. Dray,
pp. 127-1593

\ ' ’ - . R

> See, William Dray, Laws and Explanation in History,
pp. 118—137 ‘ \ , .

¢

6 DOnagan, EB' Cit. ? pgo 148. ‘ . ‘ '

7 Here, '¢' could represent either an object or a state-of-
affairs., It might thus be replaced by .*thrat p', where

'p' is a statement describing a 51tuat10n which J wants to
realize,

- o -

8 C could not be a description of J's entire situation
.insofar as such a description_ includes all the statements
which truly describe J. For, if that were the case,
explanations of this sort could never be constructed. And
this would be sufficient to warrant rejection of the pro- '
gramme. We mlght then assume that C includes only those
aspects of J's situation; as he sees it, which he considers
relevant to his achievment of ¢. Character1z1ng J's
situation for the purpose of explaining his action would:-
then be relative to (i) what J desi ed, (ii) what he judged
-his general circumstances to-be, and (iii) what, under .~
conditions as he percelved them, he deemed to be relevant

to the: satlsfactlon 6f his desire. ‘ Me o

9 Leach,'nges J., "The Logic of the Situation", pg. 264.

10 Donagan explicitly denies ‘this contention. 'See, "The
Popper-Hempel Theory Reconsideréd", pg. 147. Ca
11

Hempel, Carl G., "Explanatlon 'in Science and in Hlstpry"
pg. ‘117. . ]

12 Donagan arguess:that only if the relation between
explanans and explanandum is deductive would this condition

be gatisfied, . :l'.im*.:h.e.aa:g.uimem:_=¢3f.._.i:he‘_;a.mu:a;i_zm},.pa_1:_.E:sg:r.';aq_:»h_,ﬁ.___.«.,___..___w
is sound, it would then be sufficient to demonstrate the D

E
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failure of his account, 'However, if he were preparéd to
modify his position in the manner suggested below, he mlght
still av01d thls objectlon.

-

13 And this is tantamount to recognizing that Donagéﬁ fails
to establish the logical independence of the deductive ¢
condition and the covering-law condition,

14 . . - °
Leach, op. cit., pg. 267,

o

15 Dray, op. EEE;' Pg. lél.
_16 -Ibid., pg. 126. ’

17 Peter;, R.S., Ehé Concept of Motivatiop, Pg. 5.

18 Wincﬁ,;?eter, The Idea of a Social Scienge, pPg. 32,
19 o

.Dray, op. cit., pg. 132, Here, the Kantian maxims come
to mind. See, The Groundwork of the Metaphyslcs of Morals.

¥

20 1pid., pg. 132.

M_%%_ Ibid., pg. 122,
22 Reécher, Nicholas, Scientific Explanation, pg. 16.
23 ‘

In this connectioﬁ,wb ay says that o
there will be particular cases in which we&l find

it impossible to rationdlize what was.done, so

that if an explanation is to be given at all it

'will have ,to be of another kind (lbld., P9. 138).

A

The *explanations 'of another 'kind'  to which K& tefers are
presumably coverlng-law explanations, for he goes on to say
that "we give reasons if we can and turn to empirical laws
if wé must" (loc. cit.).. But, it is diff#wult to reconcile
this with his €arliér claim "that this procedure is
1ndppropr1ate in history® (ibid., pg:. 118) and that "to
rstand a human action...it is necessary...to discover’
its 'thought-side'" (ibid., pg. 119). His account of the
principles of action Would appear to commit him to the view
that all*ach}ons are explalnable by ratlonallzatlon. ‘ '

B ot an i ks b e i 27 e e e e n L ——

@

24 Dray, op. cit., pPg. 24. o JaS

’
- . »

/’ . L T s
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30

31

\ ‘ . L
25 Ldc. cit, e ! . ‘ ? .

26 Aune, .Bruce, Knowledge) Mind, and Nzture, pg. 239. "

2T Essentially the same point might be made with respect -

to the prediction of actions. Fory unless we have some’ way
of confirming statements ofstﬁe form } i
" =

T will A", . .

~

-

neither they ‘nor “the questions to which they are appropriate
responses, viz., questions of the form

. . ' 'What will J do?', « .

. @ ! % . 8 - - * . 3
could#e -said to involve any exchange of information. : s
28

One who formulates his inquiry in this way would .
generally assume the event in question, i.e., what J -did,

to be an action. When one does not, make, this assumption,
his question will usually take theé form 'What happened to
J?'. However, where the participant is identified as a
person, unless one has definite contravening evidence, he
will automatlcally assume that the behaviour in questlon was
an action. Under such circumstances, a request for 1dent1-
fication of behaviour will invariably take this' form. ' But

- the answer will not necessarily be an action-description,
" For convenlence, we might therefore dlsregard the 1mp11c1t
“assumption that the event about which (E) is posed is an

action, . -
¢ - - >

29 With the possible exception of 'J did nothing'. But
this might be construed as a case of refraining and
descrlbed by a sentence of -the form-'J refrained from

.. .=ing’ However,»refralnlng might be regarded as an
action and made to fit the general pattern.

. . - ) v
The mosttwe cbuld assert on thig basis would be thae
there is some action which J performed. Such an identifi-
cation, however, is insufficient for the explanatlon of a
partlcular event, = : a

+

Cf. Nlcomachean Ethlcs, Bk, III. —

o

32 Maklng ethlcéi distinctions among actions as well as

,thelr classification as either rational (reasonable) or

lrrafional (mreasaﬁabiefmtevasmerabh«a& éaesem e b

, o cor

———
T ——
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; cited here. " And indeed, there is an intimate connection’

) between these distinctiong and those mentioned. But,

vy . because thesk® distinctions raise issues beyond the scope of .
- - our presént dlscu331on, they:will receive only passing -

"attention. o s LT ) .
33 E - . ‘ -
- Peters, op. c1t., pg. 4.
- . 34 Thus, unless otherwise 1nd1cated actxog:i%s it occurs *
' tHroughout this discussion will be’ understoo g '"full- '

: blooded, voduntary, intentional action' - . .
v . A ' ’ ¢ ) L ) . i ¢

c 35 Dray, op. cit., pg. 123.- The undérlining here is mine.

36 1pid., pg. 119. : o L : -
137' Collingwood, R.G., The Idea of Histogx,~pg..24f
- . ; _-—-——- —— " 23
38 Louch, A:R,, Explanation and Human Action, pg. 28, . P
xr= ) . ) o Q -
¥ . 39 s N . . .
. - _ ,Melden, A.I.ﬂ Free Action, pg. 56.. @
- : ' ’ . . P )
L 40 It was~on this ba51s that £raditional regulism was
rejected . B
; . - /
‘41 ‘. [ . R . .
, ~ Anscombe, G.E.M., Intention, pg. 83.- .
3. . 4 R
; > 1 ) Ibld. r pgq 9—. ' - )
;43 Whlle we have already granted the sufficlency of thlS ,
condltlon, our attack .is directed against the claim that: it
is adlso necessary. And‘it is the commitment ®#o the lqtter
¥ thesis that vitiates the programme. i e
E -~ ) ~ ) ’ ; - ’ . o

r ’ -
" 44 Peters, op. 01t., pyg. 149.

\ - [ - — . .
45 Gallie, W. ‘B., "Explanatlons ln.Hlsto;y agé the Genetlc
Sciences", in Readings ;n .the Philosoph cience, edited . -
by Baruch A. Brody, pg. 150. "The nogioﬁ of inEeIIlglblllty
is systematically amblguous.., its sense.varies system-
atigally according to the particular context in which it is

: »'(aged" (cf. Wlnch,agg_.. cit.; pg. .],8) .

*

46 We see, onc@ again, that the poxnts at\lssue in the
regulist/anti-reguligt controversy are far more basic than .o
has been generally recognized. - - . ¢ - ‘L .

-
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47 4 : .

This wouldy of course, ‘preclude one's v1ew1ng the”
rationalization of actions as 'explanation-sketches'. Yet,
advocates of this p051t1 have frequently maintained that. )
"™Min...explanations in terms of.a man's regsons for doi !
something there a ..rconcealedaSsumptxonsfﬁ'h\(Be_tgl:s, ;Dg. )
cit., pgy 4). The account of action-explanation offered =~ - |

B§*Dray, Winch s Louch, et.al.; would require that explicit
stated reasons be accompanied by various implicit assump-
tions in order that they explain agtions. -~ Their posxtlon
would thHgn appear. to involve an inqpnsistency..

While it is not clear that-they are aware of the point

being* made here, if it were brought to their attention, ° N
they might launder their doctrine by. distinguishing’ betweén - -
explanation proper and the grounds,of explanation, and

include these tacit assumptions-in the latter rather than

the former, Such presuppBsitions wduld not then be - = —G
regarded a# a part of the explanation’as such, but rather

as the prior conditions for any actlon—explanatlon. Only

the explicit statements offered-in rationalization, would be -
recognized as explanatory. And thig would appear to be
Winch'g p051tlon, although the dbscurrty of his presentatlon . X
leaves this 1n some ° doubt . " P ’

V¢ -
o .=

48 . Since the theory purports to exPlaln héw people

actually identify actions, i.e., since it s offered as a "
descriptive theory, insofar as it fails to reflect such -
judgements, its theoretlcal ‘adequacy is undermined. . 2 '

5
o

See,‘Inteﬁgion} pg. 1.— S . .

SOT'Here,- e are appealing to what is gommonly kriown as .
Occam's’ Raz r which, in this context,‘mlght be irterf®eted

as: A which iss«not obliged: to ‘assume that common

are eguivocal, having different senses in .
dlﬁfereﬁt contexts, to explain all the relevant data is, .
‘ceteris paribus, better than _a theory which is obllged to B
make this assumption in order to account for all the same e

e TN
<

49

- —phepomena. . _ S

51 Réscher, op. c1t., pg. 159. Whlle act10n~explanatlon lS
sufficient for actlonvldentaixcatldn, it 19 not necessary.:

N 4 .
d .
52 Spec:.flcally, those whi h“ye impaled upon either horn
of the aforementloned dll . L% .

- . - M
2 . - X . ' v

'53 The 1nt1macy of this rgﬁatlo is not in my oplnlon, ‘
pecullar‘;o himan action. I belqeve that explanatlon and & - s

- \ 2 N ‘(
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identificatiop stand in esséntially the same relation in

all other areas as they.do in the social scienpces. In
\ﬁﬂmxg?l science, howéver, it is more gpparent and more

easily investigated. 'But essentially the same arguments
. offered -in @upport of this thesis with respect to social

Science might be applied elsewhere., 1It~ls for thlS reas
"I malnta}n,.that we nust logk to the social SC1ences, ra
than the natural “sciences, for an adequate analysis of
sgientific procedure. "Analytic philosophers. ;} science
have  hitherto derived thelr models of scientififc explana-
tion from the physical scjences" (cf. Arthur Pap, Ah
Introduction to the Phllosaphy of Science, pg. 359).

By restricting their inquiry in this manner, they have
prevented the exhaustive analysis of scientific explan54
tion and of science in general. And)ultimately, it is t
limited approach which has obstructed the development ®f
ad all-embracing theory of science. ' The basis of such a
theory, I maintain, lies deep in~the social skgences.

- of . . -

>4 Satisfaction of thesg conditions might then be regar
as’ at least necessary, although perhaps not sufficient, £
an acceptable theory of ctlon-ldentlflcatlon.

- . }
35 It 'might be observed Rere tiHat Paul M, ‘Churchland,
whose initial analysis of yOn~explanation. (cf. "The
Logical Character of, Action-Explanation", Philosophical
Review, pp. 214- 236) inspired and served as the basis fo
the present investidation, adopts a criterion of action-,
identification 'much like Anscombe's (cf. ibid., pg. 229).
He, ' like Anscombe, takes actlon—explanatlon as pnlmary

and as the-bas¥*s of actlon-ldentlflcatlon.

,/

p—

. . h"
36 My recoqn121ng the bulldlng as.’d church would, of
course, suggest what-sort of reasons one might be expect
to- have for belng there and>hence, what kinds of action.
is likely to perform, 1Indeed, 4t is usuadlly recognition
of such features that 1nd1cate what reasons an agent had
* for .his behaviour. 7
overt behav1our preovides. On this basis, we are usual
able to identify and understand the actions which, we
‘ observe. . .
- o >
It is when a person S . context of behaviour offers n
indication as to what reasons might have. impelled his °
action, e.g. ca man’s kneeling.on a busy street corner,
that we have difficulty identifying what was done. Yet,

144

on, e
ther

his"®

ded
or

r .1

-

% .

d it is just this sort ‘of clue Ehaqh

o

even. in such cases, if the agent is identified as a persovn,

untess we have some evidence to tHe contrary, his
‘behaviour will be recognized as an 7ction. s 7
:,:’ 7] / -l ‘

>
-

- - -,

v
N
~
&
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>7 Charles Taylor would appéar to belmaklng essentlally the
same point when he says that , ‘.

the distinction between actions and non-actions

--———hangs Tot justom the presence or absence of
e the correspondihy intention, but on this
intention or purpose having or not having a role
in bringing about the behaviour (cf, The Explana-
tion of Behaviour, pg. 33). .

58 Notlce that something mlght be the sort of®thing that is
brought about by an agent's reason, altﬁough"’h 1s not,

in fact, what brought it about. This might enable us to
accommodate the voluntary/involuntary distinction.

39 This is perhaps a forbidding way of éiating tt% matter.
For environmental indicators of the sort mentioned. earlier,
(see, footnote 56, above), prov1de us with, generally
reliable evidence of the sort of reasons motlvatlng
behaviour. Such evidence repréesents the inductive basis
upon which we customarily identify and explaln the
behaviour which we observe.

60 .Hume, -David, Enquiry Concernlng The PrlnC1ples of

+ Morals, pg. 25 . , —---

L

61 Taylor, ég[ cit., pg. 32+

62 Davideon,'Donald; ®Actions, Reasons, and Causes", in.
The Nature o0f Human Action; edited by Myles Brand, pg. 68,

&

0

63 rHis is something of an oversimplificatjon. A more :

detailed analysis is provided in- subsequent chapters.
64 T .
Drayl ’._OR' CltO 7 pgl 125. . «

65 "Winch, ggtncit.,jpg%nSI-Sz. T ‘
o : & ; K .
6 6 * . * ' . ) b . . . : ’ ‘? . -

Winch,,Louch, Dray, Peters, Anscombe, gt‘gi. -t
67 At thls point, one is sorely tempted to raise certaln

quegtions.with, respect to the distinction betweeh evaluation
and description, i.e., the perennial 'Is/Ought®' controversy,

R upon which their‘case rests. Those who subscribe to this

view would, of course, be committed to the preservation of
this d;chotomy. Attacking this thesis would then be another,

« 1
.

>
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way of challenging their claim;” one with which I would be

in complete sympathy.
68 )

e Drayll 9_2' _g_j;t-_o, pg. 124.
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69 . , .
) in one of its many senses.
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CHAPTER FOUR  * i

A Reconstruction

N | | )

One of the objections’ levelled ‘at the Dravian model, =

i.e.,'(Mz), cdhcefned tge specification of 'a situation of

type C' as it ogqcurs in that context. "The goal of such
. \

explanations",.we are told, 'Yis to show that what was dong
Fd

was the thing to have done for the reason given".l And
this is to be achieved bylshowing agent's reasqn for

acting to be approprlate in his c1rcumstances as these are.

descrlbed by 'C' in the foregoing expression. But not all,

not even most, features of an individual's entire situation

'would contribute to.this end.. Even if we were able to know

. ' )

all the facts about a person, most.of these would be of no
v ) ’ -

use in showing that he acted with good reason. If one's

actions are then ‘to be.seen .as appropriate and thus./

-
Y

explained aEEOrding‘to this account, they must be seen in

the light .of just those aspects of the agent'e (entire)

‘ 's | » v .‘
situation which are relevant to thelr occurreQEE. The

déscrlptlon of his 51tuat10n dﬁilgnated as belng of xge C

in the precedlng formula, i. e., our characterlzatlon of %he

- .

agent's 91tuatlon for’ the purpose of ratlona1121ng hlS

LS

“action, must ﬁherefqre 1nclude only those features of his

. entire situaition.2 But which are these? wa, for the

W,
e’ ¥

% BT
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‘purpose of explaining his actidn, are we to represent a

perdon's situatibn? Without some criterion~5y means of

Wthh we mlght dlStlﬂgUlSh those aspects of a person s

situation which are relevant to hlS behaviour anddhence, to

- ]

be included in C, from those which are not, the distincticn

—

between 'valid' explanatory principles o ction.and their

nonexplanatory imitators could never be dr . In that

’”
L)

explanatory argumehts of this form would also collapse.
) : . ve
That all statements ‘?ich take the form of principles of

action are, in fact,'Qalid principles is 'quite ‘indefensible,
AS is the claim that all arguments of the form (Mz) are

explanatorily(adequate. Unless inadmissible instances can

148

case, however, the distinction between explanatory and non-

SR [ e —

be distinguished from their legitimate counterparts, the
entire programme is jeopardized. And by neglecting to

proviée grounds for such distinctions, (MZ)'s defenders

have vitiated their analysis. To avoid this objection, one
'woulo be obliged to offer some, lndlcatlon of thos& features

,of a personfs (entire) 51t‘ktlon to be 1ncluded in 1ts

4

descrlptlon, i.e., in our qbaracterlzatlon of 'a 31tuation

of type @' as it occurs in'(M ), for the purpose¢ of ration-

allzlng his actlona, That is, we requlre some means of

“r

determlnlng those Espects of an agent' s (entlre) 51tuatlon

whlch are relevant to hlS behavxour.

-

Now, it might be observed that the truth*of 1M2J\s

premisses; as they were presented above, does not even '

t o

|

-~



guarantee that J's A-ing was the reasonable thing for him

would not even warrant our acce ptance_ of (D) _For it mlght

: o o 1n9.

e

to do under the circumstances; the explanans of this model.

‘e

well be the. case - and frequentLy is = that, although an

agent is known to be in a certain situation and that, under .

such circumstances, a certain action is considered appro-

priate, his acting in that way might still be quite unreason-
able.’ This would be the:case'when it was known that the
» . * . ’

agent in question_did not recognize his situation for. what
it was and believed His”cirCumstances to be such that

acting in this manner would be elther lnappropigate or

»
-

1rrelé;ant Thus, if, in explanatlon of Janes' taking his

: : \
umbrella to the city, one were told that it was rainipg

.there, he is unlikely to find this acceptable, if he knew

~

that Jones believed that the weather in the city.was, and .

n

would continue to be, sunny and warm. While a pérson's )

&

actual $ituation will, -of course, play eome part in deter- ‘
mining his actions, for the purpose of explaining what he 3
does, it*is more importa;t te know what ﬁé believes his
situation to be. Alan"Donagan's contentientthat "what a
man does depends‘on\the situation as he thinks it to be"3 :
would .then appear to be esSentiallyrcorrect; In oxder teo

rationalize his actions, our description of an agent's

51tuatlon, i.e., of 'a situation of type C', must therefore

make reference to condltlons as the agent hlmself believes

them to be, whether or not his beliefs coincide with the

. ' . '
) .
. / . ‘ ‘ ) > -
:
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0. .. ' facts.4 This might be captured by saying thetj‘in order

*

- that:reference to an _agent's situation assists in rational-

_izing his action, it must include the agent's beliefs with

respect to the prevailing conditions,; i.e., such a descrip-

- - ®
»

tion of the agent's situation must include an asserticdn to

the effect that ) .

. - (1) 'J believes that -u', ‘/// .

* v
/

d " ' where 'u' stands for a set - (one or more) of empirigal state-
\\\\\\\lgggfljgg>eff§hich may be either true or false. And. to
: ' . - ‘
that extent, if we are to explain someone's action, we must

"think.?.their-though;s over again and sit...in the

‘position not of:the observer but of the doer of the action,"a5

N ' .

- But this would only’succeed in reintrgdnciég,the

"eriginal problem a£ another level, -For, we are now obliged %
to determine which of an aéeﬁt's beliefs concerning his
' . situation are relevant to his behav1our, i.e., whlch of
these beliefs will be 1ncluded in the set . ‘We have many

beliefs about our situations., Yet these do not all issue
in actions. Knowing some of an agent's beliefs will assist

us to understarid what he did, while knowing'oﬁbe}s wilIT
not.,  Thus, knqwing tﬂat Jones believed it to be ;aining_:
in t;e city would be reéarded as explehatorily relevant :é,
his‘action:-while knowing of hisrbelief thet he ha.’eggs

for bieakfasﬁ‘weuld not. Althouéh'it,waﬁld‘pe_necessary .

for an’ agent to accept an assertion as a true descrlptlon

- of his situation, this would not be sufflclent to warrant
' . . , = "
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our recognizing that statement as explanatorily relevant to

L3 ~

‘ . \ N 4 .
-his action. If knowledge of a.certain factual claim, u, is

to contribute to an understanding of an action, it is not

.

thérefore enough for the investigator to know that the agent

accepted it as true; he must also see it as, in some sense,

relevant to the agént's performance of the action. He mﬁst
' - ' ) ' . . .
" perceive some link between the agent's having that belief

\ T
and his behaviour, While Smith might truly believe that

he is seated in a bdat in the middle of a lake with his

LY

fishing gear beside him,’;his leaves us . none the wiser as

L]

to why he scratched his nose. And our -immediateée problem

is to identify the link-between an agent's beliefs and his

—
actions. That is, we must now consider téé qu%?tion: What
conditions must an-assertion which an agent accepts’ as ‘
truly describing his circumétances satis¥fy.in order that

it be recognized as relevant to the exﬁlanhtioh (andﬁpr”lhé K
performance) of his actionz j . - ‘ | ;”~ n i

~ Now, even if-Jones ﬁnew of \his impending trip to the
cit§\and of Qéather COﬁditiona Ehéréf unless he himself
_also saw taking an umbrella as an épprbprgate response to
éhch‘infofma£ion, his having .such knoWledge’couldrnot assist - .’
in explaining his action. 1If, for examp1e< it were known."
that Joneé has abggluieiy no conception o%{fhe.convenéional.
use of umbrelléé, Qhaf he knew would not aé;ount for what
he did, While taking an umbrella would still be a reasori-
'able thing fér soméone;to dd, i.g.j.one in s;milar circum-" °

i

PRS- : g

)
el :
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: . t
, stances and hayving the same information as Jones, and who,
in addition, recognizes this action as an appropriate form

of beha¢iour, it woald not be considered a reasonable thing

3

, for Jones to do. Statingfﬁbnes' beliefs about his situa-

1 'tiOn,.i.e., a statement of form (1y, in the light of such

khowiéage, woulé not be accepted‘as his reason for takiné
an umbrella. It could not have brought about his action
and thus,#wbqlq not succeed in explaininé it. What dis-
/tinguishes those beliefs an agent hai about his situation
‘which agsist in the rationaliéatibn of his action, i.e.,
the ﬁembers.of u, from those which do not is tha£ the

agent himself believes his action to be -appropriate or

reasonable in the light of the former, while he has no such
belief with respect to the)latter. And it is on this basis

that we might distinguish the constituents of y from all

a

othér beliefs an agent mighE have. 1In order that (1) pré-

" mote an understanding of J's behaviour, we would then be
- - : .. : ‘ '
required to assume that AT '

.7

W " )
(a) 'J believes that, under conditions u,
¢ A-ing is an appropriate thing to do'
was also true. . ) ) v

’ "Heré, (a) 's resemblance.to the Draviam principle of

_action, i.e., premiss (ii) of (M,) , might be observed. But .

it is perhaps even more-not&worthy in those respects in
, ¢ noo
which it differs from such pdinciples. In the .first place,

sincé (a) is purely descriptive, it is more akin to the

-

] v
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" tigation was intended to determine the conditions of an

might explain his behaviour in the manner described by Dray. -

" rationalizing his action according to Dray's analysis.

1553:

+

principle, (ii)*, of (M;) than that of (MZL. But even here,

there is a significant difference. For our present inves-

. e

agent's, actual situation, i.e., the constituents of 'a ) ‘
1] [ 4 o
situation of type C', which must be known in order that we

.

In contrast} 'conditions u', does not necessarily refer, to
) s

the actual circumstances of an agént,~but,rathe; a subset

of conditions as he believes them to be, which may or méy
) R ) ' .
not coincide with the actual state-of-affairs. Rather than <

a Dravian principle of action, (a) would then be one of the

requirements which must be  included, eithe? implicitly or
explicitly, in a true description of the 4agent's situation

-~

in order that making reference to his situation assist in
o .

Insofar as an agent believes that his acting;dh a

partigulaf way would bé appropriate or reasonable in the

light of his situation as he perceives it, hi% beliefs

about -his circumstanceé are likely to result in his perfor- . -
mangé of that action and our knowledge of his having those
beliefs would promote an undérstaﬁdinb éf his behaéing in
thaé manner. Yet, if one is to recognize soﬁething-a§~
appr;;riate,'he must have some criterion by which he mak?s

-

such judgements. And, until the standard by which an

-, -

agent's beliefs migh;vﬁe said to render his actioﬁ”éppro-'

pridte has been specified, no clear distinction between

¢
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\ : ! . . ’ -
those of his beliefs which are explanatorily relevant to

" hiswaction, i.e!, those which are included in p, and those

which are not, can be drawn.® The provision of such a

criterion is thérefore es ntial to our programme, ' But _ *
wﬁere is it to be found? At this point, it might be

recalled that "behaviour is directed %o some goél?:7 That

is, actions are doﬂe for a purpose. But, if actions are‘
inaeed goal-directed, ise., performed so as to -achieve a
specific objective, then an agént might be said to judge .

7

his actiqn. as ‘reasonable or appropriatec-if, under conditions

- o ]

as he percéives them, he-believes that acting in this

manner would result in or promote his achievement of his ,

intended objective. Only those aspects of a person's
situation as he perceives it, i.e., his beliefs about his

circumstances, which he believes would make his performance
s .
L }

. -
of a particular action a means of realizing his intention,

. L

-would then be explanatoriiy relevant to his behaviour ané .-

L[S

hence,® included in u. All his other beliefs would be’
- ) ‘ - -

irrelevant to his péfformance of that-action.: An éctipn's'
being appropriate or.reasonabie in the light of circum-

stances as the agent perceives them wodld then amount to its

. .« . . 4
‘being recognized by the agent as a means of achieving hisg
. . — Sg——— S—— 7\ "

v

4 . ,
oal under conditions as he believes them to be. . Only those: .-
goa- : ' o _ s

beliefs with respect to his situation which the agent . :
N L] % : FY .

_actﬁally took into account, Megarded as having some bearing
a’ . , ' ’ ) .
wpon how his intentions might be satisfied, and hence,

5. A | —_— , 1'0.

— : o
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»

»

+ %

"hand, (a) ﬁightlnow be recast as

-~

influenge& his decisrgp as to how he would 5&ha§e,~wodld B\

/

. ' - ) &) - )
then be-explanatefily relevant to his action. With this in

-*

. ~

(2} 'J believes that, under conditions u,
" .A-ing would result ia.¢, \

&, , ' S

where '¢' denotes J's objective, goal, or purpose. And, ¢

-

_unless this assertion is assumed to be true, no statement

-

. _ L : 155

of form (1) coulq’ﬁromote an understanding of J's behav#our,

While aﬁiagent might have such a belief, it, like any

of his other beliefs, might be mistaken. That is, under

conditions u, A-ing maYy not result in ¢. One conscious of
the fact that ﬁé is wearing a shockiné-piﬁk shirt might.

think that donning fIhorescent-green trousers would result
in é gleqsing colour co—ordrnatron. %oweﬁer,'this combina-

tion might not have the anticipated effect. Nevertheless,

stand why he put on trousers pf that particular hue. It‘is
—

»
the fact that the "agent made this judgement, and not its

-

literal. truth or falsehood that results 1n hls behaviour

and thus,’ &ould a531st in its explanatlon. For the

purpose of explaining his action, éll'that‘is required is
e ) _ : 4

the agent's having such a belief, i.e. # that (2) be true;

: 1t is not necessary .that what he belleves aIso be. true.

Anx_feature of an agent s situation as he percelves it, no-

- L 4

matter how bizarre, might assist 1n,the explanation of his

" action, i.e,, be included in u, g'f, in additich; the agent

4 s
[ . . L4
)

-

- B ’ . ot

_knowing that the agent‘believea it would help uygs tg‘under-‘

L
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L s

believes that, because of *it,-his acting 1n.a partlcular .

< - Y

manrier would realize his intention. Thus, kftowing, of
- £ ” . -

,Smith’s belief that “scratching his nose in a“ situation

N

promote our understanding of-his actioh.‘ If, on

hand, we knew that an agent had no such Belief
to some facet of hlS gituation (as he pereglves lt),
‘ ¥

of

“the sorﬁ described earlier results %n.good fishing would
. * i ., .

that feature_could then play no part ih the-explanatlon of

J's A-ing, (2) must ‘a¥so be known or. assumed.

¢

PR § — = -

When offering reasons ln ekplanatlon-of an action,

: frequently make reference to the agent's bellefs about

51tuat10n, i.e., make statements‘of fgsm (1) Thus,&

.

reference to Jones, knowledge of’ weather condltlons in,
A\

-~

Bclty would generally be.cpn51dered.suffic1ent to explal

L

hlS taklng an umbrella.’ But th&s cowld only be the das

on the assumptlon of the approprlate assertion of form‘

> »

In order that (1) be- recognlzed as a reason for actlng,

(2) must be assumed And when offered ag a reason, thi

-’ I8

\15 usually the form a descrlptlon«of an agent-g bellefs

P
will’ take. . But there are - occasions when all bﬁwan agen

we

hlS

the o

n ]

- ®

e

(2).

ls

t's“"ﬁ

s/

vy
bel:hefs about ‘his - s:.tuation are known md yet, because we O

are-unable to estabilsh whlch are : related to. hxs actlon

and what thlS relatlon con51sts in,,whathbe dldzzemalns

uneprplned Such cases arise where a person has unusu

»

b
¢

al’

béliefs about the methods by whlch certaln ends mlght be

. .o . R
.- . -

an



R ‘Jtheless, both contlhue tQ be,necessary in order that either- -
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-

realized in a perticular situation, Smith's -peculi’ar circum= ° .
v stances s the respec;m\fmetions of.. (1) 'a.nd (2) would be

r%eversed- (2) would be offered as the expllclt re,ason for _

) ; ,

they act:.on, while (l) remains as a tac:Lt assumpt:.on. Nev_er- ‘
-2

- M ’
- ~ - -

be an acgeptable reason. Such a reversal might be require‘d "
. where the performer 'tmder con51deratlon has mystlcal or ,

. Y
occult objectives. It m,ight‘ also-occur when a psychologi‘s‘t .

gxplains the

expLalns the behaviour. of members of an allen soc1ety, or® . ,/ :

.

el Lt ﬁ_r_

L »#—h},s%ﬁrians expraln the- aeticns of our a-néestors. Depend:.ng'
.o N

Oy R - -

I . L

. upgn whg.ch i's’ more apparent,'elther (1) ~or (2) might there-

" “fore ‘be 'offered as a ‘rges'on ’;‘:'og a}éting.. ‘But, becauJe i Q’ a
. "; \people generally have much the ‘Same’ ontlons about what o .
" sort. of behav:n_our will produce what results under any given @"ér
k set of condltlons, When a person ts- beh,ef are offered as,, — ' — -
&'.reason f?:r_ hls“ac:!tlo‘hs the assertlon,é Wlll usually be

. of Yorm (1. - ‘ : o o ’ }’"/(\
S © ' But e\\ren where .both ‘ (.l) and (2) &re known, one might - -

% R \

' st:.ll fall to ratlonallze J's Azing. These conditions would

L&
not then prov:Lde us w1th anr adeqxiate description of the .

¢ ¥

) agent's s;.tuatlontfor the purpose of exye}alm.ng hlS ac{lon, 3
i.e. ;,fa complete azralyszts of 'a sltuatlo‘ of type c! a.ss\
cit! Qocurs: in CM ),. The reason for this ffallure ﬁt ' »
o ) ‘.

*

- ,fa,r to seek. For, as has frequent{y been obserVed actxon?) “

.are goal-dlrected. ,Only knowlédge of the' ag’ent s gbal,

°
-



* purpose, Qr intention elkidﬁenable.us to&determine which -
’ 1 1

¥

of the various alternetive_§tatementsgof.forms (1) and
(é)'- all of 'which might'be true - are exolanatorily
relevant to hls action and would therefore be acceﬁ%able as
the reason for his behav1our. Wlthout nojledge Of what. '

the ageht wanted to achieve, we could not.establish whether

any of his vellefs stand in the requisite.relation to his
1 . . 9 \ . ; N .

°

. . .- . L .
aotion’and hence, which, if any, assist in its explanation,

1n b 2

¥~
Thus +o uqu;.u I8y

N

knowledge o% hlS pepullar bellef'ds to how thls mlght be

N
’accompllshed would not tontribute to our understandlng of

-

_h1s behavuourn’ "Actlons are explained in terms}of thp ends'

ni8

for Wthh they are performed Reference to such factors

T >

A

hlmself must have 1dent1fied the inbended goal of his v

mist’ therefore be lncluded in ourgﬁescrlptlon of an agent 8
51tuat19ng_1f 1t‘ls to assist in' the explanation of'hzg

action. » ‘% o o ' ol -y

. -
N -

Now, 1t seems .that alhost anythlng, an object or,

state of-affalrs,9 whether actual or 1mag1nary mlght be the

' éoal or“objectivehof a person;s behav1our. fBut, 1f they

P . N \ . ‘.r " -

dre to result in distinct'pieces of behaviour;'they‘too'must‘

”

be distinct. That 1s, they must &t least, be descflbable..

-3
Vague crav1ngs whlch admlt'of-no descrlptlon could never be
l N Y

the opjectlves of actlon. Moreover, in order that an A\

f ! «
agent -act for a~certa;n end, i.e,, perform an action, he
Tyt “

. behav;od&., It must therefore be\at leasta99551ble ‘for him |
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to provide a'deséription#of it Moreover, unless the agent

himself be\feved that the;:eo'was some poss:.b:.llty ’ howeve‘r

'sllght, of his ach1ev1ng a/particular objectlve through
. - :

his endeavours, it.could never be the goal of his action,
Thus, one who accepts common astronomical beliefs could
never act with the intention of bringing.about an eclipse of
the sun. And 1& order that it be recognized as the goal

. . v _
intention, or purp e of human actlon, an entlty would be

"as desirable to ‘someone wouldxbe-a‘goal in this sense, On
~

required to satisfy these general requirements. But,

‘perhaps the most prominent characteristic.of human goals is

v ° . - :
their béing the objects of human desire, i.e., that which,

- - . @
peaople want to obtain, achieve, realize, or acquire.

Insofar’ as an object ,(or state-of-affairs) has or might be

desired by someone, it might be redarded as a éossible goal

.- : - .
of human actiyity. And anything which could be construed
.

this baSlS, however, one could not -explain what was

actuallz done.; That would requlre knowledge ofwwhat the

“agent abtually de81red, i.e., of ‘the apec1f1c goaIs which

'governed his beﬁev1our. For, although an agent might

acknowledge’somethiﬁg to be deSLrable, unless he ®msels

aotually‘ﬂeeires'it, it could provide him with“hbsolhtely
. - . (4

no reason for actlng. Thus,°even thoh?h one knows that an

-

agent. belleves hitnself to be 1n certaln c:.rcumstances and

L]

that, under those condltlons, actlng in the way. he did,

) [

would have certain reeults, if He knew, in addition, that o

-

- the agent was ‘eithe 1n@jfferent or averse to such cénge-

- . - : .« o 1
» . i

. ar
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A quences,of his action,and henge, did not want ﬁd_acﬁieVe
! ,‘ : them, knowledge of the’ agent's belief# could not represent .
o his action as appropriate or reasonable., If wé knew that

Jones wqg indifferent to or enYoyed the prospect of bein%p'

[

-

rained upon and gettlng wet all our previous informatiocn

would fail to explaln hlS actlon.. Similarly} knowledge that
. Smith.had no-desire to catch fish woul&‘expose our appargnt

- - 6

comprehenSLOn of his behav1our as 1llusorv.‘j$hus, if any-

‘thing is to be recognlzed as the goal or purpose of an
action, the agent himself must actuaily'wén# to. achieve it
. . by‘means of that action. In- order that. elther (l) or (2)

. a551st in the explanatlon of J s A-lng,

I S (3) 'J wants ¢',*°

/M , - ’
must therefore be.true as well. For the purpose of

explaiqiﬁg his action, the desqriptior of the agent's
« - \ )

situation muSt‘tHen include an-assertion of'this_form in

Dl dgltlon to statements of forms (1) and (2)

T ]

‘e

e ‘When the Dravian model, i. e., (M), ‘was introducedf
. o '
; ‘ ’ t's beliefs, purposes, and prin-

*— 1

ciples must be taken into account when explaining his
.- PR : L J

action.t?t Yet, precisely how such considerations were to -

Be—eccommodated was never revealed. And our.efforts, thus
far, were directed toward elﬁéidating such issues. But, .

that one believes or intends something is, presumably, a

. factual matter. And, if this model is to accommodate such
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: factors,~it would -have. to do so bf including them in the
description of theﬂadent's situat{oh, i.e., of *a sitéatioﬁ~
" of tgge C* as lt occurs in M,) . ‘As desoriptions'of tHe
agent's beliefs and 1ntentlons, conditions- (l),{CZ), and
. ’ (3)’muet therefore be included in the,descrlptlon of his
gitﬁation. Only if all three are. satlsfled could any one
of them ‘be § reason for and hence, explanatory of the agent s
. behav1our., Should any oOne of them‘be false, none of the

Ay

————————————————rematﬁdef—weu%é—be—exp%anatefi%yvre&evant~te the»actxoni

In this way, advocates of (M ) would, presumably, accommo-.

[

date the bellefs, intentions, and pr;nc1prbs of an’ agent~

in their explanatlon of hlS actlon. 'But ait must also be

*s

observedsthat these threge COHdltlonS closely resemble the

’ hd [

premlsses of (M ), the Donagan model., Thus far, our

- analysis would then seem to capture the essential features -,

. B S )

of both these alternatives. On thls.ba51s, (M ) might be —

i provisionally reconstructed as c‘:i }
(My) (i) J was in a situation where , o 5
(1) J believes that u,‘and ‘ -
(2) g belleves that’, under condltlons

. ' ' ' U, A-ing would result in ¢h

_ (3) J wants $il , S
~ . ) \ ’ (11)“ ‘Where someone %1) believes - that u,
. and (2) that, under cogditions yu.,
© ) . A-ing would result in ¢, and . -
S . , - * .. (3) wants ¢, the appropriate thing a
‘ " . - - for him to ‘do is A. '
) e : e ' -
- " - [It was therefore appropriate that]
. _— A , . AN )
! © (B) J A-ed.
, ) , . 7 .
A P $ 0 . &
\ . , , .
| . ) « ” hd ’ ’
q, .
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Any one of the conditions (1). tkrough (3) might be
offered as the (explicit) reason for: an action. But,‘in .
order that it be accepted as explanatorily relevant to the

behaviour in question, all three must be known (og assumed)

to be true. When one gives reasons forlhis actions, he

. does not state all the motives and beliefs which governed

4 -

‘them, For, "

. if you tell Jme you are easing the jib because
_you think that will stop the main from backing,
) I don't need to be told that yoéu want to stop . °
‘ thé main, from backing; and if you say you are
biting your thumb at me because you want to
* insult me, there is no point in adding that
you think that bg bltlng your thumb at me you -
will insult me. :

As a rule, it is sufficient to state ‘only. one of these
. , .. b
conditions.when offering a reéson.inrexplanation of actions,

The other conditions which must be satisfied in order that

/ ' the one irpllc;tly stated succeed in zxplalnlng the
!. ~
behaviour accompany it as implicit assumptions. Thus, when

)

askéd'why he is taking his umbrella to the city, Jones or
s his wife hay simply?reply that it!s raining therew13 And

¥

‘ this‘would‘generally be accepted, as an adegquat®e éxplanation.
But this:could only be ' the Ease 1f the other CODdlthnS were

\B +

assumed by both the ‘one offerlng the explanatlon ana hls
auditori ‘ ' - l

| "An explamation of an action in'tgrms of a ﬁotive; or
déélre;;always bresqpposés'that‘the agént’has certain
relevant beliefs.’*? similarly, an explangtion in terme of

) . . . P "i
.
. . A ) 41
“ ) .



- L | . 163

the agent's beliefe presupooses that he had certain relevant

desires. And the reasons with which we explain actions may
. ! ! T

describe either the agent's-beliefs or his desireé State-

L]

ments, taking the form of any one of the foregorng Condltlons
’(1) through (3) can serve as explanatory reasons. But, rn‘
order that such a statement explain an’ actlonoand thereby

;merit'reCOgnition as the réason for which it was perforﬁed,

approprlate aEEErt;ons taklng the forms of both the other
téo conditions must be tac1tly ;;sumed. For, if one were
'ignor?nt, or assumed the depial;.of ahy of theseﬂthree

ponéitions, neither of those which remain‘wou}d render-J's
A-ing comprehensible, Neither could then be recoghired as

the reason for his action. -Yet, even where we were not

previously aware of the asSumptions which acoompaﬁx a
. . I o

partlcular reason, 5tatements offered as’explanatory reasons

generally prov1de a.good lndlcatlon of'what°they must be.

And that'agparticular assertion was intended to be explana-
tory, i.e., to describe the reason for a particular aé¢¥ion,

is usually quite apparent in the context of its utterance.

-

Thus, on1§ where it'fﬁ accompanied by such tacit assump-
tions would an exp11C1t st@tement taklng the form of any

one of these‘bondltions be recoqnlzed as the 'reason for an
sl

“actﬁnn We might then say thgll

. Any one of the conditions (l), (2), or (3).1is
A " the (exp11c1t) reason for J's A-ing, only if

- .all the remaining members of the set dre (at .
g least assumed to be) true. v : % N

. - T -



—

\\(Mz),’so as to accommodate the lnsights of,the Donagan,

- " - \ !
) . B .
"Which of these is- then offered as the reason for J's A-ing, -

v

. . % "
i.e., as the explicit answer to (A), will then depend upon -
- * ‘ . .
what the inquirer is assumed to know. Now, as was argued

- ! &
earlieX, a precondition of action-explanation is action-
' ° . , -~
identificatiomp. It was also- suggested that, in order to

identify an action as' an action of a specific kind so that

. '(F"‘;‘r ., . . . . .
1t.m§ght be‘explalned, one would have to know either the

bel{efsoof;g e desire underlging it, Elabdrat%néhupoﬁ this
suggestiqn;@ﬁe might now say that kﬁowledge of any dne of ~
the c;;ditions (1) thfough (3) woﬁld enable sddh en identi-
fication ef an actfon. - And‘hew;one fﬁenriﬁied it would
*reveal.with which of these gbvernin; con@itions he was * ;\\3
familiar.'> From the manner %n:whi;h one identifies a

particular action, we miéht then det!rmiﬁeﬂwhet would be
required'fr order to explaiﬂ~it—te~him7~mshéu%dﬂheﬂthen~—

‘requlre an explanation; we wopld state one of the remalnlng
conditlons. The'one with which he was unacquainted and ’

Wthh, in conjunctlon w1th what he already knew rendered

33
&

&
the‘zvent‘comprehen51ble to, him, would,theq be recognlzed

- ”

as the reason for what was:" done : . ' .

. As presented above, reasons offered in explanation of €

fctions are enthymemes or explanatlon-sketches whlch, %;
fully stated, would take thq form- of (M )."This model,

hpwever, is llttle more than an eiuc1datlon of the Dravian, -

- &

. (Mi) , analysis, gilo fundamental changes_have been intro@ééd.

. [
. . R . ' o
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" purpose of explaining his gétipg_ii:ygr yet complete. For.

4
1
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But our characterization of an agent's situation for the

N

even if one were to satisfy all three of the foregoing
o«

conditions, they might still be explanatorily irrelevant to

. ', )

‘his action. In that case, however, no member of this set

would_be the reason for which it was done. To illustrate

‘this7. we might reconsider Smith who would appear to satisfy
. :

i % L

'all three of the foregoing conditions and whose action sdems -

. -

cormprehensible on this basis. But now, "if we were to

discover that, in addition to hls desrre to catch fish, . N\\;—i;

immediately before scratching, Smith had had an overwhelmingw’

de51re to relieve an ltch inhis nose, our whole perspectlve
would alter. None of the condltlons prev1ously cited would
nowféeém relevant tomhrs Pexformanceew_Wh;le they mlghtu

’ .
well be true, +they would noé longer appear to explain

AN

Smith's action. One mlght expect that, 1f condltlons (l)

. «

through (3) are satlsfled J would be 1nc11ned to A. But

"inclinations to perform actiops are not,themselves actions.

4

To feel an impulse to do A is not necessarily - -
~to do, or to be followed by. doing A; somei o )

impulses are consciously suppressed, others
are too weak to move us‘l

L * )

>
-

3

Not irnfregwently, one wants somethlng, i.e., (3) is true,

" and ‘thus feels 1nc11ned to act so as to achleve lt ~But | T -

' seelng that, under the c1rcumstande§ actlng in th1s way

)

would Jeopardlze someeother objectlve of which he is also
deglrous, he resists hls.lnltlalhinclrnatron:, Alterna—

J “
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_tively, there are those who, although)they want the benefits

that diligence and application bring, are mare attracted to
the satisfaction of momentary whims. .Thus, even where the

previous conditions were krown to have been satisfied, if,

in addition, it were known that J had a desire for ¢l7 which

exceeded his desire for E and that A-ing would not contribute:

-

to his realizing that objective, our knowledge of the pre-

vious conditions would no longer succeed in rationalizing

‘
.

J'"s A-ing. )

. A comparable situation'arises wheré an individual is
ﬁgg;n to have confllqtlng de51res of equal 1nten51ty.‘ If,
in addition to what we already know of Jones' pllght we

aafo knew that he dlsllled carrylng an umbrella’ as much as

-ahe~dxsi1ked getting-wet-and that he wanted toavoid both- —

with\egﬁai intensity, the question of why he took an

umbrella would remain unanswered. Under such circumstances,

Jones mlght be said to lack sufflclent reason for his

behaviour. For, on the basis of what we know, ‘we would be

equally justified in expecting him to refrain from

ta

: perf%rming tﬁis action. And we would Stlll be left

onderlng why he chose one alternatlve rather than the

other. It mlght then be concluded that knowxng an agent's

desire can only a381st in ratlonallzlng hlS action, ‘if 1t
o - -

is also kn H{or- assumed) that he has no desxre which is -

equal to or exceeds the one invoked for this purpose.

o

At any.given time, we would appear to have a variety

P ) . - \
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)

/ . .
of different wante. These mlght raﬁge/;n 1nten51ty from(,’<§$\
- -
. vague” preferences to compelllng obse551on. " And that a
person w1;l act upon hls most,compelllngvdesi e, i.e., act - °
so as to aopieﬁe that which he wants most, seems indisput—}
eble.v "Our purpose", it might ;hen be saiao "is simply the .-
‘ \

desire that is dominating our cOnduct".18 \Merely knowing /

that‘aﬁ agent had a certain desire would not then be

SUfflClent for the explanatlon of his action; we would also

be~ob11ged to know (or assume) that thlS deSLre exceeded
all others which he might have had at the timew In order
that any of the previoms conditions assist in £re explana-

tion of an action, ' . .

3

(4) 'J has no want (or set of wants) which
either equals or exceeéds his want for ¢' .

4

is yet another condition which the agent's situation must

]
'

satisfy.

But wantg and beliefs, it must be observed, are

[

mutable and prone to change with time. What one believes
today, he may not believe tomorrow. And what he presently

" feels es,anﬂlrresiétible desire, he may nét hdve previously
(‘2 - - : R i, - . o 7
wanted and may not want, or méy feel as only a slight

-

‘inclination in future. In order that certain beliefs and

w

desires result in an agent s behav;our and that reference

to them assist in explaining that actlon, however, it is

€

not necessaxy that ‘these states endure for extended

- - ° - s
.

periods of Sime. All that is reguired is that the agent. .

¢

<



which exceed his want for ¢. But, 1f any of the foregoxng

his performing this action,-or immedistely prior —'although

mlght suddenly experlence an overwhelmlng desire whlch

‘ - .
.quences of onmne's behavjour might @ause him to reject -those
q 3 1 _

undergo them at- the time’ of, or immediately prior to, his .

action. Thus, at different tlmes, J might have many wants -

o

conditions, (1) through’ (4), are to assxst in the explanatlon

-

of his A-ing, we must assume that, at least at the time of \

“

not necessarily only at that time - his desire for ¢ .

exceeded all others which he occurrently had, Neifher must

Pl

. - T T 2% e, T
we discount ephemeral, compulsive urges. Thdt is, “one

;esults in" hlS behaV1ng 1n a partlcular manner, and whlch ‘

<

occurs on only that one occasion. And such des;res too

2

¢

’result in actionSs But, if they are £Q£dQ_SO” the agent .,

o ©
must experience them at the tine of, or 1mmed;atel¥ prloh

to, his performance of the actlon.‘ Both condltlons (3)

an& (4) mlght then be supplemented w1th tac1t temporal
restrlctlong. But our bellefs are also subgect to change.
One has dlfferent bellefs at dlfferent tlmes. And’ lt is bx

acting upod our beliefs that we achleve such rev151ons. .
a
Through ection, we obtain new beliefs Qnd determlne whicﬁ‘

of those we already hoid merit abandonment. The conse-

beliefs which impelled his.acting as'he did. But, 4if an

-
I

agent's hav1ng a’particular belief is to assist in the - .

,t

eXplanatlon of hlS behavxour, at:- the ‘time he penforméd the
. ]

ectlon, or-lmmedletely prior, he ‘must be a&sumed to hodd
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that belief. Such temporal restrictions would then apply _

to conditions (1) and (2} as well. And the samé might be

said of all the subsequent conditions which we might obtain.,

We might therefore assume that each of these condit}ons’is.

tacitly‘accompanied by .the phraée,'at.ti,,wheret't' desig-
® "/ s N
nates the time at which the action to be explained, i.e.,

J's A-ing;’oqcurred,uor”that which immediately preceded~it.

a¥

Individually, each of the foregoing;conditions, kl)

e ————————— e — - e

L

“

*

-

through ?4 ’ would ther be necesapry for‘aotlon-explana—
tion. But are they jointly suffxcrent, i.e., if one knew

that ea¢h of these assertions truly described J, would he \e

~ . *

then know why J A-ed? A moment's ‘reflection would indicate

that oug response must be negatlve. For one can easily

1mag1ne 01rcumstances in which, although he knows all

.

.
thése condltlons, he would gtill not understand J' s,

behaviour. This would ‘occur wheﬂ'he:knewv in addition; -

& » a - 5y

that J believed some action other tham A-ing,.say B-ing, -

to be,a better Way of achieving his ob?Yectivqs ¢.. Thus,

if 1t werxe known that under condltlons as descrlbed earller, .

: ‘-y -

Jones belleved taklng a ralncoat ‘was preferable to taklng

an umbrella, we would still be left wonderlng why he .did the-

19

“
latter. In the llght of such knowledge, 1€ would be

I
reasonable to expect Jones to take his ralnboat rather than

- .

an umbgella. on this bas:s, one would expect J to B

rd

rather than A Yet,, 1t is Jones taklng an umbrella, J -3

B i

A—lng, that 1s to ‘be explalned and was, presumably, the

-} -

5 . , ’

2N

.
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action performed. - Thus, we'would still be left with th& \

N ¢ o .
--question 'Why dide A?' _ o - ‘ - '

Precmsely the same‘queStlon arlses where ‘an agent is

p
&

Wl
Y
- B PR 3

o,

Rl
N

N

-
-

known to regard two or-more actions as eguallx good ways of €

- .

achlev1ng hlS gQal For, if it were khgﬁ*“h\*t J con31ﬁered
A—lng and B—lng to be equally acceptable methods of obtaln-

ing ¢; knowledge of conditions AL through (4)-would makeﬁ
1)
1t reasonable to: éxpect him to do either A-"or B. But we
A
.',wouLﬁ still he unable to account fgf his do;ng one - rather

,’/ than the‘other. Et would be no more reasonable to expect

a s
J s A-lnésthan it would ﬁo expect h;s B-ing. Thus, where it

is known that a person regards several actlons as equaliy ’

- _‘ Y s p

good ways o} fulfllllng his désrre, knowledge of conditlons
1

(]Jgthrough (4) mlght make 1t reasonable.to expect hls <

-

. .
performance of one of“these actlons. Within this set,

e

however, we would! have “no reason‘tb antipate his'dq}ng'pné

above any-of-the others. But in‘that case’. these conditions

\ \ - 1 -

) weuld not éatlsfy the condition of raxlonal expectation an&
At [

could not thqiefore\sacieed in explalnlng what wasfdone.

It was, after all, the(churrence of a pérticular actlon,
» L -

i. e.ffrs Arlng, that was to be explalned Knowrng that“D

7

.,=; ’n lt would he reasonable for a perfon to—perform eeme member
;:;éf' . of a set of alternatlve actlons still leaves us WQnderlng

g ' 'g -

Jid,.  as to. why he ehose the ona»he dldgn To answen,thls questlon

"o .k paxtlcular actlon, we - .

¢ <
.

-
-, ' - : 3 -~

[ )
- 4!3& . o . \
o ‘
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& . 3 (5), 'J believes at there is fho actlon, ‘ )
. e under ‘conditi®ns.u, which is as good ., . LY
R *or better;.as a means of. achieving ¢, N\
th. A-ln 2. : o " ’ ¢ !
r «?n g - o . - . . ¢

[ i -

" .In addltlon to his bellef that under oondltlons as. .
aescrlbed by u. A—lng wﬂll result in ¢, J mlght well have ‘ :
51m11ar bellefs with respect to other actlons, e.g., B-ing,

C-lng, eg .} This set of - bellefs, in COnjunctlon wlth his ,
L \\t . -

satlsfactlbn of condltlons (1) through (A) mlght be~ Y
expected to determifia the set from which J'woulq choose his

behaviour. ‘Should this set be eﬁpty,‘%Z)'wouLd be unsatisj
fiedg' J's behaviour could not theq,be explalned in terms .
of his desire for ¢ . If, onm the oth‘t hand,,thls set

contalned m@re than one member‘— as 1s frequently the ' e -
case - conditions (1) through (4) could only succeed 1n A
- . ,-,g . , .
explalnlng what.J did with the as51stance,of (5) Under~ o

) - such C1rcumstances, the agent would beirequired//o make‘a \

choice. And an;explanatlon of his actlon would be

, B 3
required to accommodate-thisw .HoWever,'"to choose-is..nto :
pick out from among many things what appears best“ 20 His -

- '\‘ . \
ch01ce might then be explained by-assumlng.that the actign

*

Wthh he ultlmately performed was the one’ Wthh he dbn51dered e

.

2

to be the best means of achieving hlS ob;ect!Qe among the . e -

avallable alternatlves. wAnd it is thlS whlch (5) is Lo

-

- .
intended to convey, But since, by.: 'choosxng ; we’would

v

ah picklng out what appears . e

1

seem to mean llttle mo
aﬁest', where we know £ " the agent was confronted with such

a.set of alterhatlves;‘(S) would amount to an acknowIedge-



o

- " L] * ’ ¢ a
ment .0of his making a choice. = . . - T;'

Like any of his -othér beliefs, one's.beldefs as to the

I .. ' : ——

best way of realizing his ends migHt well be mistaken,
‘ .
‘Just as.with other beliefs, however, nfs contrlbutlon to ':Z>

'the explanatlon of an _action would not be 1mpa1red by such

an error, Whether hlS bellef is true or false, the agent s
having‘rt might, in eltﬁer_case, assist 1n'expla1n1ng what
. he did. And where~the set of alternative act}pns available
to the agent contalns only one member, 1 e., where only
onesentencecﬁ form (27" 1§“frﬁe~—1t would automatlcallg

va*\
satlsfy this principde of choice and thereby quallfy as

o .

the best means of achieving the agent'g goal.
i - . ' ' . e

Bute, while we might all agree that "men will always

21

. R : . w
do.. .what seems best", 2pless~weqtan provide some - -

crlterlon by whlch such Judgements are made, i.,e., some

a

'Away*of determlnlng when o%e action is a better means to a
» -

pgrtlcuiar end than another, (5) némalns quite unenllght-
L)
ening. If—thls condition is then to a531st'1n the” explan- !

4 o -

ation of actlons,.we~would then require an adequate

standard of preference for actions. Now; insofar as an

k]
1

action is explalnable dn the Dravian accoun\{ (M ), that

1 <@

actron can be shown to bemthe reasonable, ahd/or appro- 5
' prlate thlng'for a persdn-to :Sifnder the 01rcumstanees.
But, if -an’ actlon is demonstrably

4

agent‘s behav1ng 1n that mgnner results from his ch0081ng .

,reasdnabie,'and if Pn

. ft f_rom a set-ofalternaj:a.ve‘s, his M m:.ght also. be

v,
«
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exgected to satisfy a‘standard of*appropriatenees. Should

.such a standard the actron to which it glves rise must

¢« *

In that case, however, the agent's behaV1our

-

as well.

couid not be explalned on this basis,
2 l ) . a - . * . B _ . ‘
“which we are seegrng would then amount to a standard of.

: The criterion .

reasonabla'érational) choice and might ‘be repreéented as
- o=
C 2
" Under what conditions would J's preference of
A to B, both of which hegbelieves would ,
4promote his attainment of ¢, be recognized as
reasonable-and/or appr0pr1ate, and under what .
cdhdltlons would it not be/so recogqrzed° . %

— ~

®

An exhaustive an&wer. tb th

scope of t,he"pres'ent' discuseion. Yet, there ¥s ‘a restricted

notlon that would -ulfill our requlrements.. For, as tnfy
are commonly recognlzed, actlons are thought to be 2
nothlng'more>than the eans_by which peOple‘endeavour to

*satisfy their'predominaﬁt“desiresq If we are thew,to

®
evaluate dlfferent actlons hav1ng the same outcome so as
to determine whlch among them is best and thereby justify.
& <. "\ . o - - - .
one's decision to behave in that manner, we must jugée‘,: -

them Ehcordlng to their merits as means "to that end And

’ .
when segn from thls perspectlve, there dbuld be but one
ba51s for such Judgements, i.e.q4 an actlon s relatlve
efflcacy 1n préducing the 1ntended result * That actlon . ;'

1
which'is qost llkelyuto achleve the agent's 6bject1ve and -

to do so 1n the mOSt dlrect and eff1c1ent manner must then

-

. . .
. .
a Lt
- = v
Sy I
2 . q ) »
. . » ~ . A .
- - Y .

‘- - o ]
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f be récognized as -the best of ‘the available.alternatives;

I“.l - -

InsofayasOne can be_truly_said_tn_nhngse_his_behaxignr- .l

"

it is therefore that action which he beirﬁwes to be the

. ’ a
! ‘ most direct and eff1c1ent neans to his goa& which he

% -~ . ° g G ‘
‘ performs. When a person behaves reasonably and hence, in .

weM ¥ i

a manner susceptlbké to ratlonallzatlon, he mlghtﬁﬁhen be
-assgmed to proceed "toward hlS goal in a way whic

to the

best of his knowledge, uses the least p0551ble lnput of

22

> ‘scarae resources per unlt valued output"; - In short"he

v S
endeavours to achleve'hls objectlve in the most efflclent

‘v\a

manner p0551b1e. should J fail to seek satlsfactlon of
h1s desire for ¢ in the most effectlve and dlrect way
avallable to him, we would be inclined to doubt his desire

for ¢, or perhaps that he desrred it above all else,’l.e.,‘

-

we are llkely to deny that either condatlon (3) or (4) was °*

satisfied. Alternatlvely, we might . regard hls behaV1our as

unreasonable. And ;n néither case could the occurrence be

explained by"appeallng_to J's desrre for ¢. If a person s

behaviour is to admib‘rationalization, we must therefore»
- assume that he chose it as‘the best, o the -aigailgble alter-

natives and, as’ such, aS/the most eff1c1ent means of satls~

-

fylng-hls predominant de51re, i, e.,éthe oﬁe which satisfies -
N

(4L. In this way, ‘we mlght obtaln tﬂe crlterlon:qhich we -

¢

- requlre. A person 's belief as to the relatlve effxcrency

- -’/(

‘1:‘ of the’ various alternatlves avallable to h1m as means to’
.t_d_ T -

hls goal WOuld then serve as our standard of reasonable
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h ' . .

- choice. According to iti J would regard Aring as hetter ot

. . * i .
‘A-ing as the best action in the situation,'only if he \

- any of the available alternatives.

. the most efficient way of sati ying'hrg‘desire. Effi-’.o

- one mlght qulte reasonabl? choose %o achieve his objectlve

mlght well conV1nce h1m to pex;!!m a partlaular plece of

-

. . . '
- » Ny O Y e—be avetF v o—e-a-
N - L

s
mnore v;
. ! . . ' . *,

effigient means of achieving ¢ than B-ing; he would-regard: *

believed A-ing to be more. efficient as a means to ¢,than.
23, But,‘uﬂless one

actually performs the action which he believes best he

3 e

8
.could not be properly sald to haggﬂphosen.lt. Once agarn,_

his hehaviour could not be-explained in terms of his

_ ‘ ' . -
reasons, If one is then to choose according to. thisgecxri-- ¢

. £l

terron, h1 behaviour must reflect his ch01ce.
A g /

ba51s, condltlon {5) would enable us to account for a

And on thls

person 's choice of action. . -, o >
At thls p01nt, some will argee that a person s beha— ’

viour mlght be explalned in terms of .his reJLons and hlS
{ s -
de01510n to behave in that manner'mlght be _quite reasonable

even_though his action-neither‘is'norAis believed to be

= -

- -

c1ency, 1t WIll be malntalned, is. not even necessary, much

less suff1c1ent for the rational chorge of beﬂavlour. For,

-

1n§!ne way rather than another because he belleues that

- S

behaving in that manner promlses to be more enjoyable,

™

aesthetl ‘hlcal, or pleaSLng tO'GDd. Such cons;derations“

/b/hav1our even though ‘he knows !hat it 1s not the most

s s . . Ve

n
K ]




4 v ) i

S 178

\ L e
_ efficient way\bf achievnﬁg his goal. Those wno espéuse '

such a view would ther®fore maintain that, although Jiknows

that B- ing would be a more eff1c1ent way of éatisfying hlS

J

- desire for ¢, he might Stlll find A—iﬂb-preferable by .somé
- other criterion, €.g., hedonistic, aesthetﬁc' ethical,
® \
religikbus, etc. And his deciding to A< on. this bas:.s must .

rbe acknowledged as a fétnénal ch01ce. Taking thlS line,

-’

3however, conflates means and ends. For,‘under such circum-

-

stances, rather than adopt hn alternative crlterion, J,

’ would appear to wa.nt some.thing, ¥, in addi;tion to ¢, 1.€.9.
<

en;oyment, or. ;ertain aesthetic,. etﬁicalﬂgr religl?ﬁs

effects, and his desire for both exceeds his aeéire fér ¢
‘ e
alone. While A-ing might be a less.efficient means of
. o ST .. . ‘
,achieving the latters its greater efficacy in the] satis-'
' ’l

"7 faction of this entire sef would Hjustify ité,pe formance.

But in that case, our contention that an action's

relative eff1c1ency as a means- to the agent's goal is the

H 4

ba51s for its rational choice would remain gulte'unimpaired
)

ThlS would cont!nue to be the grounds upon which wé*w

v |
establish the best of any ‘set of alternative actions. One
W " .

f who denies this would appear to regard human action. as .

’ L]

'som;%hing more\ti::Tthe means by whigh people endeavour to

»

achieve their'goa ‘Teo supportﬂhis‘position, he would

then be obylged to offef some account of what more they A

- .

8 - —

.could-be. But, unt-il such an analysrs has%een prgv:Ldefd,
. . 4 . ? .
. rélative efficlency wouid'remainfunchailenged as the -~

* “t -." . ;m".._' . . .-
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criterion ¢f rational choice.; ) a

a

N PRS-

such a standard and with 1t, the p0551b111ty of explalnlng

- what was don For, one freguently encounters sxtuatlons
* » ) - : -

in which, although he wants a certaln ob]ectlve, he does’ : Lo

not believe that any<of the alterﬁatlves available to him

Ty . 2.

would be more effecti%e than any other as a means to tHat

N - . . Y C, N AN
. PR
. . ¢ \ ' ' ) . ’,°
. . . .

‘ . end., Nevertheless, he acts upon ‘one of the alternatives. e

Under such ‘conditions, it would seem that one could_hawe*'“ &%
. g T
. ‘ 'absolutely no reason for d01gg one, th@mg rather than .

. ,‘ ;mov.,.a .

another., Ratlonelezlng what was dOne would therefore be

> . . g .:*‘A &'?' i -t )
‘ : qulte lmPQSSlble. .Indeed, that it is an actlon at all’// )

o

mlght well be questloeed For, unless oné has some grounds
for behaving in- oneaway,rather than another, he could not”’

. T~ be Saldg{g have a reason for wha@‘he did, His behav1our ')

o la"could not then resalt from his reasons and would therefore

»

AT L

r

r ] . fall our first condltlon of actlon-ldentlflcatlon.' syt

- -
»
while such anomalles represent a very real theoretlcal o
® ‘.
. p0551b111ty, it is not clear that they actually arlse aé ar

Eractlcal'problem. For, although we are often obllged,to'

choose among dlfferent~methods, none of wh1qﬁ'seems - . -

. D
4 . »

» preferablé by the foregblng crlterlon, such choices = and
A " the béhav;our~to whlch they give rlsé - might Stlll be - ‘.,

- _ defended by reasons. Ehls would suggest that the preoblem =

,., - reSLdes w1th our. formulatlon of the criterion rather than
q .. . 'S . A . . -
-"’ . 2?;dec1s}ons involved, But How is it be ‘eliminated? - -
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As an initial step toward a solution, we might recall

-

that at any partlcular time,' an ragent is subject to an . v

1ndef1n1te number of different aesires, i.e., an ihdefinite/

N n

set of statements of, form (3) truly describe him, of vary-

}ﬁg idtensity. Adoptlnc a d(stlnctlon 1ntroduced by Al ;n:
. Goldman, these may be &1a59¢f1ed as elther’oecurrent or- 4
"Mﬁeét’éﬁliéiit would be an‘agent s strongest.:u“ ‘|"‘
25 1.e;, 'the one Wthh satlsfles (4)L ’

~occurrent de51re,

. that is dlrectly\relevant to the explanatron of hls

n

actlon,4hrs otber ﬂeSLres, both stepdlng and OCCurrent, PR -

might be, expected to 1nfluen¢e his de0131on as to how this ‘ <
J’) v - s -

'want w;lZ be ﬁetlsfled . oo ‘ *

-
L4 o\ 7
P4

.- Now, insofar as anythlng is a deSLre, one might be

o

[

ta -y
??"expected to seek ltS satrsﬁactlonq alth“pgh one 's” effor s - 7
in that‘regard would presumably be proport;onal to the¢ -, ° -
-~ T ' .
intensity of the %artlcularvde51re. In-addition to his
" RS T . ;

uflrst—order desires for partlcular objectives, a person -
,

mlght then be sald to have'a certeln second~- order,deSLre,. .

that is, he- wants to satlsfy all his flrst—order de31res,

each lﬁ Eroportlon to its etrenéth. dr, if he should be

hnable to accompl;sh thls, he wants satlsfactlon of as ‘many

of thesebdeélres as the 81tuat;on allows.. At anf_ﬁartlc;-o ';

lar tlme, we*are rarely, if ever, able to achleve all that
we want and must settle for someth;ng less. A8 a rule, .

. ehe ls\then obllged to dec1de upon whlch subset of his . o ’.(
immediate wante.hesw1ll eﬁdeavour.tpdsatlsfy. And on the |
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assumpt;on that one's desires can be ordered accordlng to

their relac}ve 1nten51ty, how such a declslon mlght be

reached is now ea51ly explained. That is; where one is

. unable“Eo “satisfy two different first-order desires, he

é:é;ght be expected to prefer satisfaction of the stronger te

»

that of the weake;. ’pn this bas1s, & person who is. unable

to satisfy all his desires would seek satlsfactlon of the

subset composed of the greatest number of his strongest

"\
* desires whlch can be satisfied under the c:.rcumstances.26 .

-

: SlnCe only: one's occurrent desxres dlrectly influence -

4 -
“his acgions, only they could be ordered in this manner. ¢
L 3 ;o
Yet, one's standing desires might also'be ranked according

<

to their relative strength.' As *dispositions or propen-

. . - . . “". . N B ‘P
{.sitieé'%g have occurrent wants",27 their relative strength

-
w . -

‘might be determinéd in the same way as we establish that

of other dispositions and bropensities) that is, by the,

" frequency and/or likelihood of theff'gfding’fise'to the .

‘ sﬁatesmwith'whichithey are. associated. Thus, the ‘relative
‘ [ . -0 . LY - S
strqngth of a particular standing desire would be deteér-~

- >

mined by the relatlve frequency and/or 11ke11hood of  its tooe
lresultlng 1n 4n occurrent dasire cf, the approprxate kind.- o
When manifested as occurrent de51res, standlng desxres must,
‘ of‘course, compete with other occurtent desires to which

" 4

the agent is subject And only if strongest n this compe-

r

FY }

L]

tlt]"\ ‘will it have a direct 1mpact 'ﬁpon hlS acE'J.on. Those

” .

standlng de51res Wthh are more. frequently ac 1vated or ke
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]

1ikely ta be activated,.as occurrent desires, i.e., are

- an occurrent want when a person finds himgelf in certain

strongest as standlng desires, however, are the ones which

are most likely to enter such competition and thereby

infldence action. . ' -

\ - - With this in hand, we might then, say°that, in addifion

*

"to hig first-order ocgurrent and;standing7desi£es, a person

r

* R J . - “
has a particular secondsorder standing desire which might

be descﬁiaed as fbllows:

v -

[DS] « (i) To satisfy all his” othér de51res, or
(ii) if he should be unable to satisfy
all his other desires under conditions
w as he perceives them, to satisfy, as
many of them as are possible under ¢
those cdndltlons, -
(iii} where satisfaction of the stxronger
- - desire is always preferred to that of
the weaker, if both cannot be satisfied.

\J‘
On this b#sis, we might now revise our egcount so as to

-

avoid the foregoing problem. Depending upon its relative

strength as a standing desire, [DS] will be activated as

1

-~ .

situations. When this gccurs, its inflyence upon his
A

"a,ction‘wou]% depend upon its relatfve strength as an ¢

occurrent'desi,re.‘28 Shouig it:then proﬁe'strongest,,iE’will

be the one wh1ch glves rlse to his action” and Wthh is

'quulred for an eﬁblanatlon of what he did, that'ls, [DS]
will be the substltutlon<;nstance of '¢' in conditions

(3)7 (4), and (5). -And such an 'activatlon of< [DS]

mxght be expecte& to occur when, gmong an - agent's bellefs
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3

about his 51tuatlon, are bellefs that -a number of dlffer-

ent actions would be equally ‘efficient modes of achleV1ng '
his 'strbngest occurrent desire. Moreoger, common experl-

ence would suggest that it is indeed something'of this sort L

k]

that takes place on such occasions. In that case, .- -

[y

however, the original situation is transformed. Whereas o

G

‘the original evalfiation of alternatives available to the

agent concerned only their relative efficacy in promoting

,
his initially strongest occurrent desire, when [DS] -

]

‘.h . . 'assumes that position)\ie., when [DS] is ¢; these: optlons

N , must be evaluated according ‘to .the agent's bellef as to-

» their relative capability,of satisfying‘the etrongest
possible subset of his firsf~order- desirés. ~Actions ,

which were indistinguishable'with respect .to the stronéesti

3

] % . : o
; member of the original set of occurrent deeires could now

. . . o~ . .
" be differentiated with respect tp theje efficacy in prp- »

motlng, not a 91n§le/ﬁe51re, but sets of desires. And," %

on th%s ba51s, it"would seem that one might dlstlnguish

- . .

.ietween any two actions that he might care to imagine.
Bdt even if thisnshould.prove insuffiCient there is B
- nothlng to prevent hlS ¢ontinuing’ the eValuatlon wrth
o respect to his standlng deSLres;29 until the superlorlty
of a partlcular mode ©of behaviour has flnally been estab-
;- .

EI lished. .If our analy51s rs correct - and certalnly some-~

5 T .thlng of this sort would seem ko take place - the problem

. of‘equally acceptable actrons need not arlse.’-Qulte‘




-

; ,\H‘Mk | o “' | v . ( . ' . ' . . 2 ' 1 8 2 .\

£
A; sj ly, there wouldﬁbe,no such actrgns. One would .always

have a crlterron by means of which hé could decrde upon LT

8

¢the bestuactlon 1n the situation. Insofar as one }ﬁg" R

unable flo make such dec1sions, his perseverance in the
: .

‘~appllcatlon of thlS criterion rather thran hlS lack of a N\‘
- 30\— . N ”

« ) criterion would be the cause. Our orlglnal account of

o how a preferentlal rank;ng among actions might be-obtarned

- could then be v1ﬁd1cated én the assumptlon that, on_ some

2

occasions ~aspe01f1ca11y,‘those'1n whlch the alternatlves
to” be considered are ‘pelieved to be equally effective
methods of ach1ev1ng one's strongest flrst—order occurrent
_ (\;;; ‘desire - -[DF] id actlvated and takes the place of that

"~ desire. And this would seem to offer a rough representa—
étion'of what actually happens. Where a person is-unable-
~ ‘ ‘ \-\

. to dec;&edbetween alternative faiodes of behav1our, rather

PR

“«fhan assume that he has noucrlterlon by means of which to .
R mauf/such evaluations;qwe might yhen'assume that he .has

. . been insufficiently ‘assiduous in Ris ap?lication'oﬁ the ‘\\[‘f

criterion. Yet, it contintes to be at least theoretically
possible - however practically’imbrobable - that,_even~on

this basis, one maynbe unable to deteruine wh{cn of .‘,; .
‘several alternativevactronsdis preferablg. ~Sheuld suchg

' .

" cases azrse, we would, of course, be confronted with our

orrgrnaf*%roblem. But it seems highly unlikely that there

. ] . -
actually are such cases. T i ' o
' ) . ' £
. o £

r * ’ Ot ) ‘ "~ -
. - o 7 . L )
$ v . . : . .
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P 2 a .y C \ 4 ' ,’ A
LN i . Condition (5) may now be included among those Wthh an

e i t e e 5

'agent s 51tuatlon must satlsfy in. order that our descrlptlon_
. & "
of it q5515t51n thezexplanatlon of’ hlS behav1our. Judge-

‘ments a8 to tie best node of behav1our underjthe c1rcum-
[ i *

\stancesd-we might asSume, are made in the manner descrlbed

~

N { above, . This mlght then provide us, ‘with an adequate account
)

of the chorce whlch precedes action. But, 1f this “is to
bl

serve our purpose, - we mpst uot only assumeothat a person
\ é

¢

N "o
can rank hlsc?e51res accord&ngbto their relative 13ten51ty,

but that. he’ actually does sa and acts on, this basis, i.e.,

— -

. we muigtassume that. he "chooses from among the: pQSSlble

1 Q »

.alterngkives thaﬁcﬁhlch ranks hlghest in his preference

. "-}‘
o \% orderlng" and‘'that "his preference;ranklng\ls tran51t1ve" 31
For, unless an agent performs in thlsmanner;ﬁ ratlona*llzlng

$
-

.~ 'his behaylour woald be 1mpossrble. .
o - . \

Acqordlng to the foreg01ng accopnt, only if J's A-lng

_+ were seen 1n the llght of condltions {1) through (5) could

one be sald ts* comgrehend it. [ﬁﬁo member of this. sex could

4

contrlbute to our understandlng of. what J had done ualess
t - . f- Y
all others were also krown or assumed For, as we have,

seen- where any Qf these/%ondltlons is’ omlttedr or its
,denlal assumed the actlon would not appear reasonab%emln -
‘ SN

tPe llght of, or be rablonallzed by, those whlch reméln.

N
But is thrs set now complete’ "Or to put it another way,

P { » «

'have we QOw prOV1ded a complete descrlptlon of an agent s

s srtuatlon forx the purpose of explalning wha he did> Onceu

. ?

-5
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, . ' L. Y
again, our response must be negative. For even where all-.

Y

these cond@tions‘are known, they ﬁight still appear
irrelevahtato and thus, noowexélanatory of tﬁe agent's-
oe%aviour; He may have behaved in thls .manner even though
these condltlons had not been satlsfled, or failed to do so
even though they were: {Should that be the case, however,

what he did could not have resulted from his desires and

beliefs. No appeal to such factors could then explaln ‘his

behaviour. It will be recalled that all answers to {(E),

L]
[T -

i.e., descriptions of & person's behav1our,fare not actien-

[
’ descriptidns. Although an action is always the behaviour

b

.

of a person, the behavxour of a person is not always an ’

actxon. Thus, be91des sentences of Ehe sort represented
e} .
by (B), a person s behaviour may also be described by °

sentences like : ' ( .

. i) 'Jones fell over His umbrella’',
S ii) 'Smith cawght a cold', :
and ifi)~ 'Brown digested his dinner'.

-
! [ 4

While éenéenées of this sort'describe what a person did,
they do .not descrlbe an action. Qhe event in question was

not brought about by an agent's reasops¢ The performer's

,peliefs ana\h981res could neither result in nor prevent his

behaving in the manner described No éopeal to such phen~

omena could then explain what he did. Conditions (1)
‘through (5) would not then . descrlbe why such events had
W

taken place and our knowledge of ghese conditions would not

»

assist in explaining their occurrence. . To distinguish what

t




\
was dbne in such cases from actlons, we refer to behav1our

dT this sort as mere behavioyr. And, whgle a person s

-~ *\w«a

actions might result from'hisvbeliefs and Wwants, his mere

behav1qur would not. 'If‘conditions (1) through (5) are '

Il » ‘
then to promote an understandlng, i, e., explain, what a

person did, we require some assurance thet’the;r explanandum
. 1s an action-description, that his behaviour,;pn this
///*‘ occasion, was an action rather than ?‘piece of mere
behaviour. The fofegoin sif must therefore be supple~
meqted by further cOndJ;ions which restrict their apglica-.

tion to actions.

‘ &t this point, it might be cbserved that, thle the.

klnhs of condltlons .giving rlse to mere behav1our32 might

’ be fundamentqw dlfferent fgom those wluch ga.ve rise to

actlons, and that the explanatlons of such diverse phenomena
h . ,

might be expected to reflect these. dlfferences, thls has -

absolutely no implications with respect to the formal
—_——

dtructure of their respectlve explanatlens. ?6r the
e LY . (Y

purpose of exp1a1h1ng an actlon,-all the condltlons

’

obtained thus far concern the agent-s bellefs and desires.

“Wheri™ ‘explaining his mere behav1our, however, we would
-

J expect to take qulte dlfferent factors lnto consxderatlon.

But, despite these obvious differences, gpe.explanatlons

of such diverse kinds of phenomena.might, nevertheless, be ,o

>

structurally identical. In eltg;{ case, the explanans

mlght contaln assertions which, although they descrlbe

radlcally different kinds of phenomena. are of the same
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logical type anq standJéﬁwthe s?me logicél relation to‘oné
another and to the explanandum. Just as the explanatibns
oP‘cbemiéts invoke different considerations than those efs .
the physicist, so too we wqgld é&pect explanations of
actions to differ from thos; of mere behaviour. ' But, like
ﬁhose of the chemists an; phisicists, such explanations
might also be of the same explfanatory model. That'actiohs
must be distinguished from mere behaviour would therefoée

. have no impéct’upon thelregulist/anti-régulisg dispute.

Now, with the a%é of conditions (1) through (5), we

are attempting to provide a general account of rifidnaliza-
tion. Explanatioﬁs of this sort involve a description of
an agent's feaSon for acting as he did. 'But, as has been
so often Sbserved,,to expiain in ‘this manner is to show L
the "behaviour as jusﬁified by thé°circhmstapces in which

it occurs".33

issue of justification as well as explanation."34

"Reasons;..are‘asked for when there is an

. And it
is this facet of action-éx%lanation‘that'bgth'énti-regulist
deels, viz., the Donag%P (Ml) and the Dravian (M,),
endeavour to accommodate. ‘éug{ our discussion of condition .

35 the

(3) reveals tha£, contrary to thé opinion of some,
justificaiipn‘which is required cannot be obtain;d by
' merely showing that, under conditions as: the agént 
‘perceivéd theﬁ, he believed behav}ng as he did to be appro-
priaﬁe, i.e., would result in his acﬁieving his objective.

For, ,a number of different'aétidhs~hight all satisfy this

-"

. '
. . N -
4 . ‘= " . '
“ @ »*
LN~ i . , ) .
. *
. . . . . .
M B . . :
' t
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.
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F) -

regliirement, that is., thHey might all be represented és
\\»\ . ;5‘ 1! N ' "‘.‘
approprlage by thxs crlterlon. In which case, seeing an
) 5

! actlon as‘approprlate would not justify an agent -] doxng
Tt as agalnst his doxng somethlng else. What i& required
. . N .
- for such a justification is that what was done be represen-~

. - -
ted -+ and hence, representable - as preferable to any of

~

‘the alternatives, i.e., -as the best thing to do under the
,& - ———-'—!-‘ .

circumstances, Such a justification would then require "

.- v - e
- - .

our showing the agent's behaviour to be {rationaily)

P
—

preferable to .anything else he might have done qg;theffiﬁg.

Only this could provide the sort of jusiiﬁfédff%ﬁ?which ‘

;;gcalled for and heﬁce,hsucgeed in rationalizing an o

agehtﬂs behéyiour. But, in ordgx‘thaﬁ such a justi}icationh

be . bbssible) it mugt be true‘that'the agent could have

behaved dlffereqtly under - the c1rcumstances. That 'is,

there must have been an alternq;rve Wthh the agent could

" have done instead of what he actugily did, if he had .

- chosen .to .do so. In ghort, he must have had a choice

among equally posslble alternatxves, all of which he was

capable of. performing. Should one be incapable of behaving

other than as he did, hé’could'ﬁot Be meaningfully said to

‘have had a choice with respect to his behav10ur. H& weuld -

ve as he éid.3&‘W

—

have no alternative but t

without an,alternative, bis.hehaviour _ould never be shown
to be (fationally) préfefable. Indeed; th respect to

such ngurrences, the notion of (rational) p‘ feredce Q

-5

T
'f
.

‘.I

L

-
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~ , would be qulte senseless. ~Ratlanallzqu'§gch behav;our ‘ .
" would then be- impossible. If an agent's reasons are then |
to sueﬁeedﬁgn explaining what he daigd, hms behaviour must
theh be aﬁenable to choice. That is, he must be thought,
. capable of choosing to. perform it and, on this basis, )f
making 1t happen, or of choosing to ref;aln from‘performlng
it in favdur'oﬁrsgme alternative. As has Bo often been

observed, the notion of choice is then central to any

- . -

Y analys\is of human action.%7 Thus, one is comménly considered .
the initiator of.his actions, their source, capable of *
either promotiné or preventing thgif oqcurrence£ while,

Y : wikh‘respeét to his mfﬁe Qgha&iour, he'is regarded aé'a
sufferer,.enduring‘father than initiaéing, ihcapable of
either‘bromotinéfér preventing their occurrence. And it

| is in this sense that one might be said to be capable

of performting his actions and inc&é;ble of performingv

other forms of behaviour. Insofar as oné-ig cgpabie, in

this sense, of perforﬁinq-a particular piece of bghaviour,

his doing so would be recognized as an action, and would

oy be egplaxnable in terms of his reasons. If it was then
; o o _ .9 '
T ' true—shat = * ‘
. . - ) . Lt ,:"
ek (6) J is capable of ‘A-ing, and . :
: ' refraining from A-ing : S ¢
R in the required sense, it would*be appropriate to explalnl

J's A-ing in ‘terms of his beE@Efs andfwants. " That is, only’
if this requirement were batisfied wogld his behaviour be .

P ] 3 ' e
. N A . :
¢ .
- '
, . \ P .
" ' 0o '
' 4 t
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- recognized as an éction, and only in thdt case could . %

L} ‘ 4 ’ .‘ B ‘ 4

conditions, (1) through (5) aésist in its explanation., If

these conditions are then to promote an underéfanding of

what transpired, (6) must be added to the set., With its

addition, we restrict the appli¥tation of the entire set

to actions.?s.

By including (6) in the foreqomng set of condltlons,

o we- ellmxnate the poss;blllty that the event to be explalned
'@c-
is a piece of mere behav1og,._xTh;s.gparantees that the

explanandum is ‘an action-description, Could we now say

that knowledge of this set assures understanding of the -
event to be;explained?y Yet,. even now oné miéht have

reservations. For..as has.been observed, /"

-

the dlstlgctlon between actlon and non-actlon
hands pot just-on the presence or absence of

the correspond;ng intention or purpose, but

on thls.;ntenﬁlon or purpose h,ving or not
having a role in bringing t ‘the behaviour.39

It is not enough that-the .agent have the ;ele&ant wantak;\‘

and beliefs; his having them must actually regult in his

pérformance of‘the'apprOpriate beﬂaviour, if reference to
such mental states is to agsist in'expléining Qhat hé did.i
That is, there must be a cqnnection between his having ‘
these bellefs and desires.and his bahaviour.* But,.;; ’
st111 seems possib}e that one hAVE“all the beliefs and
desires listed in (1) through (5), that he be capable -of

A-mg in the sense described in (6) and moreover, that - he

actually perform the relevant piece of behaviour, i.e.,



stakes game with experts, who, to save his ante, must make

" . he suéceedg, Obviously, he would be capable of making Ehis~

7succeeded in byinging about his performing in thls manner.

Thqg, while he has a reason for acting as he did and -
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render (B)\true, although hls per?ormance diad not result -~

from his beliefs ‘or desires. Should this occur, knowledge

’

of these conditions would st111 fall to provide the under-

standing we‘seek To 1llustrate thls we mlght con51der

the novice bllllard-player, fooli'shly drawn 1nto a hlgh-’-

a complicated double-bank shot. And let us assume that
shot. % That he had the appropriate beliefs and desires is
équally apparent.'.gan we then explain his performance on
this baéis? Here, . oﬁé is left gomewhat bewildered., Aan |
astonlsheg spectator is likely,.to dlsmlss 1; as sheer |
accident, or seek some other. mode of explanatlon, €.G, sy
structurgl,vzbrat ; drafts, psycbojklnesis, falth,'?tc.
But this amounés‘%o a ftacit adﬁissibn»that, even though
candltlons (1) through (6) have been satisfied, we are
still unable to undecstand wh;t S;ppened on thl; basis.
Although he satisfied the foreg01ng condltions, as a
novice, the bllllard-player would still be thought to lack

#

the ekperience required to make such ‘a shot; it is assuqsd

41

that he dges*not know how'~ to perform the shot and, .for

this reason that his ‘beliefs and deszres could not have .

4.4

»
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a way such that the fbrmer could be said to have'ﬁrought

a

about the latter. One would theh be réquireﬁ to deny that
¢ . an appeal to his‘reasons could explain what he did.—
Indeed, on this assuﬁption, the qoyiqe'é performance  would
not even merit recognition as an action. For, it Qﬁuld
. not have occurred asv; resultzof his reasons. Yet, since
he is capabie‘of this kind of behaviour) although*perhaps
unable on this occasion, we would stilljwish to distinguish
his perforMance from mere behaviour with respect to'whiCh_
he would have no such capabiiity. Eve;‘yhere such kn;wledge
;was lacking, if all the other conﬂitionsfwere satisfied,
- . we wculdrcontinug to regard the person's béhaviour as an »
S o aé&ién%z'and would éenerally hold him respénsible for whatg

&
14 LI,
¥

he had .doné&, albeit perhaps not. to the same: extent as we

- -

' would if he had had the ,necessary kitow edge, i

L M . SV e
. . Smith sh tJ . a- k= 2
' _ Smi o ones with a‘gun, and if w ’Lnew that ‘%?xqggxgg%ﬁ; s
pr1ate assertlons of forms él) through (6) ‘truly described <

smith, even’ though we' also-knew that he did not know how .

to'perform such an acthn, i, e., that he d1d not know how
» )
to aim and fire a. gun sS that his crime was, in some sense

t

accidental, we woulgd, qpver&helegs,’hold Smith responsible,
\ ) R

for what.qé had done. .Since behavio&;.of this sort bannot\

< be dismissed as mere behaviour,fff.mﬁst be fQCOQnized as

- actlon.. Yet, ‘it ‘can only be so recognized in a qualified

sense, i.e., not as the full—blooded 1ntentlona1 variety . L

with whlchqu are primarily concerned. For, becausg'of the o,

.
.
. 1

Y

Cx,
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) ' S
dgent's lack-of the requisite knowledge, actions of thisg —~w'w,
&

scrt could not result from his reasons. This could only

v -

be the case where the agent ¢an be truly sa@d to know how

4(#’/to perform the behaVzour in question. And dnly in those

be. -That is, whether through clandestine practice or.

cases would his actions admit of explanations by reasons.

In circumstances like those described above, a specta-
tor has yet another alternative; he might decide that the

billiard-player is not quite the novige he was alleged to

innate talent, he had acquired the knowledge ;equired to
make the sﬁct., Indeed, " the player hlmaelfxmlght be sur-
prised b& his expertlse and thence conclude that he had’ a
talent of whiéh he was prevxously unaware. Frequently,~1t
is in precisel§ this ?ay that we diecoﬁer skills thet we
did not realize we had. When conditlons (1) - through (6)

L

and (B) are, all true, thi# is usunally taken as conclusive

evidence_tha; J actually knew how to A, regaxdless of how .
he might have acquired such knowledge or whether he, or ,
:

anyone else, was aware -of his having it. To preserve the.ﬁJ

"explanatory adequacy of cdhditions (1) through \(6), we

‘ wodld then bé cbliged  to assume that . /.. .

/
;

(7)‘ J; knows how to A.

-+
- 4.-

Such knowledge may be thought of as ‘a disposltlonal tralt43

which, although generally acquired by experience, may. in

.

' some cases, e. g., child prodlgies, be 1nnate. And, in

J

ARROS Ly, ]

' order that an agent‘s behaviour be explainable‘in”terms of

‘. . .
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o

his reasons, he is requiréd to have such a disposition with

-~

resperct to behavioufr of'thfs type. One could, of course,
only be expected to know how to do things of which he is
capabré,.i.e., (7) entails (6). But he is usually capable
L}

ﬁf far more than he knows how to do, i. e., ‘6) doé‘s bt

). 44

entﬁll (7 Yet, if no one should know how to perform a

- %

certain type of behaviour, Ghile we could not validly infer

' .from thls that no one 1s capable of d01ng it and hence, that

it 1s'not an action at all,. this would nevertheless pre-_

dispose us to such a éoncluSLon. Thus, when yogas, mystlcs,.
clairvoyants, Q?p their lxke claim that we are capable of.
performlng various extraordlnary feats, one's 1nit1al
inclination is to determlne whegher.they, or o;yone else;
could be reasonably said to know how to do such things.

If unsatisfied in this respect, we would generally disregard
their alleqationof Purther confirﬁaticn of-tée_relatioﬁf
between 'being capable of.ﬂf—ing"andl‘knowing hoﬁ to. ..,
ige., between (6) and (7), might be obtained by observing
that onlf'with‘respect to actioné'is it‘apprdpriote to say

4 éhat one koows how to do it;'or to deny‘thia. Of falling,
or growing halr suﬁh claims . wonld be quite out of place.

In add;t;on to bezng the sort of thing ope is capable of,
doing, an action might be recognized as the -sort qf thing

- one might know how to do._ And if one's reasons are to
explain his actions, i.e., if one’ s behaviour is to~be a-
full-bloodpd: intenbiona;"actioﬁ, not ooly gupélthgy be the';



4
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-sorts of things he co know how to do, he must acfually

have such knowledge.
Both anti;requlist models of action~explanation, viz.,
- [ ‘ - "
the Donagan (M,)-and the Dravian (M,) , appeal to the agent's

situation, ‘'a situation of type C', for the spurpose of

v

explaining his behaviour.,“c However, because they omit .

mention of what features of an agent's situation must be 3
3 , , DR ‘ w
considered in order to obta%p an ‘understanding of his

action,fthey.allow no conclugive.appraisal, Lackiné such
information, we cée}d never determine-whenvthese models were
correctly applied and when not Thus, while they must be
granted some credibility 'in the form in which they have

been presented, thev‘are more suggestive than lnstructlve.
As a result, they could not p&o%ide us with an d‘équate“/”
eaalyéis of'actioh-explanatidn. Te remove this deficiency,

F ]
we undertook an investigationfef what particular conditions

" an agent's situation must he comprised in-order that his

actmng in ,a certain mannex appear reasonable or appropriate

¥
to one who_was acquainted with 'his c1rcumstances, that is,

so that the agent'sbbehaviou; might be understood in the ) PGS

Iight of his situation. Our method was simple: Taking'ani’

assertion which would be generally accepted as a reason for

' acting, we considered what other facts which, if known,

would caude us to deny that it is the reason and hence,

- explanatory of, what was® done. 'BiQCe there would eppea:‘

to be a consensus on gsuch matters, we migh£ canélude-éhat,
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. in order for any assertion to be offered or accepted as_

the reason for an actlon, both the one who offers it in

' explanatlon and hlg\auditor must assumé that none of
theése defeatlng condltlons is satisfied, i.e., that their
denials are all true.. ?n.thisrbasi%, we obéainéd the

following set of conditions:

(1) J believes that u g
(R] (2) J believes that, under condltlons B,
A-ing would result in ¢ >

(3) g wants ‘d v . e
{T]) -((4f oJ has no want (or set of wants)
‘ which either equals or exceeds
his* want for ¢
« (S). J believes that there 13 no actlon,
(] < —inder conditions y, which is as good
S oxr better, ag a meansg of achieving
Q $, than A-ing , .
\\ "I(6) J is capable of A—?Qg and refraining

from A-ing
u7) J knows how to A,

'which I shall call the set [11.45 Our discussion indicates
.that, individpally, each of these conditions is necessar®
for the éggléﬁation of the action. That. is, if ‘the agent's
situétion, i.e., 'a situation of type C', should fail to
satisfy any member of this get, knowing his situation would
Jfail fg provide an nndeistandiﬁg of what he did. For the
purpose of egplainfhg his action, opr‘cﬁagacterizatibn of

‘ o _ - . .
~an agent's situation would then'have‘to include this set

4 -

in its entirety. This set would - then -3 minlmal in the °.

.*"f

- senge that, if any one of its constltuénts were omitted,
no other member, either’ singly or jointly, could’assist in-

_explaining what was done, 1In order thnt any mnmber of [TL\

, ' ' . o 44~‘
-’
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*be the reason f6r an actlon, all the others must accomgany

. -

it as tacit assumptlons. Only iif one actually assdmed that .

< *' Y
these other requirements werecsatlsfled could ‘his accep~

Qance»of any member of this set as the readon for an action,
, —_— - - )

:

be reagonably explaineds ° .. : d .

But is 1T] now,complete’ That is,raoes this set

provide-us with a complete descrlptlon of an,agent s

-

situagion for the purpose of explain;ng his actlon?, We'

obtained this set by considering factors which, if

.

discovered, would-prevent our seeing an action as'either

reasonable or approprlate in the light of the bther mgpbers
m -

of the set. To accommodate such cases, the set [T] was

developed. If this set is incomplete, there must still be”

» 3

situations in whlch, although [?} is* known, the behavxour

in question appears néither approprlate nor reasonable.
. - ? e - - Al N ‘ .
Additional conditions would be reguired to accommodate such

cases. Are there any such cases? Since -common intuition

. ' - = = . . .
has been our primary instrument. of analysis, we‘must.defer

~ o
to its decision. And.quite’ frankly, I can think of no
assertion which, 'xf known in’ conjunction with !T) :ggwkglf$
would cause u; o deny that [T], or any of its members,
made it reasonable to expect the occurrence of/phe actlon
whigh (B) descnbes. Nor car@d think of any'statement

. which, if not assumed 1n conjunctxon wz;h {T], would
9

- 'prevent our recdqnlzxng any member of that set as qxplana“

<

A ]

-
torily relevant to J's A~ing. 1In that case, however,y{Tl s .

“ ©

. . ..
{
i ' : -
' v N
- b‘ - ] e . * ¥
)
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members would jointly provide us with & complete'descrgptign

L)

of J‘s'situation for the purpose of explaining his action,

This set m:ght then be acceoted as maximal insofar as .

nothlng élse need be :anlude‘d in our characterlzaﬁon of an

i
. agent s situation Yfor the purpose of explaining his actlon.

. [T] would ‘then provide an exhagstlve analysis of °a situa- -
tion of type ¢' as it occurs in LMZ). One who would deny
this must provide an thuitivel& plausible counter—example.'

And‘the possibility of this seems mote_46. Until such.a

" rebuttal is obtained, we might éherefore regard the members

a ' » o
. W ag i

of [T] as both individually necessary.and jointly sufficient

for a description of the agent's_situdtion which would®
endble explanation of hls action.

‘ Our account, thus far, has been 11ttle q're than an

4

I
-elaboration of the’ Donagan, (Ml), and the Dravxan, (M2§, e ¢

models of action-explanation. [Tlf we have aréuedﬁyprovides
= . - 'y 1 o
‘ c ‘ , . . . I 4

a complete description of an agent's situation as referred

to in those}moﬂéls.' But an.ésymmetry.mus&;now be observed.
For, while (M,) would appear to make ;reference to the
- fagent s situation as it aetuallx 15, (#1,) speaks .of his

]

situation as he helxeves,xt to be, l.e., 'a situation of

. tyge C' as it occursvln M, ) desxgnates the agent's actual
.cizcumstances while in (Ml) it designates his c1rcumstanées'
as he judges them to be. - {T]‘might'then Aestrioe the
referent of 'a situation’éf‘type C* in (Mzb, put-it couldi

L

.‘- not perform.this function in (Ml). How then arelfhese two




[ ] u{:'
aRNels related? A revie{‘of this set, vié., {T], provides

a ready answer.; For, it'is apparent that the first

v

member, viz,, .

(1) \J believes that p', -

concerns facts as the agent, J, perceives them and as he
) * ! . ) . ,
judges them relevant to his action. 1It'is this condition

which would then correséond tb

(ii) 'J,judges'himself tq be in a situation
of type C',

-

’

[S3Rd - - .o 7
the second prdmiss of (MlJ; u, rather than {T], would

describe a situatidn of type C as referr¥ed to in.this'cén-
text./;Similarly; the third premiss of.this‘model, viz.,
. 3 : )
.~

(iii) - *J judges. that ¢ could only be , -,
‘ " achieved in a 51tuaty0n of type C,
y  if he 4-ed' : . »

might be identified with the s_ecolfa_'%r’xéition of {T)] as .. ®

. supplemented by (5). And finally, (M,)'s first premiss,
.- : 1 .

Te

(i) 'J was Tesclved to ‘achieve ¢ at all cost',

would seem to be nothing more than a conjunction of Pr;-s

+

third ahd'fourtﬁ‘conditions.' The premisses of the Donagan

model, i.edj of (M;) ,, might then be ‘seen as a‘sﬁbset‘of _
‘ - ) ‘ t
[T], namely conditions (1) through (5). And certainly, at

%irst blush, this would seem to be sufficient‘to’explain

-what was done. But, as we. have seen, such 1mpressxons are

d?ceptlvé.. For, wzthout additlonal assumptlons - spec1f1¢

d
cally, (6) and (7) - knowledge of these conditions might

°
b L
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still fail to ratibn;lize behaviour. Thus, insofar és its
dependence upo?‘t;é;e presuppositions is neglecteqé (Ml)
remains incomplete. And with the addition of these
conditions, we obtain ghe set [T} - a complete.éescription
of the agent's actual situatioﬁ as referred to in (Mz).

7

_But (Ml)'S'adherents might sti%l'argue thJ%, while‘

their account must be Qupplemented in this manner, such a

. _r . .
revision would now be sufficient - with no further -

addition ~ to explain actions. Adding a:general assertion

©

as in (Mz),,gﬁey might argue, is quite redundant and would
only pisrepiesent-actionrexplanation; explaining J's A-ing

» . L . )
might require -knowledge of [T], but it does not involve

nkﬁbwiedge of any general principle whatsoever. This,’

however, would be little short of an outright denial ‘that’

such arguments are explanatary. For, we are told -that

arguments of this sort succeed in explaining an action by

showing that it was /the reasonable or appropriate thing to

do in the light of tH® agent's situationw4? But it seems

equally obvious that "reasons for acting...have a kind of -
4 g o

generality or universaiity"f in that, if one's being in a

certain situation or having a eertain reason explains his

behaviour, we would expect it to explain-ﬁhe behaviour of

49

s :
anyone else in that situation or having that reason. In

‘virtue of this fact, we might say that action-explanations,

50

like ethical properties, are universalizable, When we

know that a person is in the same s;tuatidn as another and

3

|

9
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N o
has the same.beliefs and desires, we would expect him to

act in a simila; fash}on., kgsofar as his behaviour fails

to meet.our expectativons, we assﬁme hié~sitgation,‘beliefs
or desireé, to have beej'!ifferent. No accbuntlwhich did
not‘allow for such generaljzation would be thought ﬁo
explain an action. But this' feature of agtion-explana-
tions could only be .captured by géneral statéments -
principles of action. To deny thag e#planatiohs of‘ihis
sort involve such assertions amounts to an outright denial

of their univérsalizability. And this, in turn, precludes

their satisfying the condition of ratioqkl expectation, -

For, if an alleged eXplanatipn wére not universalizable,
éven though knowledée of [T] promotes comprehension of J's
A-iﬁq; knowing that these‘stAtements coPtinua to be.true
when asserted of H, wheré 'H' denotes someone other than‘
J, or J at sgme other time, would provide no grounds for
expecting H to act in Iigé manner. In that case, however,
we would most assuredly deny tht we had aA explanation in
the first place, - |

Essentially the same point might be maie from a some-
yhat different.perspective, Eg order—thaé rgferenéelto
an agent'e situétioﬁ succeed in explaining his Sehaviour,

-

there must be some relation between hig situation and what

he does. The particular relation which is required has

been referred to as that of explanatory relevance and,

where actions are concerned, it is said to be satisfied

v .
' ; -
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bring some kind of general knowledge to bear on it".

Q . 201
R ’ . ) ;
when an agent's situation renders his behaviour reasonable
or appropriate. Ye;,'from the premisses of (Mlg;— even if

extended to inclulle all the conditions of [T] - one could-

-

e

legitimately draw no such conclusion with respect to ar

action. Knowledge of what is does not provide knowledge of
. \ _

wﬁat is reasopable or appropriate. Conditions (l)’through

(7) descrlbe certain facts, as does (B). But, if the

‘former is to succeed in explalnlng the latter, one must

know, in addltlon, ngt they are related inthe appropriate

. - L
way. Even if supplemented in the manner suggested above,’

ﬁzwever, the premisses of (Mz) contain no such information .

v

and hence, could not'provide it. Uhless!they were accom~
panied by édmé general assgmption coqperning the relation
beoweén an agemt's sifuation,.his decisioﬁ,'and‘his o
Behe;iour, one would have no reason to accept elther tB)
or (C). The fect that, with knowledge of [T], one would
be said.to understand J's A-ing would only indicate that
such‘knowledQe*musf(g;/eccompanled by tacztly assumed

generalizations which establlsh its relatlon to, and

thereby perm;ts explanatlon of, the actxon_ ‘To ma{ptaid>

that such, an explanation "is not based on any univeraal
51

hypothegi .hatsoever as (M;)'s adherents do, would
then. t.to denYLng that the premisses of this model
.stand in‘'any relation whatsoever tob the conclu81on and

¥ ’

hence, that they stand in the relatxon of explanans to

explanandum. In order to expla;n an actign, "we must
52

Ld
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. -An action-explanation hust‘thérefore\inclé?evgeneral
agsertions., Becauge (Ml)'é adv&cabes'deﬂy-this,'their‘
,éccount must be discarded. ’ '

But oﬁe'might a:;ué:that~a person does nof always act

reasonably; "he may hawve done ‘what he did as a result of
thlnklng whlch was sllpshod or even loglcally absurd”.

Nevertheless,.we can still explaxn what he did. One

-
w-r

would be in, a pretty pass if he were obliged
to,assumezthat'only actions he may succeed
in understanding were rational, They must,
indeed, be 1ntelllglb1e‘ but that is another
thlng.54 .

’ .
o . - s

And the point is welyfmade. An action's explanation must

be distinguished’ffam iks evaluation as ration;L or

irrational. "gut that #8'beside. .the point. For, while it
is trueAtﬁ;t a rational action is one which is reasonable
in the light of the agent's situaﬁion as descqibed by (Ei.

the converse is not;55

In 'view of one's beliefb’énd‘
desires, his behaving in a particular way might seem quiie‘ -
appropriate or ;easénable{ élthoﬁgh we might still regard

his behaviour as complétel?}irrational,;é.g.) Smith's

scratching his nose 'in order to catch fish, To say that

an action was reasonable or appropriate, in sense

‘with which we are comcerneaz is jnét'fo say that it nwas

intelliqible‘in terms Of.;.consideiations appropriate to

t" 56

its contex it is 1nte1113}b1e just insofar as it can

be seen as reasonable or appropriate in the lzght of the

agent's situation as desgribed by [T]. . An action 8 beingj

-

- ' .tg




) H\\\\reasonable in this sense is then quite ccmpatlble with its

e Dravian model, (Mz), which the latter provides is meant

w o Py
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being irrational. Thus, while admlttlng that actlon—
explanation rcquires an gct1oq s bewng shown to be reason-
able or appropriate, we are still able to maintain the .
distinction between acticn-expl;nhtipn and action-evalua-

7 tion, 4 ) '

For the reasons cited .above, we must‘then conclude
that, to explain an actxcn, one must not only know the
agent's situation (as descrlbed by [T1), he must also know
. certain geﬁeralizations, rules or Qrinciples, which qovern
such cigccmcﬁances. This would, of coﬁrge, legislate
agalnst (M )'s acceptance in favour' of (M )'s. }or, the,'
principle of action, i.e., the second premlss of the - )

, to represent }hst those.gencral assumptions wh%ch afe e

reqﬁired for such purposes. These principles, we are told,

‘a351st in the rationalizatlon of human behaviour; thgy

enable us to "show that - vpat was done was the thlng to have

57

done for the reasons glvén\. The first premrsd‘%f !his

mOde 1. ’ VlZ - " ] “ i ‘\‘ \i,;‘,,;‘ *® . .
(i) 'J was in a situation of type C',

must then représent the reason offere&'in expianatign of
an action. C ‘
Now, it will be recalled that, when we give raasona¢.
\ our assertions customarily take the form of conditions (1),

(2), or (3) of [T]. Yet, in order,that any one of these be



e

T in (M ).‘thxs premiss only asserts that the agent, J, was ‘

.
o

® e
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. accepted 'as the reason for the actiah, all the other

members of that set must be adassumed. Reasons might theﬁ"
- Ny

ba said to come with a retinue of tagit assumptions. And,

in conjunction with these tacit aésumptions, the explicitiy

A

' stated reason provides a complete description of the

agent's situation as it affects hif behaviour, To capture

this, we might say that ¥xeasons can take the form of

- . ~

either . N -
(1) 'J believes that u' '~ {with all the other
. ‘ conditions of [T]
, as tacit assumptions), .
or . ‘
(2) 'J believes that, under conditions u, A-ing
will result in ¢' , - (with all the other
- o conditions of [T] -
_ ' ’ as tacit assumptions),
or - - - . -
(3) 'J'wants ¢' . - (with all the other
' ‘ conditions of [T]
» as tacit assumptions).

The assertion which is explicitly stated as the reason for

o=

an action, together with its attendant assumptions, would

then proQidé us with a-complete description of a situation

of EiF" C as it is referred to 1n the Dravian model .f 
When one reconsiders the flrst premiss of (M ), how-

ever, he cannot help bu? observe certain discrepancies.

4dn the first place, althaugh'it'is presumably intedhded to

reéiesent the reasons which people offef injexplaﬁation of

actlons, lt is apparent that reasons, as they are commonly

exp?egsed 51mgly do not take this form. Yet, as it occurs

TN e
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1 L]

in aﬂag;tloular 51tuat10n, Vlz&, 'a sxtuatlon of type C'.

l i'

And, accordlng to our analysis, that situation would be
N
described by [T]. This' premlss might therefore be recast

as - -

8- - o - .
» =
1. J was .in a 51tuat10n as described by (1) 'J
"believes thdt u’, and (2) 'J believes that,
* undex condltioqs ¥, A-ing would result in ¢,
and (3) 'J wants ¢', .and (4) 'J has no want
(or set of wagts) which equalg or exceeds
his want for ‘$%, and (5) 'J believes that
3-«# there is no action, under conditions u, which
.Ls as geod or better, as a means of achieving
’ ¢, than A-ing', and (6) 'J is capable of
A-lng and (7) “J knows how to A': -

.
. v

And tQis'would‘hot; of"course,‘represent the reasons which
pecple commonly offer'in explanation of their actions.
Actlon-explanatlo;s, as, they are customarily encountered
consist in asserttons qplch take the form of one of the

first three condlt;dns ‘of [T]. That is, they are ‘drawn

. from the Subset (1), ( and (3). If such assertions-are

to succeed in explaining actiens, i.e., are .to be accepted

) : .
as the reasons fbr‘what-was done, however, all the other -

condltlons of this set must be tacztly assumed And (M ) s

fxrst premiss prov1des an adequate representation of thls
requirement. ‘{tj‘ould then appear that this.premiss was
meant to repfeseﬁt all the conditions requiredﬁfor an
actlon s explanatlon and not merely the one which is

explicitly statel, as the reason. It_could not therefore

,be‘expected to éake the . form of‘reasbns as we commonly

-employ them. But, if Wwe were now to dletinguish betwaen

those conditions :chh remain tacit when we explaln.actlpns

o
4 .
-

- ' ’ ot

e S
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and those which are.éxéiicitly stated as reasons, we might
still provide an adequate representatidﬁ of common practice
while. preserving all the conditions required for such -

Yet, our repfesqntation of (M;¥§§ first premiss is

still unsatisfactory.' For; if we ar% to explain a person's

- behaviour in terms of his situatien, we must make reference

L4

" lation of (Mz) 's first premiss, ,however*condltlons (1)

- we have removed them as elements of our explanation,

’capacxty to fulfill thelt explangtory. réte.

rev1510n,

"to the facts of hls sxtuatxon rather than the sentences

which describe those facts. As they occur in our reformu- .
N

)

through (7) ‘are'not descfiptiﬁé“assertions. They- appear
as the names of tlie Qescriptivevététements required for = -

embedding them within. the reviséd prémiss -as we have,

RS

explanation rather than the stgtqments.themselvesa

o

If
. i 2N
we were then to remove them from this context,

i

i.esy 4
delete the prefix 'J was in ‘aysituation gs described

by...', so that they migh€, once, again, function as des-
" [ ]

crlptlve assertlons, we would thereby restore their °

T U —

And with this

(M )'s first premlss would be reduced to a

conjunction of [T1's members. et . ’
L4
= With this in hand, this-premiss might now be easily
- . ¥ ] = J ' . ) )
made to-reflect commori practice. Eor: by recognizing that

only one of [T]'s first three conditions can serve as the

v

explicitly stated reaspn for an actiom, although all the

bthqrs must accompany it as tacit assumptions, we might not

. »
’ . .




their actions, but also accommodate the various presupposi-

-

only'repfgsent the manner in which people actually gxﬁiéid i
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¢
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-

T

tions which such explahations involve. On this basis, (M,)

might be reconstructed as

(MS)‘ (i) J believes that uy = (with all other
conditions of [T) as
tacit assumptions)

1

. [of alternatively] ' ,}/J s
. J believes that, under conditions }, A-ing will
resultin ¢ - (with all other
' conditions of [T] as
“'I tacit assumptions),
or - ‘ o .

- {(with all other
conditions of [T] as
tactt assumptions)

J wants ¢

v

(ii) Under conditions‘ [T}, the appropriate
‘ thing to do is A, ..

It is therefore appropriate that]

(B) J A's.

[ 4

But, when we explain aétions,-it is obvious that we do

not explicitly state. the principlé of actigon which governs

our explanations. They, along with those conditions of
- . -

[T] which are not offered as reaééns, remain as implicit
- ~ Q .

assumptions which, although unexpressed,<muat be pre-,

‘supposed in order that reasons succeed ih explaining what

~

was done. (Ms)ymight thén be schematically represented

as follows:

9

-

£
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(MG)
AE Explicit assertions . -
C X offered in explanation '
} TP of an action (The . elther (1), or (2),
IL reason for an action) or (3) .
O A . '
N N
A
. 7 —_—
) I + [ All conditions of [T]
o] ' other than the one
—N— Implicit assumptions explicitly stated as
. required for the . | the reason for the
explanation of action.
\gctxons
and
LThe Pr1nc1ple of Action

[It is therefore
appropriate that]

{(B) J A's

o

, wﬁen presented in this way, agtion-explanafions-as repre-.
sented by this model are clearly seen as enthymemes or

%ﬁ explanatibn—éketches‘which‘only succeed in éxplainiag

behaviour with the aid of varlous 1mplzc1t assumptlons.

In this respect, its adherents‘would agree with the

egul;stsf“rBut—d;sag;eement~;mmed*a%ely—a£esa~wieh~the

'clafm that, when}all the assumptions underlying sucp
v :exﬁlanations-are made explicit, .ehe résultant argnmeﬁt ’
takeﬁvthe:form,df:thé Drévidn, (M,) , rather than the .
coveringélawvmodél.> 3 T ) .
When reformu%ated in the manner suggested S;ove( gyz)
assumes a new plaqsibility.v For sprely, on this basis, .
one's béhaviouz must be seen as aéprOptiate. Yet, even

v T o

° /

. \ ’
\ .

i
= r

'

.
N
.
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with such refinements, this model still faces a number of

formidable objectlons, namely, those dlrected at 1ts

e

second premiss, the principle of action. And 6nly if such

obstacles can be femoved would itfmerit acceptance; From -

the outset, it will be recalled, we were provided with no | 4

- criterion b§ which such principles could be distinguished
from their-nonexplanatory imitators. But, we would then ‘

‘s have no assﬁrance that a particular argument of this.form

W acéually succeeds in exblaining éﬁ?action. ‘Moreoverl sﬁch
principles, it was observed, cPuid never sustain predictions'
of actions. And, since we are able to make sﬁch“predictions
with cénsiderable accuracy, this analysis fails to accommo-
date certain relevant f;cts and must, therefore:‘be
judged theoretically unsatisfactory. To avoid abjections
based upoﬁlﬁhé condiéiqg'ofﬁrational eipectahcy, defenders

& o

of thig model would be obliged to mainfain that this

W
v .

requirement might be satisfied by a relationship between

% -
the explanans and the explanandum which. was weaker, i.e.q-

neither deductive nor inductive, than . the one required for

coverlng—law explanationg. . Yet, rather than resolve the_

F )

. . dispute, this would only foster'further~controversy. And
givén our reconstrﬁctidn of tgeir position, ﬁhis rmight
well be unnécessary._ For, if conditions as describéd by
[f] are gufficient for the occufrence of the behaviour in
question, a far stronger p031tion might be defended

Although perhaps somewhat cumbersame, the principle

/



bl
of action, as it occurs in the Dravian, (Mz),-model, might

!(:’ " now be reformulated as \_- R -

“ . N i
If (1) J believes that u, and (2) J believes 4 -~ <-
o that, under conditions u, A-ing will gesult -lr
Lo ’ ‘"ln ¢, and (3) J wants %, and (4) J has no- N -
, -, want (or set of wants?‘whlch 1ther‘hxceeds
- ﬁor equals his want for’ ¢, and (5) J believes .
;\\ that there is no action, under conditions 4§,
. whdrh is as good or better as a means of
- achieving ¢, than A-jng, and (6) J is capable
of A-ing, and refraif®ing from A-ing, and (7)
J knows how to A, then . .
- the appropriate and/or reasonable
I thlng for J to do is A.

L

[ ] L}

\J

‘n thls form, it merely statges. explicrtrly w\at remalned
' N
* 1mp11c1t 1n the orlglna}\~ As such, it would- agpear to
. ~ \
encounter no objectlons. Here, the antecedent descrlbes

. all the conditioﬁsﬂgoverninq anragenqis eituation insofar
’ ’

as they enable rationalbzation of his behavxour. Moreover,%

it would establish the requlred cggnectxon between the
5 explanans of (M ) and its explananduﬁ On this account,
qulte ceptable;‘ But

our keconstructlon wouldathen géém

« - 1 s i
.

it might be criticized on other,grouqu; For princigi@SB

. of actzon, as'we have been.told, are, 1n some. sense,

¥
general assertions. .As we reconstruct it, howeVer, it
2 % ’ - . . ) o ) “ .',
remaing a singular statement and, 3s such, would be: of

little use in ?xplénation. 'Itﬁwefare toﬁgrog§de_ap adeedhte
Fepretentgtiqn of such prinéiples, we must then captb;e ‘
their generality. Noﬁ, it\might be observed that, as ;
p;esented above,vthe principle of actxon involves four
distinct denotative expressiong,.namely, (15 ‘g"yh;Ch

desigrifates the agent, (ii) 'u' which des1gnates tﬁe agent's




°. . : . .
situation as he percedwe® it, (iii) '4¢' which désignatés
the agenk's desire, and (iv) 'A' which designate% the: -

agent's adtion. If we were then to quantlfy with respest

-8

e -

to any or all of these terms, we mxght thereby capture the
N

generality "of princigles &f action. But, in this way, we

-might obtain fifteen distinct princigfes of action, ahy
) ' ' . a
one of which mig?t, in conjunction with (Mz)'s initial

premiss; succeed in rationalizing a particular action.
Among them, would be o )
4 - LY

T

(F) (u) (A) (¢) {If (1) J believes that wu, and -
. (2) J believes that, under o
v - conditions u, A~ing will result
in ¢, and (3) J wants ¢, and . -’
.{4) J has no want (or set of '
wants) which either exceeds or .
equals his want ‘for ¢, and (5) J
. believes that there 1is no action,
under conditions u, which is as
od or better, 4s a means of
\ ach1ev1ng ¢, 7 A—lng, and ~
- _ {6) J is capable ©f A-ing and
' refraining from A-ing, and (7) J
knows how to A, then . | :

(P] ‘

a the approp#iate and/or
reascnable thing for J ’
o to do is A] fsg g o -

thch we mlght adopt as the representatlve of thls entire

.’

set., With thrs however, . pr1nc1p1es of actlon ‘woiild now

» assume the familiar form of unlvereal genetaleatlons.

.Yet, they wgQuld still not be recogniied %g nomological

prxnc1ples. And i£ is‘thie which is the source of their®
dlfficultxes. For we still have no way of distingﬁiﬁhipé
them from other, nonexplanatory assertioes of the same ‘

form. Nor could such principles justify Oufﬁprédictions.




+
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But (P}, and the set which it represents, is highly
syggestive. For, if it could be shown that we possess a

* corresponding set of laws, ‘as represented by
/ ] !

—

(J), (w) (A) (¢} [If (1) J believes that u, and

: (2) J. believes that, under conditions L,
Avlng will result in ¢, and (3) J
wants ¢, and (4)-J Has no want (or (3
_ set of wants) which either exceeds 1
. . or equals his want for ¢, and (5) J
"believes that there is no action,

under conditions u, whith is as " ,

good or better, ‘as a -means of

achieving ¢, than A-ing, and (6) J

is capable of A-ing and refrainang
- fromYA-ing, and (7) J knows how to
-A, then

i

P o

¢ J A's), . .

. . . » ) .
all ‘the problems which confront this model and specifically,

60

>

o

its printiple of action might be resolved.

Where conditions nemologically determine an event's
@ A

occurrence, if ome knew of these prior conditions and the
~ ot
laws which govern them,it would surely be botlj reasonable

and appropriate, for him,tqﬁexpecf-that‘event,to occur. JIn
the light of such knowlédge, that event's occurrence must
be ;egarded as appropriate and the occurrence of anyth!hg

A .

else, as 1nappropr1ate. The txuth_of the\stronger

assertion, [L], would then guarantee the truth of ‘the //
weaker, (Pl. If our posse851on of such laws could ‘then be’;
é

\
sustained, we mlght, on this basls explaln our acqulsltion
’ of principlas ogbactlon as well as provide a qflterlon by
means of which they‘might be distingﬁished from, their non=

explanatory imitators. All and .only legitimate principles.

Bl

’ ’
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r \ )
of action, it might then be maintained, follow from laws

of the sort cited above. And, since thgir legitimacy

. P : . *
would be grounded in nomic¢ regularity, such principles

might even be admitted to sustain predictions. [P] might

then be said te tell us what, under the circumstances, it‘t
would be reasonable to expecﬁ: (L] wgild tell us EEX sgch’
expectations a{g-reasonable,' %uch;an account would tﬁéq
enable us tqﬁaccommodéte and explain all the insights of ‘
its predecessors, while(aQOiding-the problem; which thex) \\
encounter. Bjit, in thét case, it must be acknowledged as, - \\;»
strpngér th. its rivals and, all otherjthinqs being

~equal, would be prefe;ag;g‘to them. To obtain it, however,

we ére’obliged to support.the EOhtention tha;;we dé, in '
fact, poésess laws of‘éhe éort-repré%ented by [L].,
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Dray, William H., Laws and Exglanatlon in “History,
pg. 125, v
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2 All other factors, since they do not promote an undec-
standing of the event, would be explanatorily irréle?ant‘,
and must, therefore, be excluded from the explanans. ~For
the purpose of explaining a person's action, they would
not then be recognlzed as part of his 31tuatlon and would
not he included in our description of 'a situation of

type C'. 3 4

3 Donagan, Alan, “The Popper-Hempel Theory Reconsidered”,
- in Philosophical Analysis and Hlstory, edlted by William
H. Dray, Pg. 147. .

-

4 ‘When -the reason offered in Explanation of an action
concerns the agent's belief about his situation, "if the .
agent's belief should be true, it is customary to describe
the situation=- assert the belief’ - without explicitly
1den€ﬁfy1ng it as such. Thus, 'Why did Jones take his .
umbrella to the city?' would usually be answetred with
'It's raining in the city', rather than 'Jones believes
that it's raining in the c1ty if the belief which 1S
offered in explanation is con31dered to be true. But, in
order that this response explain - be a reason for -
Jones' action, we must assume that we are not merely belng;
offered a piece of meteorological information, but rather
a description of what Jdnes believes to be the case. For,
as the precedlng discussion would suggest, unless the facts
are reflected in an agent s beliefs, alluding to them can
be of no assistance in explaining his action. Yet, at _
some point or other our beliefs must come in contact with
reality. 1Insofar as'iziis the actial world which deter-

mines what we believe d what e desire, it will also
determine what we do, d, to'the extent that beliefs,
desires, and actions are determined by '*the real world’',
they are rational. Natural events are not therefore
irrelevant to human events as many would have us believe.
But their influence ‘upon human action is indirect, medlated
by beliefs and desires. ‘ . . .

Ve

As a rule, when offering a person's belief in explan-
ation of his action, we only find it necessary to state .
explicitly that we are describing his belief when what is
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believed is thought to deviate from fact, i.e., is
regarded as false, Thus, if the city were suffering from
a drought and would continue to do so, in explanation of
Jones' behaviour we would be obllged to state explicitly
that he believed it to be raining in the city. Regardless
of how it is expressed, however, we must, in either case,
assume that the agent's belief is being described. All
the reasons which might be offered in explanation of
actions are subject to-similar stylistic variations. Butw
this does not affect our main point., While, in practice,
reasons of this sort do not always explicitly assume the
form represented by (1), if completely stated, they woudd,

_Pe required to do so,

5, Dray, op. cit,, pg. 119.
6 That is, it would be subject to essentially the same
sort ,of objections as were levelled at the Dravian programme,

! Taylor, Charles, The Explanatioh of Behaviour, og. 32.

8 Harré, H. and P.F. Secord The Explanation of Behav;our,
Pg. 40

9

'¢' may be replaced by either an individual or senten-

"tial constant. _See, foetnote 7, Chapter Three.

F.

10 It might be observed that people want different things -
under different circumstances and hence, that (3) should
be qualified by the phrase-"under conditions u"

Z _However, this would be unnecessary, For, we
might assume that our description of the goal itself, v1z.,
¢, would be requlred to include some account’ of the
conditions governing lt ' -

See, Drax __2 “cit., pg. 129.

12 Davxééon, Donald, ."Actions, Reasons, -and Causes", in
The Nature of Human Action) P9. 70 ‘

13/ Notice that "J believes thatﬂ;." or "J thinks that..."
is usually omitted when either (1) or (2) is offered as
the regason, and where what 2s believed is thought to be |
true. See, footnote 4, above.

.‘( f

1? Pap,.Arthur, An Introductlon to the Philosophy of
_Ecxence, pPg. 264. ) 3

/
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15 Thus, one who knows (3) might identify J's A~ing as a
trying-to-obtain-¢, while one who knows (1) might iden lfy
1t as a manlfestatlon of his belleVLDg that u..

16 Brandt, Richand and Jaegwon Kim, "Wants as Explangtions.
of Actions”, in Readings in the Theory of Actlon, edited by
N@xggn S. Care and Charles Landesman, pg. .

17 Or alternatively, had a number of desrres.which, when
combined, exceeded his desire for '¢. Here, '¥' might
designate either a single object (er state-of-affairs) or
a set, ‘

18

Armstrong, D.M., A Materiali eory of Mind, pg. 152.

)

19 Assuming, of course, that Jones had,‘ or had access to,
a raincoat.

20 G.W, Leibniz, Textes Inedites, (édited by 6. Grua),
Parls, T938, pg. 276. Translated by Ausonio Marras.,

21 Russell, Bertrand, A Crxtlcal Exposition of“the e
Philosophy of Lelbnlz, pg. 293.

22

Downs, Anthony, An Economic Theory of Democracy, pg. 5.

%

23 Although perhaps not suffxcxent, thls condltzon would
seem to be at ledst necessary for reasonable (rational)
choxce.

]

24 Cf. A Theory of Human Action. "A standlng want...ls a’
diSPOSLtIon or propensity to have an occurrent want, a dis-
pogition that lasts with the agent for a reasonable length
of time." {cf. bid., pg. 86) "An occurrent want is a

qsntal event or mental process." (Loc., cit.)

25 "Standing wants...do not by themselves cauge acts.
Standlng wants...can affect actions only by becoming
activated, that is, by being manifested in occurrent wants."”
(Ibid., pg. 88)

26, Assuming an appropriate utility'function as a measure

of the relative strength of the agent's ogcurrent desires,
we might 'say that he seeks satisfaction of that subset in
which- the sum of utilities assigned to the members is
greatest. . .

5
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27 .

Cf. Goldman, op. cit., pg. 86.
28

This might serve as a measure of the egent's rational-
ity as well. ¢ .
29

For such purposes, they might have to be activated as
occurrent wants. But that would not affect our programme.

f

30 And this might represent t another measure of an
agent s Eatlonallty.
-

31 . ' -

DOWnS, op. EiE" pg. 6. . w\\
32 And otoer natural phenomena.
33 Louch, A.R., Explanation and Human Action, pg.ld.
34 Peters, k.s;p The Concgoé'gg Motieation,Aég; 51;
35

.Cf. Morton White, Foundationg' of Historical Knowledge,
" who describes a position which he refers ta as 'morallsm'
.and which might be defined as ‘the thesis that .one "can
understand an action if and only if it is a reasonable
action™. (Ibid., pgﬂ§183;)

) N ‘4’

. 36 "Choice is always between alternatives, that is
Petween several courses to be weighed in the same scale
against each other, the ohe to be preferred." (€f. J.L.
Austin, "Ifs and Cans", pg. 166.) °

37 - ‘Yet, this notlon itself requi:es analysis. BAnd, as
has been observed, "decision and chdice are intelligible -
-.only within the arena of agtion".. (Cf. A.I. Melden,

Free Action, pg. 203.) So that an adequate account of .
actions must also account for the.choices which actions
involve. :

-

38 Implicit in this argument is the Rantian doctrine that
'ought' implies 'can', i.e., 'justification'. implies
'capability’. . _ oo
39 . ; : | -
aylor, op. cit., pg. 33. , P

o ‘a - .. .

40 Here, one might protest that, as a novice, he would not
be capable of making this shot. And we must, of course,
agree. For-there is a §trong sense of capability which

+



entails knowing how to do what one is capable of doing.

But this is n@t the sense+in which the expre531on is being

used here., -As I employ. the expreSSLOn, one is capable of

doing something just insofar as it is the sort of thing

he could choose to do or refrain from doing, and there are
.~ no known principles which would preclude his executing his

choice. And, if anything, this weaker sense of capability

is more current than the stronger. Indeed, all learning

wauld seem to presuppose it.' For, only if one were - v

capable of doing something in this sense, could he ever !

learn- (come to know} how to do it. Only if one believed

himself capable, in this sense, would he have any reason

to try. No one is capable of growing hair or squaring the

circle.. But, in the weaker sense, an infant is capable

of beatlng Bobby Fischer at chess, or of becomlng prime-

minister., And it is in this sense that the nowvice

bllllard-player is capable of m#king his shot.

1t might be . gbted that the strong sense of eapablllty
‘mentioned here would correspond to Rlchard Taylor 8 sense
of ability about which he saysesthat "no agent is able to
perform any. given act in the absence of conditions :
necessary for its accomplishment®”. (Cf. Metaphysics, ’ 1
pg. 64.}) And, by refusing to acknowledge any other sense -
of the expression, he is able to reach his Fatalistic
conclusion. His position might “then be attributed to his -
myopia. '

41 insofar-as experience provides us w1€h such knowledge,
it is 'the best teacher'.

.42 Behaviour identified as action on this basls would be
nonintentjonal actlon. ‘

43 Cf. Gilbert Ryle, The Concept of Mind, pp. 27ff, 40ff.

' 44 I feel completely confident of my Capablllty of baklng

- a cake or tying a half-hitch, although I know how to do
.neither. Insofar as an infant has no mental or physical
disabilities, it is capable of reading in English, French,
or Chinese, althoygh it obviously does not know how to do

. SO,

45 The. set [R], a subset of [T], includes those members

. of (T} which might serve as the (explicit) reason for an- ,

action. The set [S] is comprised of those conditions ' .
which must be satisfied in order that a request for -
reasons be approPrlate.‘
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46 Here, ‘one mlght wish to suggest akra51a, or weakness
of will, as a pr;me candidate., _But It remains question~
able that caseg 3f this sort are even possible, much less
actually occur. 1In any case, that such phenomena -
whatever they amount to - could be accommodated by our.
programme will be demonstrated later in our discussion,

But even if, -at” this: point, one were to introduce a
counter-example which demonstrated [T]'s insufficiency, -
it mlght easily be avoided by adding a further condition
to ‘the set. And «his would constitute no essential alter~
ation in our general positien. Such attempts at refutation.
would then appear to be quite fruitless.

47 Which I take to be essentlallj what Donagan means by
"explanation by 'the logic of thHe situation'". (Cf. "The

2

Dray, op. cit., pg. 132 -

49 ¢ (T} enables us to explain J's A-ing, and if (l)

through (7) are known to be true when another person's

name is substituted for 'J' as it occurs in these condi-

tions, 'then they must also assist in explaining his -A-ing.

The 'logic of the situation' continues to be the same

regardless of who happens to be in the situation. When ) .
we speak of logic, whatever the context, we are speaking

of general principles which govern certain relations,

regardless of what particulars occur theyein. Donagan

would appear to haue overlooked this fact.

4

§0 See, Marcus Singer,,ﬁeneralization in Ethics.
s — : 4 , L
>1 Donagan, op. cit., pg. 148. . : e T
52 o . T
Dray, ome cit.., pg. 135. ' e ‘
53 ] . - . ) - ‘~
) Donagan, op. cit., pg. 154-155.
>4 Loc. cit. . - o =
55 T | ' |

An action's being.reasonable in the lxght of his situ~-
ation might be said’ to imply "that if the situation had
been as the wgent. enuwisaged it, then what he did would .
have been the rational thing to do". (Cf., William Dray,
"Historical Understanding as Re-Thxnking , pgs 178.) But
that is quite another*matter. .

- .
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would, in no way, compromise our programme,
. . 13
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36 winch, Pgier, The Ideaiggyg Secial Jcience, pg. 82.
57 . . -
Dray, op. cit., pg. 124._ :
5(8 ®

> As was observed earlier, (cf. fqgﬁpoées 4 and 13 above) ,
these are all subjegt to stylistic variations. But this

i

29 Throughout the féfééoing dlscussionrw’é’,,*i', *AY, and

“'¢' have served as 'dummy' \names, singuldr- terms de31gnat1ng

individuals. 1In {P] ‘and [L}, I shall employ thesée same
symbols to represent the var;ables instantiated by these
sinqgular terms. When they ocear in either of these asser-
tions, they are intended to represent.variahles whereas in
all other contexts. theyAare intended as singular terms. .

. .
k) 1 -

60 Both {P] and [L], as well as the Sets whlch they
represent, would of course involve us -ih quantification
into epistemic (opaque) contexts. One might then object
that both formulae are ill-formed in virtue of their 3
involvement of this illegitimate operatlon. .Yet, I believe
that it has been’ generally recognized that "we have to i”
countenante quantlflcatlon into a con¥bxt governed by an ' - .
expressxon for an (opaquely construed) propesitional -
attitude”. . (Cf. Jaakko Hintikka, "Semantics for Proposi-
tional Attltudes » P9, 157.) The important question is
therefore not whether, but how this™operation might be
justifiéd., With respect to this, I would be inclined to

- adopt the general approach taken. by David Kaplan (cf. "Quan-

tifying In"), Jaakko Hintikka (cf. loc. cit.), and Wilfrid.
Sellars (cf, "Some Problems about Belief™), who, despite
many differences, would seem to advocate s1m11ar
programmes. ,




& succeed in explaining- what was done, our analysis hlght 'A/;,

u‘,/'

CHAPTER gfvn
The Dei;nce
In the preceding chapter, I developed a general
description 6f a person's situatipn:for the purpose of
¢ éxplélning his action. There, ig was mgintainea that [T}
comprises all the conditions which an agent must satisfy
in order tlat his behaviour result from and thus, be
*expléinable by, his téaaons.' With it, I propesed'a
'reconstructlon of the Dravxan, fM Y. analysis Qf»actfbn-
exp}anatlon. But, while an agent must satisfy all’ the
‘cénditions of this set and we must know, or_assume,‘}his'
to be the case in ofder that his behaviour be.rational~
 ized, we are not requ&red “to state all of them when
explaining such occurrences. By dn.stingnishlng those .
) : _ , . .
explanation of a par§icular action,’i.e., the subset ([R],
from théfe which must accompany them agAtacit assumptions,

viz., the subset (S], in order that such agsertions

then be made to coincide Wlth the comﬁon practice of
explaining actions in terms of reasons. Lnd,,when”(Mz)‘
'wayeconstructed on this basig, it was seen’ to satisfy

maﬁ§ of the prerequisites for action-explanation. But,

a 221 a

members of the set which might be explic;tly stated ;n‘ '
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in addition to a description of the agent's situation,

such explanations qift include & general assertion. To

accémmodate‘this, (MZ)'s’advoéziés have argued that the ’

e

L, . < , 2 . . L
generalization involved is a principle 22 action of the

sort. described earlier, rather than the empirical law
propased by their regulistic advefsaries. HoweverLiSuch
principieé iﬁérgduce a Variety of problems all of wﬁich *
might be avoided, if the regulistic thesis could be °
sustained. Moreover, the form whiéh principles of action
aésum%;.according to our reconstruction, is highly ‘
suggestxve of the sort of laws which 'would be required for
a regulistic analysis of actlon—explanatlon, i. e.. laws
"of form [L]. If it could be shown thaé'we do, in fact,
possess such laws, we m;ght then accommodate the 1ns;ghts
of a Dravian acccunt vwhile avoldlng 1ts difficulties.
S1nce£;aws of this sort xmply prlnciples of action, the
latter 8 origins would then be easily explalned But,
with such laws, thgse principles‘would be rendered qu#ﬁe
redundant. Fo;;'tﬁey would no lcqg;r q; required fqr‘

action-explanation; the requisite laws would serve in
) . o

their stead. With this<:ﬁur general analgsis of action
explanation might be,représented as 5
. : -+
(Mi) v

i) (1) g believes that u, and o
(2} J believes - that, under conditiona (
, .y, A-ing will result in ¢, and’ .
43) O wants ¢, and . ’
(4) J has no want (or_set of wants) R
which £&ither’ exceeds or equals ; ’

» a3




(5)

/ N
i) (3)

i

. °, »

"' orrsimp;y-as

* andt
P -

gartial analysis‘of action-expianatidn which, if completéd,

takes the familiar form of the coverzng-law mo@el

*

when revised in this way, (M ) might avoxd all the
objections ralsed agalnstq?t. An actlgn~explanation, - K -
| . '

" according to this analysis, would be an enthymeme, an T .

explanatzon-sketch which o <

—

(6)

. Therefore,

i) (L1 -
Therefore, (B).

" From this perspective, (M%f would be seen as,only a

'his want for ¢, *and '

J believés that there is no actlon,

under conditions u, which is as

good or better, as a means of
achieving ¢, than A~ing, and

J is capable of A—lng, and of
refraining from A-ing, and %N e

J knows how to A, ‘

(u} (A) (¢) HIf (1) J believes

that -y, and (2) J believes that,

under conditions yu, A~ing will

result in ¢, and (3) J wantg ¢, °
and (4) J has no want (or set of

wants) which either exceeds or

equals his want for ¢, and (5) F

believes that there is no action, )
under conditions yu, which is-as

good or better, as a means of

ach1ev1ng ¢, than A-ing, and

. (6) -J is capable of A-ing, and
réfrainlng from A-ing, and (7) J

knows how to A,- =

then (B) J A's]). ' ’

-(B) J A's,‘

i) (7] | . o o )

. - o
o, '

L

b
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con91sts of a’ more or less vague 1ndlcat§§ﬁ af”:
the laws and initial condition congider¢
relevant, and,..needs T£illing Qut' in.order .
to turn 1nto a full—iledggd explanatlon.l - .

. <
On this reconstruCtion, however, (ﬁz) would no "longer be
o y ' _ .

accpptible to anti-regulists. - For it wodld now fall s

a

~ within the Trequiist scheme, And, since such rev1slons e

<.
>

would enable us to avoid the difficultles which confront
that model, thls would strongly recomménd their adopt;pn.

Moreover, silice explanation in soe;al science is essen-

<
tially act;on—explanatlbn, if -such an analyszs were

: Lo R : a
espoused, one model of explanation, viz., the covering-law
_ ' . / T
model, would accommodate all the sciences, social as well®

as natural. Parsimony as well would then favour our .

P - - . N
account. “fh the light of such‘considerations, an analysis -

of the sort prﬂed here ‘would seem preferable’ to its

. - -

rivals.

» : o
Yet, unless we were actually acqualnted with (L] and
the other members of the set Wthh it represents, actxon-

explanations .could still not be of the~quel.descr1bed -

P

» N . *“-\

5
o7

3

above. But can we legitimately claim knowledee of such .

laws? Now, by establishing the various factors’to be. -

’

included in a description of an’ agent's situation for the
‘ g . ‘ N ’ o
purpose of exPlaining his action), i.e., those feattres

- . 3
& . )

¢ . , '
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designated by 'a‘situatibn of t pe C*' . ag it occurs ih (M,),
Y \? 2

we are, in fact, stating the conditions which must be .
satisfied in order that an agent's reasohs“bﬁing about his

action so that an appeal to his reasons might-explain his
. by . :

] .
behaviour. And [T], it was arqued, provides us with an

exhaustive description of these requirements. Should any
member of this set be unsatisfied, it woudld be generally

denied. that J's A-ing resulted fro@ his reasons and hénqe,

that his behav%pur co@lq be explained on that bgsi51”l

Should all these conditi%,s be satisfied, hoyéﬁg},'wé

wauld recognize that wpgi J did resulted fré@ His reasons
. ,

and, depending upon how the event was idenéified, we f‘
. & «
would accept either condition (1), (2}, or (3))as the
-

reason which explained it. This set of conditions, it will

be recalled, was obtained by considering the kinds of
quectibns which might commonlv be raised *against particu-
lar action-explanations. Our approach was that of the

’

informed language-user; the objections were those which

- might be raised by anyone who understood the language,

i.e., was familiar with the concepts thereby expressed,
might be expected tb raise. We might, therefore assume
that there is.general agreement with respect to these

conditions. In that case, however, .it wculd also be

L

agreed that,awheré {T] was éhtisfied, J's behaviour.
resulted from his reasons and must he explained on this

bagis. But how are we to account 'for this consensus?

-t

-

2
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Yecognized? This might be explained

by the fac% that afl who are aéquaiq;ed.with the language

-

know, either-e

principles like [L]. Nor would there-seem to be any other -

L ]
plausible éxpianation of the agreement we encounter on such

- . o
matters. Thgtftherefis such a consensus would then

L4 - ’ [

constitute some ewidence that we actually possess such

.

laws.
*

But even if there are such principles, many would
protest that Ehey'"cannot be sharpened into the kind of
laws on the basis of whlch accirate predictiops can
“reliably be made“ 2 HoWever, we.requlre empirical laws,

- -

not'gnly-for he gxplgdétion of natural phenomeha, but
for their (scientific) prediction as well, And since
principles of the sort.gepresented byV[L] couid ;é;>
sustain prediction, they would n;t méfit recogﬁition as
. laws. Thus, even if (M } described the ﬁi:m of actlon—
explanatlon, the generalization -which that model involves
would not be an empirical law; the model aé)a whole woukdn
not then satisfy -the covering-law condition and cou}d not
therefoie'be regarded as cébering—law. On 95?5? ground;,
Qne hight then érgue that (M7) is qufpe:compatibleAwiﬁh
the aétl-requlisﬁpgrogramme and tha£ it is not; in fact, a

éoveEing-léwfmodel of action-ekplanation.

@ Iike it lack the precisioh of scientific laws, it is by no

means apparent that one cannot, with their assistance, make

A

icitly q@r/implicitly, and accept a set of °

. . Now, while it must be admitted that [L] and asseftioqs.

-
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reasonably aceurate predlctlons of what people will de.

We are able, on many occaszohs to anticipate a person's

action. And knouledge of such genér?lizatibhs might well

be the means by which this is gccomplisﬁed.,,aut even if

this were not the case, it wodld~s?ill not oblige‘our

denying their nOmological status. For,~amoﬁg laws, théy
. would not be unique . 1n this, respect We are frequently

as s

obllged to appeal to lawlike generallzqtlons which are’

.

insufficiently precise to enable accurate prediction. f
S 4
Long before science provided its more exact principles,

common -men explained the phenomena of their experience - Y.

a body s falling, a kettle's boiling, the fre921ng of

water - by appealing to pre-sc1ent1fic laws whléh, although

perhaps vague ‘in many reSpects,.functlon in. much the same

way as their more sophisticated sucqessors. And most

still do. ¥

~

Unless one is prépa;ed to denyithe possibility

of both explanation and predietion on thisahésis,3 he
must acknowledge that an assertion's imprecision is insuf-
- L ' . :

ficient to warrant our‘ﬂgnying itgs lawfulness,. Despite

their vagueness, such generalizationsg were -accepted . and

“

employedyqéﬂléws until better were aQSil%ble. And, thle'

* .

we might be required to admit that [L] and its kin are

'1aw$ of this sort, this\wéuld not prQVgnfﬁdh; recogniiing
them ag laws. Gaps, in our xnowledge are frequéntly bridged

by ceteris paribus.clauses. Where our 'knowledge is incom-

plete, our laws might be expected to’ reflect our ignorance.

'Yet, this would not ¢ompromise their lawfulness. Indeed,
o . -0 . .

‘
2
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T

one of science's tasks is to investigate such pre-scientific

*

-\principles4 in order to confirm and refine them. Through

\

2
*

- could not sustain prediction. And we have not, as yet,
) .

such an enquiry, we obﬁein a more precise syseem of
empirical laws. But even such sophiéticated substitutes

are not free from impreciston., Boylg's law, for example, -
L R " )

"is' accurate only for gases of very low déhsity".s And

other scientific laws suffer from similar limitations.‘ We

would nevertheless, contlnue to recognize such assertlons
\ - »

7

ras laws.‘ Scientific laws would then dlffer from those of

the pre scient{fic varlety cnly in their degree of impre-

[y

cision. And that assertlons llke [L] must be cla351f1ed A

' among..the I%tter}would not constitute a refutation of

\ : :
thelr lawfulness. However, to distinguish them from the

more prec15e laws of. science, we might—~refer to fL] and

- ~

the other members of the set ‘which it represents as lan

sketches. o ‘ , oo
sxetcnes - p ,

'Yeg, those who raise the foregoﬁng opject%on are

unlikely to be so easfly-dissuaded. For it is not justpthe

éect of [L]'s vagueness that causes them to deny its law~

,fﬁlnessf‘but rather khat because of such imprecision [L]

responded . to such charges. In this regard, it~migﬁt Le

,

observed that one could only know that [L]'s antecedent

condltlons were satisfied after the occurrence of the

event descrlbed‘by its consequent. As a result,‘such .

assertians would not serve as a basis for prediction. *®or =
’ ' <u

‘this reason, many would maintain that they could not be

4
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r -t ’ o
-nomological! But, this would still not justify the'ir- claim.

'

3

For, even among the laws which science provxdes, 1t lS,
frequently the case "that "we do not know xndependently of
the occurrénce of the explanandum event that all the condi~ |
thﬂS.llStEd in the explanans ‘are reallzed".6 Such laws
would not allow for Qrediction either. _Yet, fet all that,
weé would still maintdin their nomological seatus. Where  a
dispositional- sta occurs among the initial conéxtlons, v

it *fulflllment may only be established. by the occurrence

.provide the means by which [i] and its kin could be '

of the event to which it was a contrxbutlng cause, And,
s N N " - . .
-while we may continue 'to seek laws having initial conditions

hd .

whose occurrence might be established prior to the occur-*

rence of the event described by their conse&ueqts, until

such are obtained we continue to use those we have and to

accept them as nomological. Moreover, where law-sketches

-

like {L] are concerned, it would appear~to be neither

5

logically nor nomologlcally impossible.., for
us to know the critical explanatory factor([s]
. before, or independently of the occurrence of
the explanandum event; the lmposs;blllty _ -J
appears to be rather a practical and perhaps
. tempaorary one, reflecting present llmztatlons
of knowledge and technology.8
Althouqh, at present, we may have no way of Lndepenaently
estahllshlng the existence and the relative strength of a
person’'s de51re,and pelxefs, that we could never do so is

far frqmlobvious.9 Advancing technology might one day

-

refined sp as to 'permit prediction. It is therefore not
T e ‘ .
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\_ .
necessary, as those who raise the foregoing objection

presume, that an assertion sustain prediction in order

that it merit rec;gnltldn as nomologlcal Eveﬁ if [L]'

and 51mllaq£§tatements do. not enable prediction, since they
yould support cpunter-fgctual and subjunctlvelconditlonals
as well as satisfy all the othgt conditiéns bf,lhwfulness,
thi; alége would be sﬁfficient to;jﬁstify our recognizing
them‘as nomologlcal generalizations.” Neither [L]'s vague-
ness nor 1ts fallure to serue as a ba;is for predictien
would then warrant our denyxng‘lts nomologigal status.

& Al

It is frequently argued that the laws whlch régullsgs

1nvoke "are elther-spurlous or untrue” .;0

Where théy are
stated “as empirical génerali;ations, they are demonstrably
false; where no such demonstratiory can be provided, these‘
"putatite laws are...thinly disguised tautologies".11 |
_And; in either case, we would be obliged to deny that they
aréinomoldgiqal.*llf-we are then to sustain our account

of action—éxplanation, we must meet. both of these cbjec-
tions and show that [L], an&‘other members of ;his sgt, are
‘ vulne;ablé to neithe:; Let us first consider whgth'r L] ¢
rand<princip1és like it are true. . That is,‘is'it ngi the
case.that peéple have ;étually satisfied all the antecedent
conditions 'of theseé principles, yet failed to perform the}
relevant actian? Thiélwould geeﬁ'toaraisg the perplexing
possibility éf akrasia,.weaknegs of wili.‘.Are there such
cases and wtuld theyfnot falgify {i]? ‘A plausible why of.
accountiﬁq for«ex;mples‘og this sott, were theygto érise,'

- -
L] “
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would be to say that either the agent ‘in question’was
unable to decide upon what he wanted, or upon the best fray
of acﬁievinq it, i.e., maintain that either conditions '(4)

or (5) of [T] was unsatisfied. If that were the case, N

,'howeVEr,'they_would represent no ‘threat to {L]. But even .

s y

if, for some reason, this were censidered unaccegtable,
'such cases might he accommodated in yet another way. For,
there is.no reason why we could not introduce ceteris

Earlbus clauses to cover such anomalles. By stating that,

@

_given the antecedent donditions and barring v1t1atxng

R \ A .

factors, the agent performs the deslgnated actlon we would
‘allow for such possxbllltles wh;le still preserVLng {L].
As was acknowdedged earlier, [L] and similar assertions
manifest the imérecision—of all gre;scientiﬁic laws; they

. are law-sketches rather than fully‘aeveloped scientific

laws. But this would not compromise their nomological

status. To introduce cgzeris parinus clauses, as I have
suggested, would only render Ehem somewhat waguer. How-
ever, in all other respects-they would rem;in eésent;aily
unaltered and might still pe recognized as laws and
function in that capacity. Indeee; if we acbual}y employ
sych generalizationsyin our aetion-explanations, such an
addition might provide a better represenﬁation of the
vague and imprecise knowledge we haverf'them., Counter-
" examples of the sort which we have considered might then
be accommodated by our analysis and would not' therefore

»

represent a threat. -
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. Yet, it continues to be exceedingly difficult to

’ * 12

imagine a case where [L] would be false. kh order that

it be refuted, howgyer;_such‘a_case must not only be
imagined, it mﬁét ac;uélly be produced. And that such
disconfirmihg'instanceg occuf so that we might discower
them and use them as e;ideﬁce surely seems questionable.

But even if we were presented with a situation which

succeeded in demonstrating ([L]'s falsehood, this would

] . .
still not shakesour position. For fL] might well be false,

as might many of the scientific laws which we presently
accept. But I am not committed to maintaining [L]'s

‘ : ¥
literal truth, nor would I wish to be. My’ thesis would

L]

ogdy require’ that [L], and assertions iike it,. are

accepted as true descriptions of nomological reqularities
and presupposed by our action-eéxplanations. And this is
quite consistent with their falsehood. I would only wish

to mainéain that [L] and others 0of the set are accepted

as laws and hence, as true. I am not arguing for their

truth., Indeed, the history of scientific advancement |,

N .

would strongly suggest that, like other pre~scientific
. laws, this set will one day be abandoned, considered to be !

false, and-replaced by a more refined system.' That is,«

L - e

there is good reason to believe that the nomological
generalizations which we presently employ in our explana-

tions of action will eventually be reduced to & more compre-

13

hensive set of'expiahatory principles.,® But it does not,.

s,

L] .
. ’
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of course, follow from this fhat péople do not at preséht
accept these principles as true and lawf;l: And this is
all that my analysis ieéuires. Even if [L] s falsehood
weyre demonstrated, m} 9051tlpn would continue to be quite
defensifle.

But Ehis~br?;gsyus back to the second prong of the
. attack. - For, having admitted that it is difficult, if not
impossfble, to imagine c%ses thEh would disconfirm jL};

it QOuld now seem that we must fall prey to the objection

that this assert}on, and thosé like it{ are‘actually
analytic statements and hence, could not be nomological,
To meet this challenge, we might- observe éhgﬁ it presupposes
the traditional account of analyt1c1ty, i. e.; the view that
all statements might be unequivocally classxf;ed as elther

analytic or synthetic. Yet, as so many have observed,

s

over and beyond the clear-cut rules of
language,. on the one side, and the clear-
cut descriptive statements, on the other,
are just an enormous number of statements
_which are not happily cla551f1ed as either
*atialytic or synthetlc-l

"There is no sharp line between analytic statements and

w15

synthetic statementy, On the strength of such arguments,

we might then dismiss this objection as ill-gonceived.

However, ‘even if-we were prepared to admit the analytic/
synthetic disﬁin&tion as it is traditionally constrygd,
those who raise the foregoing criticism of our position

would now be required to .offer some proof of their conten-
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Eion. That is, they must provide some evidence that {L}

and assertion$ like it are, in- fact, analytic statements.
, Y

If this were true, one might expect that it might be

easily demonstrated. Yet, "an examination of the ¢ogical

A .

status of hypothetical statements relating 'intentional’

factors such as wants and beliefs to actiens...does nothing

to show_ that such statements are logically t in such a

way as td prevent‘them from being caxiai laws".16 While
t

many have made such allegations, littlé in the way of
< . , ) \‘ X )
proof has been offered. In that case, however, the /

-

intended refutation must fail. Such claims would not then
prevent our recognizing [L] and the other members of the
set which it represents as lawful assertions. JAng with

this, we remove the principal obstacles to our analysis.

Now, it has been maintained that:

"in order to speak about any kind of entity

’ whatsoever and thus, a fortiori, to consider
their existence or noﬁéxxstence, one pust
first accept the 'linguistic framework'
which 'introduces the entities'...one t
understand the meanings of the linguistic
expressions (sentences and terms) referring
to them...such expressions have no meaning
unless they are given 9 place in a
linguistic framework. ! :

-,

*A° linguistic framework of the sort spoken of here might be

thought of as an interrelated set of rules, lawys, of ﬁrin-
* .
ciples. In virtue of the relations which hold among 4hese

principles, "certain relations among their constituent terms

’

- ¢

will be esﬁab;iéhed; In this Wéy: such expressions are

. Q@ . - o, .
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igglicitly defined by the linguistic framework in which

they Qccur,:i.e., all thé'relatibnéhips in which they

stand td other expréssiohéfintroduced by the system are -
specified, Each bf the constituent pfinciplés of such a
network contribute ‘to tﬁf specification of hgw$the tefés
thereby introduced are to be correctly employ&d, e, to .
the méanings of these expressions. And because they are
defined in térhs of the relations in which they ;tand to
other expressions inthducedvhy the system,>in order to
understand any term.included.iﬁ such a set, one would be = £
téquirgd to understand all ﬁhe others'as well, But,

since the méaniﬁgs of these expressiong are determine@ by

the principlés of the framewprk,}such an underétanding

would require one's-knowing all the'principles of which

it is composed. Thus, insofar as an expreséioﬁﬂderives

its meaning in tQ}é way, understanding it would ;mohﬁt_ﬁb
knqﬁ}ng thg varibus relations in which it might be ’
cog;ectly said to sﬁand to other expressions introduced: by
‘the framework and;hence, knowing fow the entities which

it isointended to designaté<are related to those desfgng;ééiﬁ
bfiother terms of  the system. éut-this, in turn, amounts

to knowing the various principles by meaﬁs qf which thef
~are implicitly defined. 1Insgefar ;s one knows theé meanings

of the expressions introduced and implicitly defined by a

particular linguistic framework, he would then know the

principles cf-which>tﬁat~ﬁetworkww%s~eempeseé7kfeqafé}ess

- - o
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of whether he were able to recite thém or not. Acce ing
. ; -

such a frameworﬁ_would then amount to recognizing Jits

constituen£ princiéles as true, descriptive assertions, _
or simély knowing the meanings of the expressions intro- i

" duced and impli¢itly defined by such a sy;EEm, using t;ose
terms for making reference to_actuQ%.objecté; things in

the world, amd believing tha{.tﬂey succeed in designating

real entitieg.. And many have maintained that :
. ‘ . At )
we are workiyg within [such a] framework when

we explain a\man's actions by refgrence to

his reasons r performing them.

( . :
That is, expyessions like 'reason'sy !pefgon', 'belief',
'want', as well as a variety of related notions, it has

been afgued, are'ihtr&qgggﬁ and implicitly-defined by the k
. , ‘:j -

X

linguistic framework which people are accustomed”to

employing when describing human behaviour.19

(in that . -
case, houeéer, anfundersyéﬁding of such notions would .
piesﬁpppse knowledge of the sxptemiof principles” which
introduced them. ~To account for such kgbwledqe, we are
told thai, when one learns the correct usage of such
éxpressions, e is, at the‘same time., ;earning'the ruleé
by means of which they are implicitly defined, i.e., the
various principles of thaiiingui;tic framewoq} which'
introduzes them. And, while such knowlédge may remain

" tacit, ¢t must qévertheless be recognized.

I¢ might pow be maintained that [L] and the other . :°.
. . _~

N

4 - . ’\

R
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N
members of the set which it represents are, in iég;, laws
belbnéing "to-that peculiar explanatory framewoxkrenshrined
in everyday diséburae and applied to human_actionf.zo If
this were the case, however, it wogld not be surpriging
that some would mistake them forfégalytic statemeﬂts.

Given their deép ent?enchmeﬁt, they might be expected to
appear guite trivial. Moreovqg,,since they do partially
define Fhese notioné and are learned implicitly when we
learn thé megnings of such expréésions, how one migﬁt
come to think of them as mere definitions is easily under-
standable. But, despite these facts, éioser_inspection ‘
reveals that such_assergions ;re not analytic in a way
which would preclude their lawfulness. Were this the casa,‘
science could claim no theoretical laws wh;téoevet;
Whether.such principles‘gre’nomic'would depend upbn how
they were used in our juééements of fact. But, if;LLi
and its kin were bfincgpﬁes ofﬂthis sort, the f:ﬁégr objéc-
tion, viz., that they are analytic statements and could
not therefore be nomological, is precisely the sort of’
criticism that one would expeé£ té encounter, fhat it has
actually been raised would ﬁﬁen constitute some evidence
in support of this ac‘count.,) >
Among reéﬁlists, thggé has been a long-standing dis=-
aéreemeng as to whether the laws governing action-explana-

tion are deterministic or probabi}istic. According as-to

which of these alternatives one-adopts, his model of o

° #

s 2
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action-explanation will be eftﬁer.Deductive-Noﬁoiogical
(D-N) or Inducéive-Statisticai (1-8). And'regalists have
invariably adopted one ofithese analyses. Bd#,.as the laws
occu;riﬁg in‘such arguménts become moré impré?ibe} our

[

.ability to wlassify them as either.heterministicior proba-

o 3 .

bilistic declines, and the distihction between these

alternative models is blurred. . Whether principles which

have been qualiéied,'either éxplicitly or implicitly, by

-ceteris paribus clauses are to be recggnized as probabil;s—"

<

tic, or whether they would be more correctly seen as .

vaguely formulated determinigtic lawsg, remains quite uﬂelear,‘

Nothing in the nature of these agsertions would enable us

to settle the quéstion. And the commop-sense principles,
3 -

o

pre-scientific law-sketches, which-we invoke in our explan-

Al

ations of action are, we must admit, imprecise. It would

then seem that the laws which govern actjon-explanation and’

IS

which undérlig social science cannof be clearly ctassified

as: either probabllxstlc or deterministic. Only if their.

1nherent vagdbness were exgynged would this be possible..

©

"+ .To achieve this, however, one would be obllg%d to make

certain® fundamental changes in these pfiﬁhiples themselvea:

And, if they implicif.ly define the nétions which we apply

"to human actions in the manner descrxbed abové modlfy}ng

them in thls waygwould result in qssentlal changes in the

"intenticens of those expressions and hence, in the n&ture of

-

N XA L SN SO S

. the entities which they are meant to dééi&ﬁéie;> The terms
”

LS .
- .
7
s
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‘ ,Qh;cﬁ,they introduce would no longer have the same meaning,
y ' nog.ée,signate the same objects. We would, in short, be ’
req;ired to abandon the principles which we pregently empiof
§ in such contexts for a new set to which this'distinction }
applies aﬁd, in the process, change the meanings of all the
; $éxpress£6ns.which_£hey implicitly dg;zne. And this would

3, athount to réducing21 them to another set. But 1%, in order
k‘ to.apply the probabilistic/deterministic distinction to thé .
)
3

{1~ laws employed in action-explanation, we are required to
abandon those laws and replace thém with others, one could

f only éopclude-ﬁhat, with respect pp‘these laws, the «

; ‘distinction-ha's no applica_tion, i.e., that the principles

; \présently empioyed in odr explanations of_actggn can not be

y : _ , .
appropriately, classified as either deterministic or probabil-

Q ‘'istic. In that case, it wo%ld be equally inappropriate to
A - .
Fs cladsify argquments in which such laws occur, i.e., tion-

% . :
1m explanations and action-predictions, as either Deductive- |
‘ ) l

Nomological (D-N) ,or Inductive~-Statiltical (I-S). When the

*laws in question are rigoiéusly formutated scientific laws,
- » ’ ) . L]
- such distinctions would most assuredly have their place.

But, when we are dealing with imprecise, pre-scientific

law~-sketches of the sort efiployed i7 our explanatioﬁs of

b -

action, such distinctions cannot be properly drawn. The

:
!
|

diséute between“régulists'who advocate a D-N analysis and

% phoé@ who suppért the I-S might therefore be dismissed as,
- . e .

;’ -~ a purely verbal dispute. If the foregoing account is.

‘.
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correct, although action-explanatiogs might'satisfy all the

conditions of the covering-law model, they could be

regarded -as neLEher Deductive- Nomologlcal no"lnducklve-

LY
N Staigstlcal. But this, in turn, would require a revision

in our conception of the covering-law model., For, we

© would then be obliged to admit that there are coering-law

» N D - . , 22 (=3 4
explanations which are neither D-N nor I-S. :

- * -

But there remains one facet of the antirregulist

programme for- which wé have not; a5 yet, wffered an
- ' hd » 4 b
| account, that is, the sense in which actibn-explahations

Hmigh;‘be‘said to jusgafz behaviouf; For, while it 1is

. * apparent that, when we show that am agent's .acting as he - ”’f
) ~ did to have been the reasdhable thing for him to have done

r

.....

.

ratlonallze his actlon, we are not demonstratlng 1ts
23

bo?h ant1 requllst models, viz., (M ) angd-

1

- ratxonallty,

(M), would nevertheless re resent actidon-explanation as, .
2 P p

n some sense, evaluative. That is, accorging to them,

uch explana%ions succeea'by showing "that the situation / |f
. ' . entitles a man to act in the-way he did". 24 ;;g\common ,

9

practice would appear to substantiate this. &or, when one

_gives reasons, he would indeed seem’'to he attempting to

. )
"exhibit what was done a5 appropriate or just‘ified".?S .

8]

According %o our account, however, such explanations are

- . purely descriptive; the explanams contains no mgrmative

component. How ®hen are we to| actommodate this feature?
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'Now, it must first be observed that, in order for

241

J's A-ing to be explained according to (M7{, the explanans

Fl

° Gt .. o . .
must describe the reasoning, whether explicit or implicit,

which actually led to J's behawing in this manner.

accepting an explanation of an ipdividual
action, it will.,.assume the gereral:form
of an agent's calculation.<6 ’

Wwhen we..,.consider ourselves ju:;ified in

J must have had all the beliefs, desitres, etc., as

- j "
described by [T] and his hawing thgy must hawve resulted in

his acting in thg manner descriSéd'By (B). Should either
of”ghese requirements fail, (47) would not succeed 'in
explaining what was done. These conditions, moreover,

might be satfsfied even though th; agent is not overtly ~
conscious of having the,requisite_mental states, beliefs~.
‘ané'desireé. One's beliefs and desires need not be :
-explicitly\fqrmulated in either thoﬁqht or sggech in order
' and ult&mateiy issue in

agsumptions remain tacit
4

27

that~they serve in deliberation

"action,

-

Many of‘our most;basic
and ‘only find their expression through action. We fre= K
guently act and, i1f required to do so, could provide a .

wellr{?athid defence of our action even thoughywe were

-

not aware of having performed such deliperation prior to~ .

acting.  Much of our practical reasoning proceeds sublim¥‘
[ ]

inally, hever émérging as conscious thought. " Indeed, one
=

might everi disavow the very beliefs and desires which

mofivated his.behaviour; Self—deception)and hypoqrisy-ase, !I'

-~

-
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after all, familiar human frailties. That an agent,k is

unable to give an adequate account of the reasoning which .

led to his action would not therefore establish that he .

28

had not deljberated prior to acting. For, unless he HKad,

rationalization of his behaviour would be guite impossible.

Indéed, it would not be an action at all.

-
[

in so far as.we say an action is purposive
-at all, no matter at what level _of conscious
deliberation, there is a calculation which
could be constructed for it; the one the’
agent would have gone thr&ggh.29 e

The reasoning -.process, whether it beé explicit or

implicit, which results in an agent's performing a particu-

lar actiaon might be referred to as practical reasoning or

+

deliberation. (ﬁ7) might Ehen be said to describe the

particulaf piece of practicalAreasoﬁing which resulted in
Eheigbtion to 5e_e2plained. When performingsuch
reéégning, the agent uses his beliefs and desifes, i.e.,

- .
those which are described by the explanation of his action,
to determine what hé will do. On this basis, he evaluates

the various alternatives, selecting the best which he

30

thereupon performs. Such a process is most certairmly

‘\

. . . . - . -
evaluative, consisting in an appraisal of alternative

3 . , . -
actions in the light of what the ageﬁ%;béligves_ané desires.

+

But, when one describes thié process, he is not ihdquing‘

'in practical deliberation; he is, instead, stating how the

agent arrived at a particular evaluation., This, however,.

is-not itself an evaluation. 1In such a description, one

-

- .
a7
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mentions rather than uses the'Various beliefs and desires

by means of which the'agent reached his aeqisidn. Just as

the statement "He shouted 'Help!'", while it describes a
<

plea for assistance, is not itself such a plea, so too the

description of a particular piece of practical reasoning,

i.e., an actign-explanation, while it describes an evalu-

ative process, is not itself evaluatjive. The diverqéhce

L

between practical reasoning. and the explanati of the

action to which such reasoning led might then be seen as

yet another instance of,t;e familiar ‘USe/Mentién' :
distinction. ‘When deliberating, one uses hié'beliefé and
desires to.make the evaluation upon which he acts. ‘When
‘expiaining this action: however, we are describing the

: %o
process of deliberation and in so doing, mention those -

’\

beliefs and desires which brought it about. Describing how

a person arrived at a particdlarevaluation does not

oy ) ’
involve one in making that, or any, evaluation., Such a

-

_édescription remains normatively gf@ite néutral, Tithough

that which it describes does not. Overldoking this is

merely another commission of the classical fallacy. And
N 4

it is this over51ght that has led many to 1dent1£y tﬁe

explanatlon of actlona with their justlflcatlon.
It w111 also be observed that when one reasons ﬁé.é

practical conclu91on, whlle he may proceed in thp manner

descrlbed by [L], that assertion could not be.a part of

-

his reasoning process. -It would not occur among the beliefs



244

o
and desires which he uses to reach that conclusion. »Such
law-sketches describe how an agent's particular beliefs

and desires are related }o the outcome of his practical,

- -

deliberation. If they are true, i,e., if the aéent's
_beliefs and desires jre -actually related to his action in
- the way they describe, an agent's deliberation must corres-
pond to their desc;iptipn. They /would then represgpt the -~
form of pract;Eal reasoning. To be recognized @s'p;écéical
regsog§hg at all, a process would be required to'proééed

in the manner représentéd by such assertions. But the:
description must be dlstlanLShed from what it describes.
These law-sketches could t be a part of the process which
they represent. While, on any particular occasion an
agent's practical deliberation will manif%gt the formal
strucﬁure described by thése*%tatements, the descriﬁtion

b ’

of its fqqul charaesteristics, i.e., an assertlon of form
[L}, could not be a part of his deli;eration. He would not
2§g them when reasoning to a practical c&gyluéion. -The law-

' gketches which.we have beén discussing éould,ndt therefore -
“be a part of practical reasdninq. When we describé tﬂis
process, howevér; #n adequate. representation must not only
.include its-elemenls ~ the particular beliefs and desires
of which.it 13 compgg;d -. but must als ipdicate the

relatlons'whlch hold among these elemen£ , the rule

- A

according to which such a process proceeds. Actioen-éxplana-

tions, as descriptions of practical reasoning, must then ..
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include a descriptionh of these relations. And this would

be preévided by (L] and the other statements of the set
which it représ&gts. Thus, while (L] and_ité kin would
not be a part of dur deliberations, they must be included-

i

in the éxplanations of behaviour which results from such
_

reasoning. . ’ .

In the light of such speculations,; the point of

Donagan's analysis, viz., (Ml), bécomés clear. For, his
account‘might now be seen as an'aétempt to show that an’
individua¥i§ practical reaéoning cogztitutes the grounds
for an explanation ?f his actions. And in this respect,
ﬁe is quite correct. Practicql reasoniné is the bas;s for
actiOn;explanatibn and it includes no geﬁeral bfincigles,
e#cept insofar as they occur as particular beliefst Bﬁt
-Donagan fails to'fecoqgize that (a) the description of
practical reasoning isbnot itself a pigce of practical
;eascning; tbé€ (b) these descriptions must not only
~include the elements of the prQCeis, b3€ algo/the rules
aécording to which such'feasoning proceéds: and finally
thaf (c) action~-explanation is ‘a descriﬁtion, rather than‘
an instance, of practical deliberation, And it is his
failure to draw these‘digtinctions that leads him fo the
conclﬁsion that agtion-explanation "is not based on any
universal hypothesisg whatsoever".él"lnsdfax as his account

draws attention to the central role:'of practicéi‘reasoning .

‘in action-explanation and concerns only such deliberation,
v ’ ’ . '

-
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it would proyide us with a valuable insight.’ Howeyer,'his
contribution has “been vitiated:by his failure to distingqish
between this procéss‘and its description.

Although actiontexplanatidn)describés a réasoning
process which is essentially normative, viz., practical
reasoning, it is not itself normativé. The failure 'to
distinguish action:explanation from practical reasoning
has.resulted.in the general neglect of this féct.' For, in

v

our’  own cases, each of us is frequené}y obliged to perform
both operapions.- That is, we pérfa;m pieces of practical

reasoning which result in behaviouraiand ére then obligea

to describe it (Or some portion’'of it) in explanation of
what we did. and in order that these descriptions, our~
reasons, actually explain our behaviour, what they

describe, viz., the particular pieces of practiéal deliber-

ation, must, at least at the time of our performanae of

the behaviour in guestion, be accepted. as justifyind what
was done. In such cases, thé one providing- the explana-

tion must also have made the appropriate evaluation. But

3

this results from the explainer's peculiar relation to that
which is being explained and would only hold under such

circumstances. Moreover, while the one explaining his own
Q

action must also have made the appropriate evaluation, he

”

is not making such an evaluation when he constructs the

explanation. Even here the distinction might still be.

- maintained, Yet, since an individual's explanations of his

own actions age among the most common action-explanations

-




\

which we encounter, it is all too easy to overlook such

distinctions and conflate the reasoning process which led |,

-

to that behaviour with the description.of that prodess,.i.e.,

with the explanation of the resultant action. And, since

[

the former is inherently normative, the .latter would then

'

be so regarded as well. By generalizing, one might then

reach the conclusiép;that, in all cases, "we explain an
' 32

-

* . L) '
action by representing it as the right thing to do",
» b
i.e,, thrat all action-explanations are essentially norma-

P
~——

tive. And ﬁany have followed this path. Nor is it always

*

clear whether, when one offers reéson§ for His action, he
) is actually performing an over; act of pracfical réasoning
and hence,»justifving his performance of a paféicular-‘
-
piece of behaviour, or whether he is describing that
process (or some‘portion of it) in order to explain (or.
predict) his behaviour. Sﬁch difficulties_are‘particu—

larly prevalent where the action in question is still to

be performed. Thus, "it is easy to mistake a ju;&}fica-

l AN

tion for a piece of behaviour for an explanation of it“.33
Furthermore, it {s, as a rule, practically quite unnecessary~
to ﬁake'such distinctions., Their neglect will rarely, if
ever, have practical:consequences. They migh‘jtherefore

be easily overlooked. And stylistic factors temd to
34

-

. ’ ) L] .
.result in further obscurity, For example, when des-

eribing an agent's beliefs in explanation of his—-action,

o

only if his kelief is thought to be fatse are we likely to

- 1

*
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acknowledge it explicitly as a belief. Otherwise, we are
accustomed to stating what we; believee, i.e.,ttﬁe content
of his belief, without fu;ther comment. However, when the
.- ) ] -
agent's beliefs are regarded as true, reference to them

a

would be of essed%ially the same -form in both deliberation
- » M . lv.
and action-explanation. Under such circlmstances, it is

therefore quite unclear as to whether one's reference to
. his beliefs is intended to indicate that he is. in the * -

process of u51ng them to reach a practical conclusxon, or
%)
J‘ » -

that he is mentlonlng them in a description of how such a ;

conclusion was (or will be) reached, i.e., whether they
are being offered in justification or expianation (predic-

. tion) of the action. And desires are .treated in much the

)

same way. It is therefore notjsu;prising,that the "dis-

. . tinction to which we have drawn attention has passed

’ . ) ' ‘
largely unnoticed. Since it ig often difficult to dis--

~tinguisp between these operatiohs, many havetboncluded

that there is, in faci, no dietinction to ‘be dra&n; But’

such an inference is‘sure}y fallacfoug and has léd to the
errors of our predecessors. When we describe the,éractical ’
reasoning of others” in ex@lanation of their actibns,~and

B ,‘ ’
particularly when we regard their beliefs and desires as

A
mlstakéh or blzarre, the dlstlnctlon between actlon— .

.explanatlon and practlcal reasonlng becomes eV1dent. wWe

might then concludé that, whi le (M7) describes how an -

. , ageht, J, endeavours to justify his action, A-ing, through .

4
“
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his practical deliberation, our description, per se, would
have no normative import. And it is just.such descrip-
tlons whxch we recoqnzze as action-explanations. 1In this

way, we might- accommoaate the fanti-regulist insights

without compromising the obvious distinction between the
explanation of an action and-.the justification of its..

per formance.

According to our earlier discussion, the laws required

.

for action-explanation coyld not be derived from any of the

disciplines which we presently regard as science§ and

P

particularly, those recognized as natural sciences. The

precxse scientific pr1ncxples obtalned from such sources

A

are, we must admit, "irrelevant to the behaviour to be

explained".35 In this respect, we must concur with“the

anti-requlists against those whom we have cha{actefézed as S
traditional ;egulists. Bot this would not commit us to an
ahti-requfigt programme. ' On the cggﬁ{fffi\t{\the for?- .
going arguments are'souﬁd a regulist account might still

be maintained and would prove to be preferable, by the
appropriate crlterla, to the one(s) whxch,they propose.
Rather than the prec1se 1a;s derived from any partlcular

" science, either natural or social, if such explanations -
‘acgyélly inJolve'empiricaI laws, they must be of the
improcise, pre-scientific law-sketch variety described
earlier, laws of_the sort which common oen‘employ in their,

daily encounters w the world and which scientists
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develop and refine in the pursuit of their science, And
it is laws of this sort that [L} is intended to represent.
. . .

On this basis, I shall endeayour to defend the regulistic

-

analysis, : . ' ‘
N : . - | a
' ' But, our rejection of traditional regulism must not be
construed as dénying that scientific laws have or could ">

-

have any appligation whatsoever in our investigation of
<« , L]

human behaviour, or as the chaim that th& notions which we

L]

presently employ in coﬁnectidﬂ with persons and their
'R ) .

-

behaviour, and the system of laws which we presently employ

in that context are, in some sense, 'ultimate' and

‘irreducible’', On the,céptrary: such a reduction is quite////////

LY

possible, probable, and perhaps even desirable., For, if "
we should obtain a linguistig framework of the sorg
described earlier which proved to be superior to the one

in terms of which we presently conceivwd of persons and

.their behaviour, through the mediaticn of .corresponhdence - ]
rules, the system of l;aws whic;h m? now employ might well
- be reduced to this more coﬁbrehensive set, And, if such a °
system of laws is ever to be obtai?i?,‘we would expect
science to pfovidé it. Motreover, S;th theAdirecéion and
the rate of scieﬁtific progress, as Wéil.as“the observation
.‘ of similar reduction# in the past, would consfitute good
grounds ?br anticipating.chh'a revisio;. Indeed, it is

quite possible that we are, at present, in the throes of’

precisely this kind of transition. And psychology would

-
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appear to Be at its Qanguard. If traditiénal regulism were
than interpreted as‘haintaiﬁing that, rather than being
components ofs actlon-explanatlons as we presently construct
then, the la;«\prOVlded by *(some part;cular) science will

ultimately assist in the explanation of phenomena which we

o

now identify as human actiors - i.e., that our presernt

-

conceptlon of human behav1our will eventually be reduced

]

to one derived frofs (one of) the” sciences and;that it 1is

the laws obtained from (thaéf sciénce which will enable us
finally te construct the correct explanations of what

7 -
occurs® on such occasions36 - their position becomes e .

>

»

eminently reasonable. Nor would such a construal of their
thesis be completely implausible. For explanation and

N [ 4
‘(theoretical) reduction have not always been clegriy dis-

tmgulshed.3 Moreover, insofar as our present conception

“
-4 3

of human behaviour and the laws which govern it are

fvague, while Eﬁéy may satisfy all our p;acticalf:equirements,
they would not enable a precise description of such phen-
‘ P
omena,’ And to that extent they might be regarded as

strictly false. Buat, if thesejgeneralizatidns were false,'

. o

then .the®arguments in which éhey occur could 'not succeedlin

explaining what happened, Strictly qpeaking, they would . .
o : . 'n‘%
not be ‘explanations at all., And this might well bé the .
ig. :

s

point that traditional regulists endeavour to make. That
A .

is, they might be understood as maintaining, that only when
’
science provides us with a complete and accurate account of

" -




(

wbiﬂh serve ordinary men prior to the refine@ehts of

P

~—

- : ~—_ ' ' :
humah bﬁhﬁ?ioﬁf\é;d a p;EEisé\ggffriEtion:of the laws °

.which. goVern it will we teuly undersE:sd\\Pat actualfy.‘

occurs. When interpreted in this way, thelr‘ihe51s is

dnlikely to encounter serious Opposition., If we were to:

adop? so r%gérous a standard, however,.we mig?t well be
obliged to deny éhat‘yé érezacquainted with any.laws or
explanations ;aéfénexgr and henqg, that theﬁs_is anytbing
thag %erits recognition“ég‘&\sg}ence.~ Ané éuéh a vieg

seems far too austé}e. To avoid itT”WSxmust'admit that,'

-

hd N~

although lmprec1se, a generalzzatxon night nevertheless

o bR

still be nqmolog1ca1 and the arguments in whieh lt occurs,

e%planatory. While traditional regulxs}s might then be

seen to make a sound point, ultimately their analysis'muét -

also be abandoﬁéd.

Pl

Against anti-regulism, I have argqued .that the.

o

explanation of human action involves an ﬂppeql tc empirical

L4

law. Yet, insofar as they deny that the laws required for

such purposes are the rigorous écien;ific principles

- . 7 v

’provided by (one of)’the,sciences,'our.positions'cgincﬁﬂat

‘The laws which occur in our action-explanations could not

be those deviéed by the scientist. They are, insttad, pre~
- ’ - . “ ’ -~

scientific law-sketches, the imprecise common-sense lgys

e
o

s 0
-3

science, - AndwlL], I contend, is a law of this. type; it "¢

-

and the other members of the set whlch it repretents are

»

- . /«l
) ¢ .

.

the laws tacitﬂ?’aésumed by‘our explanatipns and predictionsf

Y]
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. %

“in our action-explapnation®, I have argued that, if science

> £

shouid provide a more precise and comgreﬁensive,set, thjse

we ‘'now use miqbt well be replaced, reducéd to this new
B - R

'systeﬁ\of laws. Yet if, as was.described“earliér, the
i

-

-

and its kin, we ptesently employ., in’ our explanations’ of

hum,- action, such a reduction would result in a radical.

lon in our conception of actions and o0f all related
. - ) ' L
notions. For, with the neWw network of laws, we would be

- - ~ - -1
introducing a new set of expressions having distinct
* ' o

meanings and hence, designating entities with quite

dlfferent characterxstlcs.' Accepting such a framework

PR R

amounts to recogn121ng that the expressions fhereby intro-
: . c . ) )
duced succeedaln desxgnatlng agtual entlgles and, acknow-

Ledglng the laws of whlch it % composed as true descfhp—
, . 9
.tlvq assertlons. Reducing our present system of law-

o . L4

sketches wéﬁld'then be tantamount to transferring -such
& - . . [ . -
grecognitiof to the reduciné:sysﬁem. ‘Terms which were -
jprimitive ln‘;he former would, insofar as they continue to

. be used, become derlva€1ve expre381ons ln “the l@ttq;,

&
gefxned in, terms of.the expressions lhterUCEduby the

reducing framework.a And this ounts to an "elimirfation -

s &
of the referring use of. .the expressiqns in q&gstibn”.Bs

Whereas' formerly expressiocons like 'action', 'belief’',

of human action. _But, while we presently employ.such laws

. terms which we use with: respect to pe ons and theii)a&tions

[l

are lmp1101tly deflned by the system of ‘law—sket'ches, [L],/ ?

{J



i

o

. . ; .} - ‘

'‘'want', 'person', etc. were used to make direct (notiinfer-
ential) réfedence to the objects. of our experience, a new

< i 2
set of exXpressions, primitives of the reducing dinguistié .
T, _5’ . - -*
framework, would now perform.this function. And these :

expressions would now be understood in terms of the new
- ’ ? .
set, Byt this would be nothing‘short of"denving.that the

expressioqs 50 reduced succeed in designating anything

-2 N L

whatsoever, tHat entities of the sort to which Ehey make
- . R [

3 : o , _
reference actually exist and hence, could be' denoted or )

_explained. Rather than entltles of the sort ﬁe51gnated by

the terms which are reduced we would .now recognlze only

thoeé objects refeyred to by the expressions introduced bv. the

' ‘reducing frameworkb;‘thfs, - . éil;«\
o

’
what happens where tg%nSltLOﬁ is made from a :
restricted theory T' to a wider theory T r
(which is capable of covering all the phen-
» * omena which have been covered by T') is
. something moré-radical than incorporadtion of
the unchanged theory T' into the wider ’
] context of T. What happens is rather a A
0 complete replacement of T' by the ontolqgwyr /;,/k\

e

gf T ard a corresponding.change in the
meanings of all descriptive terms of T'" .39
(provided these teims are stil] employed).

-~ ' ’

. In short, such a reduction would béhtantamdﬁnt to an +ocut-

L4

' @

" right dénialkthéf-the:e are phenomena of the sort which we .

" . . ' ‘ ,. 4 : 4y X
presently identify as human actions. But, i¥ there -are no

¢ - - -
actions, then there are no acti;ns to be explained. What-
, : ’ »

ever it is that -the laws of science e*ain, it could pot,; '
. . o ' . \
then be actions as-we presently conceive of them, &If, ’

L
after suchva reduction, the term 'action' continues to be
L)
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employed, both

. ’ e
its intension and®its extension will differ
» - . .
from those which we now associate with it. Since, by,

adopting such laws, we would be denying that there are
actions as. they are presently conceived, ecientific laws

could not therefore assist,in ir explanation. But.it is

'juét sucﬁ.phenomena, viz., the actions of persons as they

A

are now identified., that are the ultimate objects of social

scientific inquiry., Although the social sciences too

-

might eventually be reduced so that they no longer acknow-

laedgé phenomena which ‘we now'identif§ as human actionsy -
. * - -

-

. . \ N '
" this hds not yet occurred, As they are preée%tly pursued,

5 "

they “continue to be primarily concern with humarr action
y P Yy : :

as it 'is converftionally recognized. Thus, social science,

as 1t is ndw conducted, could not dependqépbn the laws of

‘ i —
a speciralized science for its explqnations. In its explan-
X N ~
ationg, it too must therefore invoke the pre-schntific

law-gketches deséribed earlier in its explanations. No

:apgeal to scientific laws could then_assisi"in our eluci-

& M . \/ .
dation of either action-explaration or of contemporary

.

social scierice. However, this wouldd not preclude the &
possibility that, at Bomé'ﬁime in the *future, viz,, after
* : #

the envisioned reduction had taken place, -a corrdct descrip-
tion of social scientific explanation would be required to

make reference to the scientific princéples of a particular
' 7 b [

science, perhaps psychology or neurology. But since my
v . a4 .

analysis is intended to be descriptive; while it must allow

[

40 "

o
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-
a

for the .possibility of such revision, its primary objectivevj

\js to represent‘gccial science as .it is, rather than as it

will _b_?_'. | / .

The ,laws governing human action might then be said to

.take the general form {L]. In conjunctidn with the appro-
priate set of singular statementé, a law of this soré
would provide us with explanat}ons ana predictions of éuch
phenome#'i And these, aé&ordipg to our analysis, would

take thevibrm of (M7) which satisfies all the conditions

o

of the covering-law model. ,Y§€, the network in which they
aré components'would include law—sketéﬁes which govern

" ofher human phenomena, e.g.,'belléfs, wants, etc,, as well.
And:thgse, we: might expect to be of ‘a somewhat different

10giéal type. Their form, and that of the explanations in

L4

which .they occur, migﬁt be established in much the same way

[ .
as was that of thellaw-sketches and explanations concerning

~ .
human actions, By this method, we might 'then reconstruct

Y

the system of prerscientifiq law-sketches in terms of which

I owy

we approach the entire spec¢trum of human experience.
. W - , . ‘

’ _ ) :
¢ : - - .
II

4

v T

But let us now reconsinr ‘action~identification and

-

the ya?ious issues introduced by that topic. According to

A

our earlier analysis, an occurrence for whicé¢h reasons are

both necessary and sufficient conditions would be identified
/ ' . .
Ll - ‘ M

. ' 'y
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as an action. As we have seen, however, reasons might-take

different forms; they might be describgd és a belief, or as

a desire. And beliefs and desires are not the sorts of

§ -

thinés which present‘themselves'for public inspectibn. our
account of action-identification would then leave -us with

two additional questions, viz.,
o a4

(i) How are we to recognize the occurrenfe of
beliefs and desires?

. and ‘ //)' T ;
4 - . ‘
(ii) How are we to determine that such phen~

actualdy gave rise to a particular event?

And the adequacy of our analysis would depend upon Quf‘
. . . . b
providing satisfactory answers to these questions.
.,Now, it is apparent that only persons can Bg properly

said to hgve wants and beliefs.41

»

While we may attribute

.
L

such states,to\other'beings,‘our usage on such occasiens

~ ’

¢ould only be” understood as metaphorical. Moreover, insofar

as an individual is recognized as‘a'pergon, he is regarded

as having beliefs and desires which3ﬁay be.either'standing
o y I s )

or occurrent. Although we mag have absolutely no concep-

tion of his particular beliefs and @Fsires, seeing someone

as a person in the required sense amounf%_to recognizing

" that he undergoes such states. But this would flow “enable

us to answer the first of the preceding questions. For,*

when we identify someone as ‘a person, we acknowledge thati?

)

he is experiencing beliefs and desires and hence, that such

- )

- . . . -

2
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phenomena are taking place. Yet, this would only seem to
. - s
"lead us to an even moré perplexing gquestion, viz.,

¢ -

- - , 3

N (iii) How do we identify persons? . )

{or alternatively, How do we identify
* N S , the sort of being that experlences
beliefs and degires?] ‘

It then se&ms. apparent that "the cond¢ept of agency is
. necessary for the understandlng of human behavxour 42

—

‘We are therefore obllged to consider this notion belefly.
Yet, even if we should succeed in answering this
fquestion, it_wpq;d still not resolve our probleﬁ. For;’
while it is true that'only persons have reasone, i.e{,
beliefs and desjires; whlch result in behaViour, they also
do many’ thlngs Whlch are not brought about in this manner. . -
' In.addition to their actions, they participate in mere
behaviour whiéhrdoes not result gépm their\belief§ and g
desires, “With respect to'euch phenomena, the fact that
the partlczpant happened tc be a person is quite lrrele-
vant to the event's occqrrenge. All else belng equal, lt ‘ 4 i
would have taken Hlace.regar&LeSS of whether the‘performer
was a pérson -‘héd reasons for actinéq- or not. It is only
with respect to hxs actlons \hat one 8 belng a person,
having reasons, is necessary in o;der that the event ‘take
. place. _Thu;, only ;pn&poh cases would one's being a
person be-a ‘relevant coosidefation. With respect to his - ,°

' .t < .
acticns and only his actions, one might then be said to

éexform as a Eersoo.' 1f ‘we are then to differentiate actions

3

. & - .

;
. y :
* 3
. - '
.
‘




¥ ‘. {(iv) How do we est ish that an individual '

A : 259

¢ .

from other klnds of phenomena we must not only identify
' e

the performer as a person, but we'must also recognize
4

those occasions upon which he performs as a person with
- . + ‘
respect to his behaviour, i.e., recognize when the event

. . .
would not have taken place ha%.the performer not been a -

. -
person. That is, we must _answer the question o

. [y -
I PN

performs as a person with respect te a
;) particular piece of behaviour?

/ . [or slternatively, How do we determine

v T that a‘particular piece of behaviour
o would not have occdrred had the parti-
cipant not been a person?] ‘ B

An answer to "this question would also provide an answer to

-

(ii) and ultimateIV, a solution to our problemf' In erder

to recognize performers as persons, however, one would be \
obllged to 1dent1fy persons, That is, an answer to (iv)

presupposes an answer to. (131) We Must:therefore Begin

‘such an 1nqu1ry with the lattex gquestion, i. e., w1th é _

discussion of the crlterla by ‘means Of which we idengdify
' persons.. . .

' Regardless of a strong traditiqp to the contrary,43

it
is evident that cprtain obvious physical characteristice‘ |
*customarily serve as the grounds for our deécisions as to.
which' of the'entitie3<we encounter are persons, and which
are pot. Ohe uncorrupted by phllosophy ‘would 1ook ng *

. further. Anythlng hav1ng certainjﬁipkliar physlcal

’ features44 would then be commonlxirecogngzed as a pefeeq.

1
v -
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_them as inductive rather than deductive. That is, they
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And this criterion is quite adequate to our everyday needs.

Yet, if a machine were to manifest all theé observable char-

PR '

acteristics and behaviour of a man, it would still not be

recognizad as a person. An entity's identity as a person

’

" could not therefore be conclusivel? established on this

basis. While this 1is undéubtedly the most comﬁon,’conven—
ient, and reliable ‘tndicator of persons, it does not Y
provfde us with an iron-clad guaréﬁtéeffkﬂlthough‘perhapst
hiéhlyvypusuai and evéh uﬁlikély,’it nevertheless continues
to be possible that entities manifesting these character-
istics are not pérsoﬁgr while others which do not are.45 “l

\ P .

I1f we are then to accept such criteria, we must regard

would constitute strong inductive evidence, rather than

. (I

deductive a.:ssu:,an'ce, that the giidividual satisfying them
‘ - ) ) .

also fulfills fhe .conditions feér recognition as a person.’

However, this would still leave our fundamental gquestion,

viz., 'What are the essential (identifying) ;Kg;;;£eristics

of a persoﬁ?', unanswered.

. - .
N v o - .

At this juncture, we might adopt a somewhat different

-

‘approach. Now, as was observed earlier,; the fact that cne
* . . * > .

-

is a person is quite irrelevant to_much of what he does., With

. . . L 4 '
respect to such behaviour, he does not perform as a person.

- ’- »

Even on such occasions, however, we would continue to

recognize him as a person. Despite gﬁe fact that an indi- :‘. ‘

vidual fails to perform as a personAwith respect to any

.
.

4
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. * particdlar piece of his behaviour, if he were initially'

identified as a person, he would continue to be so
L3N : .
regarded. Yet, if there had been no piece of behaviour

1
with respect to which an individual performgﬁ as a person,. °
. - %

ipere would be abéolutelylﬁoﬂgrounds for such fecognition.

LY

Since there would be no occasion upen which one could

properly describe such a being in.terfms reserved for the

&

description of persons, to do so at any time .would be, <

46 Unlessxthereﬂwere .

h N

strictly speaking, quite inappropriate.

some occasibn on which.it might be assumed that what an,

r
R

. . . . LY .
individual did could.not have happened had he not nat

. o
person, one would have no reason for regarding him as a

>
»

person on any occasion: Whatever other gualities he might

-

» exhibit, should there be g%y reason to assume that he had

failed to satisfy this one,‘i.e., to assume that he per-

formed as a person with respect to no piece of behaviour,
' [

-

he could not be identified as a person in the primary ‘

sgnse of this notion. For this reason, the ingenious

’

mécﬁine mentioned above would not be rgcognized as a
person, It would, pylhypothesis, manifest all the qualities
‘and behaviour of a man. Neverthelessg, we would refﬁge to
admit .that it\céuld peréorm as a peréon witﬂ,péﬁpect to
anythin@ that it{bight do. And thi§<§ould'be ;ufficient to
warr;nt our denying-;h;t it was a person: Those suffering

-

from éevere mental and/or physical disability, in coﬁa,

“retc., ipo perform as persons.with respect to none of their
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behawfour would, in contgast, continue to be recognized
as persons. Beé!ﬁsq\iiffﬂ/;easonable to assume that there

was, at some time, behaviour with respect to which these

unfortunates performed as persons, we continue to regard °

. Id

them gs»ﬁersons in the primary sense after they are no
longer capable’bf such performances. While few would deny'
that, if one pefforms’as a person with fespect to some

] .

pieces of his behaviour, he might be pré%erly QQentified

- as aupersoh, we might, on the basis of theé foreqgoing dis-

cussion, also accept the converse, viz., that if oné\is

cor:ecgly_}dentified as a person, then he performs as a

peréon with respect to some piece of behaviour. It might’

then be maintained that

- [N] J is a person if, and only if}Athere is
‘ some piece of J's behaviour with respect

to which J performs as a person,
r

It has long beenlbbserved that those having certain <

.~phy51ca1 characterlstlcs customarlly perform as persons
with respect to their behavxour, i.e., have beilefs and
deszres wh1Ch issue in behaviour, and those who perform in
this manner also m{nlfest these qualxtlesf On the basxs of
‘such experxencei we then assume that dnything manlfestlng
such préperties performs as a person with respect to some
of his behaviour and ‘hence, that he is a persoﬁ. An indi-
vidual's pﬂ”51ca1 appearance wéuld then prov1de the
Lnductlve ground& upon whlch we de01de wbether he is truly
described by [N}-and thus, merits recognition as a person.

4

*



SO actions are the direct consequences - the.manifestations -

( — have some influence upon his behaviour, he could not be

! ‘ __ : : _1}7}

\ \

~

4

of these decisions. Being a person might then be seen as -

having the capacity or the disposition-to choose one's )

N -
-

béhav1our on the basis of what che believes and desires.

I1f oe did not manifest this capacity on some occasion, -

<

we would have grounds .for attributing him with neither
the capability of choosing, nor with théjbeliefs and .

desires required to make such choices. We would then have

’ . -

no reason to .recognize such a being as. a perdon. (N]
. - -’ -~

might now be seen as destf&binq the relation of a particu-

. -
lar dispoéition?l characteristic, i.e., that of chposing
. . <

‘
-

to behave on the basis of beliefs and desires,”to its man-

~ifestations. )
k] ’ - ) f -
But are- the antecedent conditions ©f {L] suffiéiegtf

. . . - "
to elicit such a.response, iie., a decision, and therebVy .

’

result in cne's beMaving in accord with these principles?

) - - P o

Now/ while our decisions may vary in their étréngthso and
s I r 4 “ ".
be frustrated in a myriad ways, unless one's decisions .

PR

.said to have truly made a deéision

-
>
[} & -

ut what of these
o < . :

decisions? Ph&}osbphers have 1d‘g sought such 'acts of
' . » o /-\. l. * LI
will' and pondered how they might bring about actions.

-
»

T And their efforts have invasiably resuLt%§ in'frustration,

o , , ‘ O
Such an event, we are told, is®'the internal impression we
. . e / :

i : - ; 51 T, VPP )
. feel and are conscioys of"” when we behave intentionally;

- . @y . . . .
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£ - v

should be good reason tgpbeiieye tq?t an individ ou}d ,
T [ ’ - / B ..,,

not have performed*aé a person with respect to any of his °

behaviour - as in the case of the machine mentioned

ea;iiér - despite his physical appearance, ye would still
< * 1 ' 4

refusé to acknowledgg him as a person. In the light of

such evidence, physical characterpistics would no
fication of’

‘ ]
persons. In that case, however, nothing that was done

be accepted as sufficieht for t

would be regarded as an action, ﬁht, if there should be )

no evidence to indicate that the entjity in question could\wq'

not havé»pegfq;ﬁed as a person withrrespéct to' some piecey'
of his behaviour, his physical appearancq‘woulg'éoﬁtinue
to be sufficient ﬁo justify our recognizing him as a
person which, if we then had no reason to deny that his S
“béhdefs and desires could not have issued in his'ﬁehayiohr'
on a particular occasion, would also bg'suffic;ent to . .
;justify our regarding what he-did on that occasion as an
éption. .

Our situation might then be summarized éstfolloWs:
‘Cegtain entities ﬁosséssfam iﬁ@?fi@it@ set of physical
characteristics which, in the‘absence of defea;ing‘congi-
thﬂS, is %fcepted as sufficient to establlsh that they K
perform as persons with respect\ﬁg some of their p .

behaviour. On‘thls basis, it is then assumed that they

satlsfy {N] and may ‘therefore be recognized as pergons.

Where an 1nd1v1dua1 has been 1dent1f1ed as a persdh by .
p )
i
N .
L= )
-y s . . : . .
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this criterion, unless we then have reason to bélieve that

he could not have behaved as a person with respect to a

. particular piece of his behaviour, i.e., that-what he did

on that occasion could’hot have resulted from his beliefs-

=

and desires, we would then recognize his behaviour on that

-

occasion as an actlen When we 1dent1fy persons, we then

.0

1dent1fy actions as well Issues ;rlslng in cgnnectlon

with actxon~1den¢1f1catlon are then an integral part of
: S ) i
- o ) \

"the problem of personai rdentit§.""* T

Yet it st111 seems p6351ble that one be a pexson,

- a

although he never performs as a Berson Wlth respect ‘to

-~

any piece of his behawiour, i.e., nothinglhe does results
. - ‘\
from his beli@fs and c‘iesires.47 [N] could not then

+ 4 b

provide us with ardeséription of the‘logicaj.;equiremgpts

-
~

ghverning persons, i.,e., anfpnalysis of that noetion. But

'S

if we are ever to 1dent1fy an 1nd1vadual as a persqn Ln the

fyll- blooded sense, this would only be possibie throﬁghe

the medlatxpn of [N]. For, only® insofat as we have reason

" to belleve ﬁhat one performs as a person on some occasion,

»

do we %aQe reason Thbrecoqnize him as a person. Where we
lack the formef, we also lack she ldtter; And, ;;ile it
‘contiéuee‘to'Qe‘logically possible that there,are persons
thch we,haﬁegno'}eason to idenZifQQEL-such,”i e., all cf.’;
whose behaviour Would have occurred regggdless of the fact
that they are persens, we could never k;qw of thelr =' A

ex1q;ence,_,0escr1b1ng such individualsg in terms‘reserved'
T . . v
[ ]

i’

<
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dec1$lon to act,s.4 his dec151on must result in sbme sort

-

'of behavxour, and itenmust be’ &i the kln@ described by

the principle's consequent, But could one not refrain

f;oﬂ'making such & decision even though he had satisfied

~

all the antecedent conditions? ©Once again, we encounter

[ L

4

the problem of akrasia. And, as we have seen, this ~

X s
questlon 1tse1f remains qulte unclehr. In response, one.

LI 1

mlght ask what else one could possxbly requlre to mgke, o
sucq a choice. If an 1nd1gxdua¢ ~aid’ nat &rrlve at a- s
¥ 3 . uﬁ"i

t

‘dec151qp on tg;s bESLS,;ﬂnéer what conditions would he

ﬁ,‘\,. B
\v L -
- L

' ever,dﬁ?so7 Such a failyre, it seems must result from . °

ffwézther.(ar the agent s refusal to choose, or from (b) his

inability te do so. The former would, of course, oblige

us to admlt that dec1510ns are themselves objects of
. y ‘
@ﬁxdecision which ‘aises‘the spectre of vicious regress:’

Moreover, thls possibilityv, along with its problems, is

precluded by, the conceptxon o‘ decxs;on Whlég we -have
adopted. ulf the'agent s faalure to decide then results . ..

A -

from his 1nab111ty to do so, thls, it seems. could ‘only

. result from (i) h1s falluré*to satlsfy the cbndltlons ‘F A
e - .
required to inltﬁgte the dec131on-hechanlsm, 1 e., the = .

antecedent cundltlons of [L], or {il).a failure on the “‘
. ” : | -
.part of the mechanxsm 1tself If such a\failure reswlted

‘from a fallure of the agent s dec151on-mechanlsm, i. e.,

his capaqlty to decxde, he would no longer be’ capable of .
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haracterlstlcs which perm;t them, and‘%éem alone, to

ction in this manner. And, since one's performance.
- 4 -

s ) -
i . B - >
a person is essential for his ifdentificatidn asg .a.

rson, thos& features which enable sueh per formances’

-

st then be the fundamental characteristics of persons.

rough an investigaﬁion of the'ﬁog;on of performing-as- -
person, wenmight then elucidatre the ésségtial nature of. ’
rsgns. To thls end’ let usg consxcer what is, requlredr
s o
Srder that one perform a;’aboé?son. Ourrearller~dls-‘ )
. Co

s’ion prov1ges a ready answer,‘that 1s, in order that"™

e perform as a perseon, he must fhlffl} all thé conditions

ARscribed bv'the-anﬁecedeﬁt of [L}, aﬂé berfdrm the = = :

haV1our dasctlbed by its cohsﬁauenn~ ‘He must, in short,.

txsfy [L]. ‘quchglaw-sketrhes}descrlb? ‘how' reasons

-

&
sultiln actions} -their domalr of appllcatlon meft :
~ref¥re be persons. And, whén they truly describe one's

e et ,

aviour, he performs as a person with respeét to that &

[V

: . o . £eans . e R
naviour. In vzrtue of his response .on such occasions,

o

reasons, i.e., his beliefs and dESl es; bring a&hbut
- / . .;

‘behaviaur. Now., de might ask what sort of tesgonse r

1a it be tﬂgt persons,,and only persons, are assumed
g J

manlfest on SuchfoccaSIOHE so that they mlght satisfy . -

anen M -

pS e partxcular pr;ncﬁplea rather than sLme dthers.." .

-

h- generallzatloqg,.lt might be qssumed, are rencdered -
1. ' .
Frul by the‘nature ﬁpat which they govern. .Thraugh

"-!}‘-
‘ Voo s

3
L]

4 oo .
'w—sketches,vwe-mlght then

A\ .
Fd
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.clarify our concepglon of persons. And, inp this way, we

might establith how we commonfy conceive of persons iQ~

oijhr that they satlsgy these gr1nc1pla&i&\

C_. .
To .-review cour earlier discussion, it will be recalled

-

i - :/ ' F-Y

that the firsi. three conditionsg, viz., (1), {(2), and .(3), -

of the set {T] might be said te represent the redsons for

<

]
0 whlch one\acts. "Although it is customary to state only

pﬂe of these conditions when explaining what was done,

-

any one of these condltlons/might serve 1§}thls capacity,
1 ] .
1ge., mlght ‘be offered'as g g reason for the actlon. And

in order that any one of thesé\three be recognlzed ‘as the

o
reason for an act;on, thos‘fwhlch are not exp11c1t1v

c : - - N . L

stated mugt.be_tacitly assumed: - It is because a~person”

. - ~ . . - -

has reasons, i.e., satisfies coﬁditions (l), 12), and ?3),

.that he performs an actlion. But this alone is still

insufficient ;pfbfing about his actiQy/ For, as was .

observed{eérdier, unless the,femalnder of thls set viz.,
éonditiad;_(4Y through (7), is Aalso satlsfled, we would

still not “admit that any of its initial members,,(l), (2%,

ﬂéﬁa.(BX, could have resulted in éis behaviour.and ﬁence}
that’ they are_ghe repéohs-wh%ch e%plein it. Tﬁese(three ;"~c'

_candifiohs would result in J's.behgving ;htthe'mépnee '
described byy(as, but only if he satisfied (4) tbrouéh.(?) Lﬂe
as yell*‘ Only if the latter are satisfﬁe& is an a;ent

thought to r nd 56 the former, i.e., to his beilefs and
-dé$ires, in f’a way as to pr@duce the requlséke
T . . , ¥

- 4 | . , , __..) . « - -
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L . behavlour. Only then would he perform as a person'wit
. # ‘ . %- '
¥ respett to his_ behaviour,
. A » ‘Now, what must this,response be in order that these

-

conditians pbe necessary for its occurrence? Reflecfion €7

<

would seem to . provide but one plausible answer: In order

th&t a ‘person's reasons, his beljefs and desires, bring
about his act%gn; these. subsidiary conditions must be
» S . . . -

: , ‘ ¢..3
-satisfied because only in that case could the agent decide

-

& »

g or choase to behave as he did on the basis of his reasons.

“  Only if we assume that the agent's response %ﬂ such

occasions is a choice or decision to behave in the appro-

- priate manner could we explain thé necessity of including
) . ’

- conditions (4) through (7) among [L]'s initial conditions.

| “In such cir&uméggnceg,’a gi’san muét_then be seen as

/ﬂk'; ‘ choosing OF\deciding'upon a modé of behaviour, rHis action
"would be a.di%eCt result of‘éhis deci;ion. -it is then

) tbrougé‘the mediation'dzaaf%ersoﬁfs deciﬁion.£ha$ ﬁis

- . ‘ ’ .

_beliefs and -desires are able to bripg about hiSfactions.

¢ ~
[ -

We might thereﬁpre say that one performs as a pérson with

. *

respect to his behaviour if, on the basis of his beliefs
and desires, he decides to-béhave in_a parfieuiég.mannér-
and if hisidecision resulté in his perf;rmance of thét )
pért}cﬁiaf giece ?fbbehaviour. And it is this decision .~
- : which is required in o r tpaé reasoné‘issué‘in'actéén.
~ - -~ . .
< The point beinngéde here is by QO'ﬁeans a new ofie.

@ . -

. - Indeed, it was Aristotle wﬁ§\g!IErved that

. . . "‘ ..". " 4 , ? . . J—" . . LT “&

“a



& : . ) .
a particular mode of behaviour-on the basis of one's

_Beliefe and desires a:e the tools of decision makrng. As. ‘v

-
-

the origin of action...is choite,§and,tﬁata
of .choice is deiére,and reasoning with a
vigw to an end, ) Lo~

-

And this is essentiallv the?position which we have adaopted.
However, our analySLS would seem to lend new fo :E to the .
old ;nsight, and it might welg be the source- of

L ‘ - »
Where qne's behaviour is recognized as an action, the

ers.

déént's~beliefs and desires ate thought te‘bring abeht his
behaviour through the mediatdon of his decision to behave

in this manner. <hat lS, on the bas;s of his bellefs and

3

desires, the agent MBmes to such a decision whlch then

gives rise to the appropriate behaviouwr, By paking-such a .

~ . - -
'

choice, one perf

ith respect to his

behaviour. ¢ And it is t&i ponse, viz., deciding upon

P ’ ’

’

beliefs and _desires, which is peculiar to persons. It is'’

A

in virtue.of their fespénding,‘or being capable of

respongding, in thlq manner that thev are governed by - the

'law-;}étches represented by [L]. And qnf; 1nsofar as;

they respond in-this way do they confOrm to these pr1;2:>\——‘_
ples. In that case, howeuer, persons as they aré commonly

c0nce1ved must be reqardea as fundamentally dec131om- ‘

makers. It is this which lies at the core of the concept.

. : :
a person, one is constantly obliged to decide upPon what

he will do with“the aid of his beliefs and desires. His -




.o actions are the direct consequences - the manifestations -

/!

- of these decisions. Being a person might then be seen as

having the capacity or the disposition‘to choose one's -
' L - )

( behaviour oq'the basis of what che believes and desires,

=~ If one did not manifest this capacity on some occasion,

G

we would have grounds for attrxbutlng hlm with neither-

the capablllty of choosing, nor wlth thé/bellefs and
deszres required to make such choices. We would then have
-7 ’ ' _— . . A -
no reason to .recognize such a being as.a pezﬂbn./ [N]

might now be seen as destfﬁbing the relation of a particu-

n

lar disboéipionﬁl characteristic, i.e., that of chposing
. . <
f_\\\ : " to behave on the basis of beliefs and desires,”to itg man-

-iféstations,
: . ‘ ,
Dy But are-the antecedent conditions bf (L] suffiéiegtf

' ‘ »

. . . . & "
. to elicit such a.response, iie.,-a decision, and thereby .

result- in one's belraving in accord with these principles?‘

Now/ while -our dec151ons may vary in thelr strength nd‘i
< . ‘.

be rustrated in a myriad ways, unless one s‘dec151ons.‘

have some influence upon-his behavioyr, he could not be - -

& - ~ -%aid to have:truly made a dec‘isi‘on.‘ it what of these
decxsxons’ PhlloSOphetS have ldﬁg sought such. actb of .

will' épd pondered how they mlght brxng about actions.

- - -

And thelr efforts have lnvallably resuLted in' frustration.«

Such an event,’ we are toid 1s'"the 1nterna1 1mpressxon we
: , . . o
- / L N - - T, F
. feel and are conscioys of” 51 when we behave inte tLonally,

L

- N i ' w : ) : T.

. »

)




. as my tﬁinking and wishing are unexecutive, )
' - they"requiye the mediation of a further
: ’ executive mental process, So. I perform a- -
/ % : volition_which somehow puts my muscles into
T action.>¢ :

= "~‘

And’it is in this way that decisions have been tradjition-
ally conceived. 1Implicit in this account is the aséumptioﬁ'

. - that dec151ons, like actlons, are thlng% which people do,

»

i.e.,’ people atre thought to make‘%r perform decisions in

. ' " mpch the same way as taéz’pgrform actions and, as with .

L

) deeision or-refraining from doing.so.. To,ggpresent ’
. - e . .. ' \

| :ﬁﬁ*er§~in-this way; however, only sficceeds in compo 'ﬂinq
- -7 - -4 u / " <
st be

2

Enu'prpblems. For, in that case, one's decisions mu \
y ' " regardéd as voluntary in much the same way as his:atﬁions /
£ and, ~as such % they wquld. be ob]ects of - cho:.ce. But, % .

A » . .
zather than exolaln how bellefs an! deszres promote

{
actions, this conceptxon of deczsxon would thenwlead'us

ﬁinto a viciéus regress, If we are to avoid such an
. | impasse, we must see alternaflve. In contrast to the
o &onveational‘analys' y I then proposeethat:éﬁ agent's .
éécision‘or choicelfs not itﬁilf an objecé of volition{

»

hhlle it is & mental evenu of whxch we may, or may net“

L}
- - %

L~ be aware, xt is not the gort of th;ng that one cobld be

33 Such phenomena are enaured or

- . L

. suffered in much the same way as 13 mere behaviour. On o

. said to do or Eerform.

}“ this account, dec1sxp§!‘are seen as nothlng more. thanwthe

//K M-connectxve process, th! nechan1sm by means of which -
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-

,sabjeé:t”io a further‘decisiof.

‘else?: With this quéétion, we resurrect the old dispute
a . 1 - .
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-

o reagins pqpmoéé actions. Should one satlsfy the tequlslte

kel

céndit;ons, i1.e., the antecedent condlglons R\hLLl, the
dispositional twa1t in-virtue of which .he is character-

ized aé a person is. actlvated, and it ultlmately issues
o 18 *$

in the approprlate action., And this process is not itself ___
-
But wéuld one’s -deciding to behave in a particular
4 - .

“

‘manner necessitate his performing'that action, or wduld it
AY ’ - -

1

- "merely make it morxe 1iké1y that he do this than §omethihg

e .

- . L. R .
as to whether the law—sketches ich'we haye conSLdered' .
. y -
are determlnlstlc or pxobablllstlc., Yet, as, we -saw earller,
in thlS context such a auestlon 1§’qu1te xnapproprzate and
( r3

~

t\might)'therefogs, be disregardedy - | y

ay

Now if, having Satilsfied a:tll“th.e~ nditions of qT1,,
J ;eré then to d; something other than what was'degcribedw
by (B), his behaviohr;.on this occasion, co&ld'ngt have
resulted from hls reasons as medlated by hlS dec131oé.‘ ‘
Where. ﬁll the condltlons of [T] have been satlsfled: only . *

the eVent descrlbed by. (B) couﬂd stand 1n this - rglatlon
"to J's beliefs” and desires as they are described by those -
conditions. Only it”could then be an aéfﬁon. Should J° W

do somethlng else, hls behav1oux, on thls occas;on, could

i

not be;an actiqn. If one s satlsfylng all the - antecedent

condxtlons of such a law—sketch qﬂbuld initiate his .
. - 3

- P * 1)
. - ¢ -
a~ A
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aec1510n to act, his decision must result in gsbme sort
~ &'

‘of behavlour, and it rust be’ ai the klng described by

L

the principle's consequent. But could one not refrain

f;oﬂ'making ouch a oeoision even though he héd satisfied
(éll'tho_antecedent conditions? Once again, we encounter
the problem of akrasia. And, as we have seen, this ~
questlon 1t§§1f remains qulte uncletr, 1& rgsponse, one

4 @

mlght ask what else one could p0551bly requlre to WEKR& L pnga g
sucQ a choice. If an lndxgldua} dad nat &rrlve at a-
Lo T8 A uﬁ"ﬁ 3 .

dec151qp on tg;s b&sxs,;ﬂader what Condltlons would he

\'i-e‘-

ever. dﬁ 50’ Such a fal%pre, it seems, must o/;ult from °

% .t""

.\
W,

Mezther (a% the agent s refusal to choose, or from (b) his

aad #

1nabxlxty t®-do so. The former would, of course, oblige

us to admlt that dec151ons are themselves objects of .
» S
@\demsmn whlch ‘alses the spectre of vicious reqress.’ .

2N

Woreover, thls possibility, along with its problems, is

precluded by . the conceptlon of decis;on whldﬁ‘we .have
.

adopted. -If the‘agent s faalure to decide then results . ... o :
* - L. \

from his 1nab111ty to do so, thls, it seems. could ‘only '

e

.. result from {i) hls falluré‘to satisfy the cbndltlons ;L T
»* -
required to inlt%gte the dec1sion-hechanlsm, 1 e., the .

\. '

antecedent conditiong of {Ll, or (11) a fallure on th”e ﬂ
i\) ’ *

.part of the mechanlsm 1tself. If such a. failure resulted

-

‘ -ftom a failqre of’ the agent s dec131on—mechanlam,'1 e.,

his capquty to decxde, he wopld no longer be papable of . ’[
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~Should rone fail to decxde and act upon that Qecxslon when

‘he was known to have satlsfled all these requ1rements,4hls»

A

fallure would then raise doubts w1th.respect to'hls capa—

bility of making decisiong and hence, his status as a

il

persan. - Identlfylt\g somethlng as a person Wi;ld f.hgn N e

- amount to recaqnyglng it’ as “the. ﬁoxt of thlng whlch, when
. .n\n;.»: W 4
W‘mfﬁ-ﬁg‘kiruky descrlbed by the antec%dent conditigns of {L], makes

> h —
- ~
. 7 -
N

a decision which results in an event as described by that -

rinéiple's'éonsequent; A person’ might then be said to
prin 4

» . . -
R ]

_ & : ;
,be't?at sort of thing which is dispobsed to behave in con-

formity with these law-sketches. And one perfbrms as a

e;,/ Rl »

o , “person when he actually behaves in this manner. d

\ .
..

. , Wlth this in hand} we might now complete our general

oL analysis of actlon-ldentfflcatlon.‘ 'For- the reasons
- i L. A R . - . .

mentioned earliet, we assume that individuals, manifesting

. certain physical ¢haracteriétics are disposed to rake .
- N
- dec151ons with r&spect to thexr behav1our as’ a result of
R —
their beliefs and deSLres, and that at least gome of thelr

behaviour results from such decisions. Only when'we have

- . .

" 4 - ’ » s ? * - ., N 3
contravening eyidence do we abandon this présumption.

e And, when one is identified on this basis, only if we

» - -have gpod}reasoaméo believe that he could not have reached

the requisite decision on a particular occasion, i.e.,

>

where we know that he d1d not satisfy one’ of the conditions

: : : - . o Lo
: which govern such decisionsg, would we deny that it was such -
+ o, ‘ ) : R ¥ " -

. . . [y . .
’ . . w. , ® ¢ .
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- a deciéion which brought aboutAhié behaviour, Where‘thére”

LY

- TR

. 'waS/peerrmed _ While reallzang %hat what was donew

ls no such- evldence however, we assume that a person s

'behavxour is brought about by his reason$ ak mediated by

ﬁhLS'déCISion“anﬂ hence, that it is “an actlcn. We may, of .
R . ) .

course, learn from various sources that, on a particuiar_

occasion, a person could npt have made the decision- which
: -

would have been requ1red to brlng about hls behavxour,55
4‘ q - -

.or that even i‘f he had made the;requlred d8615105,4}t-

N . . 56"

could'not have brought about his behaviour, 'Shculd&we
obtain such information, we_would Be obliged tojdég? that
what the agent did on this occasion resuitég fgoﬁ'hgs ;
decision to éct for é reason, that he perforﬁéd:aé a

person with respect to it and hence, that it was an actioh:

L}

h )0

_But where we have no such 1nformatxon, a person s

behaviowr is alwéyé‘regarded—as aq_éctién. 'And,'in order

that thisfbe‘the‘case, it migt be acsumed'that the event
: ' . ‘

came- about in the ménner described by [LT

- - - LY

If the foregolng account is correct, one mlght

recognlze an event as an actlon. although ‘he has no’ con-

ceptlon of what partlcular-actlon it might be, or why Pt
y

’

’resulted from a person 8 deC151on'to-act for & reason,

e ' i
one" mlght have no ldea oflﬁhat reason the degision was

-

“

" based upon and hence, of what the‘person had decidcd tg

he must satisfy all the antecedent conditions‘ofxlgl; If

) . C. 298

N

" do. But, in order that a.pe:scn’decide-upon his behéviour,z-



% . J ' - . ° ” .
.one is then to recognize that a paxEIZSm@r event resulted

- ~ L
from a person's decision, he must assume that its occur-

rence was governed by this principle., And one‘ﬁight well

2 -~

make thls assumptlon with respéct to an event whlie

remalnlng qulte ignorant of the partlcular condltlons which
Y3 -

brought it apoutﬂ In thS way, he mlght identify an event .

. y .
. a8 an action rather than some other kind of phenomenon,

-

, (;Eft fail to recognize it as an action of a.particular kind.

L

Indeed, where that which manifests'the behaviour has been
" Q

identified as a person, Sur initial, and most reasonable,

respbnse is to aséﬁke.tha;'what happened'Was brdugh@ ' ~

aboutnby a.decisibn and ﬁence: Qas én actiofi. LUnde: such 3
<ircumstances, ‘it is ;Iihﬁoldiné suéh recognition which g
requifes additional cr%;eiia, i.e., evidence that the

rigveng cou;é not -have resulted f¥om a Qecision.= Having

made such an identification, .one might then prdceed to
determine the‘particutar conditions wﬁibh gave rise to the

’ -
phenoﬁenon. Such an enqulry would establlsh elﬁher

(a) precisely whlch actlon had been performed ot (b) that
what had tranSplred was not, ip fact, an actlcn as had

been initially assumed. 'And with this’, we-obtaln the*
init%alfﬁfiterion of action-jidentification, i.e., a
‘ . L] . R .-

gomplete answer'to«{I RE ‘ o

£

But this~still leaves us to accgnnt for the second .. o
criterion of actlon—ldentlflcatlon, i.e., to provide an
‘ -

.~ -answer tO’Ile'w Havang,shadn Row actions are &1st1ngu1shed

L @
o

K9




‘from other kinds of phenomena, we must now demonstrate v

how we distinguish among actiags, i.e.p how we. recognize :

‘had been pe;formed. But human behaVLQunuls rarely so

}such phenomena.' Thus, J's pé’formance of certain ges-

& . . v
-

an action as being of one partlcular k1nd rather than

another. To aeﬁgmglth this, we might’ recall that Eeésons

have been represented as being of two klnds, beliefs and .

'wants, both of which are required to produce. an action.

sheuld one identify an action-in the manner descriBed
above while being quite ignorant of the particular

reasons, i.e., bellefs and de51res, which prompted it,

D

he would have\ﬁo way of recoganlng what spec1f1c action
4

Fae

inscrutable., 'There is”usually, in.tﬁe context of their
' ) - » - . B <

occurrence or in the behaviour itself, something which

would suggest what beliefs and/or’desires motivated it.
»
And it lS on th;s basxs that we are accustomed to identify -

*

tures, 1f observed in a restaurant, mlght be ass&med to

£

. be motivated by his desire to attract the waiter's atten-.'

-

tlon. On thls assumptlon, we might identify th; event as

'J 8 callxng the waiter' or as 'J's tryxng to call the

Jwaiter', accordlng as to whether he succeeds or fails in

his endeavour.. To obtain an explanatlon of thls occur-

rence, one mlght ther “ask why J called (or: trled to, call)
the walter. If he weke then told that J believed thaé he
had peen overcharged he might accept this as an adequate

epranatlon of what J had done. In the light of the




“.

e

condltlon by means of which he 1det1fled the event, thle

L. SN

——— e e

would be reéognféed as the reason for J s behavxour. 'Buf
a
i order that such an explanatlon succeed one would be -

obllged to assume that J hdﬁ satisfied alI the other pre-
requ151:25 of act;on,ul e., the remaLnlng condlt;ons Q
[T] approprlately formulated. Yet, another»who was more
auspiciously situated might realize thaﬁ*J;d behaviodr *Q

had, in f}jct, been motivated by hls hellef ,thag a frlend

had enteredthe room. " He mlght‘then greet the precedxng

ingui by denying the characterlzatlon whlch 1t 1nvolves.
, ry’ y Y

F ] 3

‘And on the basxs of his observatlcn,=he would describe

‘what transplred as 'J" g wav1ng to a frlend’ “Wheﬁ'des~

cribed jin this way, 1ts explanation wonld tequire a t

descrlptxon of what J wanted to achleve by. hls performance,
that is, whethey he xntended his gesture as a,s;gn cfg
greeting, to call hiedfriend-cver, etc, Insofar asLJ‘g o
: behavicur is. an-intedtiﬁhal ;cticn; which of chese char-
acterlzatlons corxectly represecﬁs it and hence, whych of
the proﬁerred reasons succeeds in eipla;nlng it, would
depend upon what J qctually believed and wanted on this
oc;eqlon,'and Wh1Ch of these resulted in his dec;dln; to
~behave as he did. Should J‘have=intended to salute His
friend acd 1n s0 d01ng, inadvertently attracted the
dﬁwalter, we mlght characterlze his performance ‘as a

*calling the walter' When thus eharacterlzedflhoweverrd

J's behavxour would be unintentional and, as such, unqx-»

pla;nable 1n terms of hls reasons.

RS
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. a

Acdbrdlng to our anaiysxs,‘knﬁwledge of 'either the

partlcular be}lefs, or {he partxcakar de51re which brought

‘6 about the action wauld enable us tg ldentlfy it as ‘an

= 2. .
actlon-of a partlcular klnd Should one know only one of “
v ' __,_’——"""'
" -these factors, however,- that is, elther the belief or ~

the desi:e but ggg-both - whxlevone‘would be able’to
" . identify the actien ésvag\acgionaof'a spécifié'kind,fhe
would still be left’wonéefing __i”thq ageﬁt had chosen to C
_perform it rathex than somethlnq else. And ft is<in K

precxsely such 01rcumstances that we tvplcally demand and

o

9 ~i%. offer explanatlons for behavxcur, ‘1. e., the reason for

“etyh

. ‘identlficataon

what was done.. If one knew both the pa;&xcular bellefs .
" . ~ . * . . . "" . .

and desire upon.which the agent's decision was based,

. hewould know both what the agent had'decided to do and -

why he had made that dec1510n- Bg.would have answers to

' both (A) and (E). MNo further explanatlon would be o ..

available or ;eqﬁixed. I1£, on the other hand, one knew..

L]

nexther _she bellefs not the desire ‘which §overne§ an AL

- ~ § . K

agent's decxslon, he wouid be unable to defermine what

”

partlcular action had been p#rforMEd. Atgequest fdr -
: 5
’iather i.'n explahctmen would then be )
appxoprlate. (B) ‘rather .than (A} would leﬁhe suxtaBle

then have no ‘way of deter-'

.- questlon 'to ask® For one woula‘
, mlnxng whlch,ACtxon had Hben perfonmed ‘and hence would be

»

' -
l;n no,position to ask.w it had taken place. But,ﬁwhere Y
P ._!

one of thése conditions is known~;nd not th} other-wthe

e ““**1 'y T T <=
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. sive set. And we wodld seem to be confronted with just

this sort of transition inheocial science.i'should_tﬁis
¢ s - *

occur,” however, the soc}al séieﬁces could no longer be
said to investigate humen actions as they are presently
recognized., Or, if the present system of principles to

. . which beth eoéial s@iencehahd common-sense aépeal should
be reduced to those og‘one of the natural seienpes,.e.g.,
"phystes or neurology,—f an eventuality which seems emi-

i ‘nently possible - the distinctidn between social and ™
natural science could no longer be drawn. As a result of

‘ such a reductlon, the social sciences would become little

- \

more than areas,pf spec1al 1ntere€t w1th1n a more general

~ . natural science. And “this, in effect, is what tradl—

.

tional-reguliéte claim to be the case. But, whiie it

_ * seems evident that such a reduetion has- not yet t;anspired;

. " . 2 - e

y sy there would appear to be ah;olutely no reason to deny the
§ g , H

o '“~“‘poss;b111ty. Indeed, recent developments in both the

¥

( -7, social eﬁd the natural sciences suggest that such a

- - . -
- ..

. . revision is imminent. Should it occur, the distinction

« o -
. between social and natural science would be erased, or -

\) ! .‘ ’ ’

. more properly,\sbcial seienée as ‘a distinct area of inquiry’

would be ellmlnated. " . . .

Yet, as was obsérved early in outr dlscu531on, under=- w

lylng the regullst/antl regulist cdhtxoversy COncernlng

- thq model’ of explanatlon in social science are fundamental}y

‘ x
- . . divergent coﬁceptlons of (sc1ent;ﬁ1c) explanation and 4

- -
’ ~

V'

-~

.
.

anx’l e
\ .
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actfon might be 1dent1f1ed as belnpaof a’ partlcular kind.

!'

That .is, 1f ané-only knows what belfef nesulted 1n an
/ S
’ agéﬁt s dec1s1on to behave as he did, or only what desire

prompted this decision, he could, on this bas;s, estab—
llSh ‘what - the agenx did. And it is such knowledge which S

prgvldes us wmth the second crlterlon of actlon—ldentlfl—

cation, i.e., an:answer to [12]. But one who has 'such

knowledge would still not_knbw yhz it. had occurred, that ..
. \) Q - »

is, he would not uhderstand the phenomenon, Only know-
ledge of ggﬁh the beliefs anq desire which resulted in the
agentls decision could provide this. And, while we may
regard an?agent's befiefs'ahd desires as bizarre and the’

actions in which they result as 111—adv1sed, i, e., as

‘1rrat10na1 kndW1ng that he actually subScrlbed to such.

’

bellefs and desires would, nevertheless, enable us to .

{

understand what he .did., We mey thus_explain an action'

even though it is considered to be, quite irrational. ,ig

this way, we might preserve the intuitige'distinctions )
between. the ideqtificatien;‘the explanation, and the
evaluation of an action, . T }' S

withiQ¥sﬁch a progremﬁe,'effeging aéfeeson“in’exﬁlan-

ation of an action would amount to describing the specijfic

. ’ 4 _
state, viz., either the’'belief or desire, which resulteﬂ
- -

in the agent' s performlng the actloa and knowledge of
* which, in conjunction w1th the information by means of .

whibh the,inquirer identified the  action, would provide

: . *
. ) * s ) e

4
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- are also assumed, .o descri@tion of an agent's beliefs

o R , 282 "

. - e

‘an understanding of why it\o&currsd. Bﬁt, in order that

an &xplanation of this SOrt'sdECeed, the, event must
i ~ N s - ’ )

already have been identified as an action of a'éartibu%ar
ﬁind. And'éor;this to be the basé, the igqﬁirer mus t’
know (or assume)- the other psycthoglcal states, viz.,
belief or de51re, whlch prompted 1ts occurrence and |
realize thst sgézuse of 'his experlenC1ng these states
the agent dec1ded to behave in this manner. (Yet, if
bel:efs and de51res, i. e., [LJ s antecedent, coA(;t1 ns as
described.by (l)'through'ﬁ3); are to-bri;; about a deci-
sion andlﬁhedce; an action,‘cgnditioﬂa—(i) through (7)

must also be satisfied. Uﬁ}éss these -latter conditions
. ) -

&

or desires, i.e.,, statement of form (1), (2), or -(3),

could succeed in either identifying or explainirig. what he
i . o

did. Ihdeed,;the,gvehticould'nét be regarded as an

e .

saction at all, since it could not have resulted from.yhe .

agent'sldecision. These conditions}—viz.; (4) thrqu§h6(7),

would therefore be the Erefcdhditions for both action-- =
3 : '

. identification and action-explanation. Neither is pos-

sible unless these“@rerequisites aré assumed to have been
’ .

: J
satisf%ed And this would explain why statenients wthh

take the form of ‘these cond1§}0ns, V1z.,\{4) through (7), .-

e

J
/“_rghnever offered as ;eaSans elther in identification .or

-
— .

expl;natioh‘bf actions. Ratherj&han describing that.

l

‘which the agent took lnte'account in order to reach his

-
™
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| implicitly defined by the network oflprlne{ples of a
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. ol

-decisiqh on the basis of such consideraEions,-tpe mechan—

- 1ism of decision-making. An 1nd1vfdua1's capacltg to sat—"'

'

- 1sﬁy these conditions would then be part'of what 1s |

requlred {pr his recognltlon as a person,
+ However, it mlgti now be objected that our ?CCO%Et is.

v;tlated by circula Y. -For, to identify an even£ ‘as® an

actioh, we are requlred to 1dent1fy the agent as a person.

~

This,, in turn, calls for our recognlzlnq him as a decision-

- Ed

maker which reouires that he be seen, or assumed, to

perform as a pers9n w1th respect to some plece of his
"

behav1our. But performing as a personsamounts to little

hd . . . " . N ' . ’
more than performing an action, so that the circle is

complete. And we are) of oourse, opliged £o grait the
poiat Yet, 1t must be observed that the circularity .
-involved is far from vicious. Ev;dence - or the assump-
é;on that there is such‘euldence - that somethlng an |
agent did resulted from his dec1sxon establishes his

status as g person which, in turn, warrants our recog-

] . a ' . ] 13 > - .
nizing a particular piece of his behaviour as an action.

"But behaviour so identified would not provide the grounds

for its own identification. This would be obtaihed from

other performances, or ﬁerely assumed’.on the basis of his‘

phy?ical appearance. The circuiarity would therefore be.
qu}te benlgn, leaving our account unimpaired. Moreover,_

if the expressxons which we employ for ‘'such purposes are

- -



this that we recognize them as persons. But to this one
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common-sense linguistic framework in.the mannér described .
earlier, this is precisely-what:we vould expect...For, if

that were the case, 'these notions could only be understood
- . \. - *
in terms of othe;s introduced by the same system. .And o’
; . N

* this would;appear,tofﬁe precisely what occurs. The fact

’that we encounter‘®such a circula;ity would-then .constitute

v C .
some corroboration of these claims,
. N '

But ‘there is still anothei attack which might be =~ -
directed against our programme. For the.notion of a
person is tentral to our . account and, acqording to our
analysis, the essential fegtute‘of persons, i.e., that in
virtue of which on¥ is said®o be-a person,. is" the dispo-

sition to choose or decide upon. his Behaviour. Insofar ..
as we have no.teaeqn,to‘d;BQVthat’in&ividuals manife;ting
certain“bﬁysieal'characteristics have thie‘capac;ty:r;el‘
assume that they e;e se disposed. Qnaiit'ES'in virtuewpf”;

—

might, object that neither infants nor congenital defé%tives

could be reasonably assumed to share in this capability;
- { - . .

they neither‘perform as persons-wfth'respeCt to any of

thelr behav1our, nor could be reasonably assgged to do‘se.
Nevertheless, we contlnue to regard such 1nd1v1duals as
persons and the%r behav1our¥as actions. Slnce guch beings .
could not be regarded as decms;on*makers, they must by

the foregoing analysis, be denied, recognition as persons.

And this, it seems, would exposé our analysis of ,both

.
A




Such cases.ﬁight then
v

ersons and actions as defective,
’

+ X

385

. i be offered as counter-examples which scuttle,the programme.‘

—

< Yet, éhlle‘we must, Of couxse, ,gpcommodate such objec—

tions, 1t is by no means apparent. that they succeed as

refutatigons. For, although we most certainly recognize

childrdn and congenital defectives to be persons;, our

recognifiion would appear to be-tempered by‘certaiﬁaiesera

I

vations. That is, lwhile we-regérd them to be persons, we

-

do so with qualijioation; weldo\::t con51der them to‘be

persons in quite the 'same sense 'those charged with thé

" responsibility of ministering to thelr needs. Butzthls

’ '

., casts an eﬁpirely new light. on~the situation. For, if we.
do,

in fact, recognize such distinctions, as common usage

&
~

suggeets,-the notion of being a pereonwwoﬁld then hare'to
) be recoé;ized as equ;vocaf And’ although it.folld%s from
our account that ié}ants and congenital defectlves are not
persons in the sense whlch we "have been discussing - Wthh

we might call the prlmary or fullbblooded sense of person -

tHey mlght nevertheless, contlnue to be regarded as

g
persons in some other sense. 7 In this way, we mlght
- ™Y

accommodate ourﬂpatural incKinations to gecognize such
T o 2

beings as persons whlle still preserving the lntultlve

. .
distinction between them and- thelr full—blooded counter-

/‘Jf

- - T -

> parts.:

that such belngs could not be ldentlfled as- persons 1n

g

some gense, the. foregomng,objectlon would be removed.
ES

w

Since 1t would no- longer follow from our prograﬁﬁgﬁ*

Lo L N

X
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AR gl Rather than entities having some characteristics, ‘

or set of éharqcteristics which iéfboth necessary and

-~

‘gufficient for their identification, persons would seem

to be best.represented as sharing in an indefinite set’

58 r <
While certain features are

of 'family resemblances';
" more centrai to-this notion than‘othe;s, oo single char-
L acteristic or set would be considered necessary for jts
correct application. OQur éccount miggt then be taken as
R . ;
a sketch of (one of) the priooipal memoers of this famil§

: rather than a family portrait. Weﬂwould freely grant the

« €xistence of others, and might do so without compromising

» ..

, . .
our position. ' But the picture is complicated by the fact

Jthat thlS notlon dalso involves strong emotional overtones.
. o ? X - - - ~
That is, even where a particula “éntlty manmfests no

L]

feature which would warrant ltS recognition ‘as a person,

-

. [
. one might still %reat it as a person, and even regard 1p/,~in

. "as such, in wvirtue -of his feeling emotlops with respect

to it wh%eh are typically elicited by persohs.S.9

Because of this, it would seem, 'person' as_&t is

commonly used must be‘;éfnowledgedﬁto be ambiguous.-.

- . -
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« My 'general thesis may.be surmarized-as follows:

v the social scientes including -psychology,
sociology, political science, history, and
probably }1ngu1stics...share the same
subject matter - the behaviour of men.

And they employ without always admitting
it, the same body of general explanatory
principles. -

. ’ > ’

Yet, it is not the mere behaviour of men which they i@vee;.
v - s S C—— <

tigate, for a‘étudy'of such phenomena would fall witlgn

7

the~pur1ieus of natural science, ‘It is human behaviour,

rE————_

but only insofar as. it is brought about by . human Lnten—‘

I

tions, i.e., the actjions of‘persons, that constitute thelr

"~ ultimate objects. of interest. And such phenomené, I Have

-

argued, are identified and explained with the _'d of"-

certaln nomologlcal pr1nc1ples, i.e., the set of 1aw- o

sketches represented by [ﬂ], which govern persons and
’

their behav1our.’ Such principles must be tacitly assumed

by all action-explanations and hence, by all the ‘explana- __

tions of social sciencé. It is therefore principles of
this sort whlch underlie the social sczences. Like
explanati@ns in terms of reasons,61 those prov1ded by

soc1al sc1ence mlght be best conétrued as explanation-
' 5

‘sketches, enthymemes, thch only reveal thelr log1ca1

structure to a recothructlve an lys;s of the sory conduc-,
ted here. By such an. analy31s, they too might be shown
“~

to take the familiar form of the covering-law model. In

-

.

&
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- . , . ' .‘
our discussion of theoretical reductlon,,there-would seem

g R naﬂ.““m, , - B . a8

thls respect, they are llke anyaof the natural sciences.

The model of (sc1ent1flc)vexplanatlon and the form of the

laws’ which occur in tHese explanations is, therefore tge
.. \ - ' a

sahe for both the socialvand the .natural sciences. Only-

lnsofar as these diverse areas of inquiry 1nvest1gate .

and explaln different kinds of Ehenomegg, 2., huﬁan:

actlons as distinct from natural events, that is, iﬂsofar :
_as the laws which they employ in thelr explanatlonF govern
different kinds of ObJECtS and evenis, are. we able’ to dlf—
ferentiate between,them. Anthropology differs from
phy51cs/1n much the same'way as does chemistry.

" In this way, we‘mlght vindicate the regulistic’

¢

account of explanation in soc;a& sélence.\,Xet, recalling

e

©

to benno reason why the grounds upon which we p;esently . k!

distinguish between 5001a1 and natural sc1ence %pould

.
& -
. .

endure, Fdr, . - j T -l

-

c
I H z

. there is no reason why ‘the two tﬁeoretlcal W ).
" vocabularies built from—<wo sets of theoretlcal o
primitives could not be replaced by one , - ° 7 -
vocabulary built from one set of prlmltlvesz.., LY
the primitive vocabulary of the ‘reduced... - . ¢
theory would reappear, this. time, however, not . ‘

as primitive, but as defined terms in the* . T

" reducing theory.62 p S ‘
ﬁ I ’ - " b ) 90‘
If wekwshould then obtain a more adequate set of laws and ~
[ 3 ,J .

the requlred corfeSpondgﬂce rules® the law—sketqhes ! L\

'*"*whlch presentiybunderla@igmﬂjrusocxai'Stninhma~and*common——-~—~—;¥——

d&scourse maght well be reduced to thls more comprehen— .

[ N d
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JL:“:pQSSibility.‘ Indeea, recent developments in both the

{nently possible - tﬁe distinctidn between social and™
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‘sive set. And we would seem to be confronted with just

this sort of transition in social sciencé. Should tHis
/ .. L d

occur,” however, the social sdiences could no longer be
said to investigate human actions as they are presently

recognized. Or, if the present system of principles to

. which both social stience and common-sense appeal should

be reduced to those of one of the natural sciences, e.qg.,

phystes or neurology, - an eventuality which seems emi-

natural science could no longer be dr¥awn., As a result of

such a reductlon, the social sciences would become little

A

more than areas.pf spec1al 1ntere€t w1th1n a’ more general

natural science. And “this, in effect, is what trad1~

-

tional -regulists claim to be the case. But, whiile it

seehs evident that such a reduction has- not yet transpired,

. j - . Tema o
there would appear to be abpolutely no'reasop to dghy the
' ) 1

1

social epd the natural sciences suggest that sucH a

.

revision is imminent., Should it occur, the distinction
; €

LY o =
between social and natural science would be erased, or -

»

) * > s » * - - » - I3 . .
more properly,\soc1al science as ‘a distinct area of inquiry

would be ellmlnated._ ;' 4 - .

Yet, as was obsérved early in our dlscu551on, under-w

lyiﬁé the regullst/antl regulist cdhtxoversy concernlng

-the, model' of explanatlon 1n social science are fundamental;

- &
divergent coﬁceptlons of‘(sc1ent;£1c) explanation and 4

-

’ . .

.

. . - te

. . 5 . 5

]

¢ .
. .
. . . ' ‘ .
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@
"ultimately, of science itself. That is, those who-

subscribe to these compéting positions are bom@ittednto

different theories'of (scientific) explanation and this,

)

’, —- e ) ®
in turn, commits them to guite disparate views of sciénce
E ] ’ ' .

as a whole; . At this point, we might then briefly

5 1 '

consider the conception, i.e., theory, of (scientific)

explanation which underlies the position propounded Here.
Now, according to our analysié, explanation throughout

the sciences is of the covering-law model. #Whether they
. i . » T
occur in the social sciences or in the natural sciences, '

explanations, as we represent them, will satisfy both the
: L

-

covering-law condition and the deductive condition. But,

3 [N

since natural laws would be an essential part of all such -

£
e - L L.

explanations, if we are to explain why (scieptific)
explanation is of this form, we must begin with a general

account of empirical law and how it contri?utes to the

4

explanation of phenomena. ¢

.
) The. initial task of sgch an undertaking is to dis-
tinguish generaflizations accepted as nomologi¢al from
' . G .
those which € regarded as. merely accidental. Now, the

3

dirdct evidence sﬁpporting an aocidental generalization. ~

may be as good as, or even-ﬁetter_than, that which confirnfs -

»

many of our laws. This distinction could not therefore

* rest with their observational confirmation; "tHe differ-

ence between our two types of generaljization lies not...

on the side of the facts which.mak;s them true or falge" 53

.
-

’ »



recognition. Laws tend to ocdcur in sets, whereas “acci-

‘mighf also be distinguished,from accidental generaliza-:

,and c&unter—factual il‘dltlonals whereas accidental gen-
&

This might be eiplained by the fact that the character-

istic fumrction of laws is explanation. But, (\\?ﬂ\;~
< - ,

"ifs the reason for believing the general propo-
sition is solely direct knowledge of the truth-

of the instances, it will be felt to be.awpoor\
sort of explanation. 1If, however, there is
evidence for it which is independent of its

- instances, such as the indirect evidence.pro-
vided by instances of a same-level proposition...,
then the general proposition will, explain ‘its
instances in the sense that it will brovide
grounds for believing in their truth 1ndependently
of any direct knowledge of such tr&th 64

Over~and avae their direct confirmation, nomic generali—
H L4

zation mlght then be said to enjoy the indirect support

~

of other assertlons of 51m11ar status. And thls would

seem to reflect what actually transpires in such matters.
N . ‘ ‘ . . \ a

"For, when we. tecognize a particular assertion as nomo-
. ) oo -

logical, we do so in virtue of support which it receives™“
. A . v’ ~
¢ o . t . ., i ] . .
from other assertions which have been accorded similar
7 -

3

dental genéralizations are generally confirmed and

~

accepted 51ngly, solely on the ba91s of dlrect, observa-

tlonal evidence. There 1s, in addltlon, a certaln sense
n\ *
[y - x 2] - 65

of "'hecessity' a53001ated with universal law" which

we do not attribute to abJEdental generalizations: laws

-

tions_inavir&#é of the fact that,they sustain sdbjunctive

o

erallzatlons do not. And these characterlstics are the -

ones upon which the distinction has usually been drawn: ,

*

Pa
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' mutually;suppofting sets ratherrthan as independent units.

. ' v ‘ ’ . 392
But; while on this basis lawful assertiénf_ére di ffer-

enfiated from those which are merely accideﬁtal, such «-.

" differences must. themselves be explained. "or one might .

~ ]
well wonder whyﬁthere_should be such differences. -And

an explanatlon of these differences might well pn vide us

T

‘W1th the general account of natural law and 4ts rbl

explanation which we Sseek. Now; it has been observed that .

it is ‘not...a peculiarity of statements which
one takes as expressing laws of nature that
they entail -subjunctive conditionals, for the
same will be true of any statemegg which con-
tains a.dispositional predicate.

Thatiis, lawful assertions shafe‘with assertipns des- 4

- . . . . s )
¢cribing dlSpOSltlonal propertles the ¢haracterlstlc of

supportlng counter-factual and subjunctlve cond1t10nals“~”

But this mlght well suggest how the diverse features of

suth statemerts could be explalneg, For, it. would lend

[

some credence to the claim that® nomologlcal generallza-

4

tions are, in fact, descriptions of dlsp051tlonal charac- -

L%

il

teristics of the entities-which they govern. Such o

properties,_howeVerf;would be manifested in’ﬁi%fereﬁt
ways under different conditions, so that thei;_ﬁescription

. ¢ [ .
would have to accommodate such differences. If-constrhbed

in this way, lawé might then be expected to occur in S

And, if we were then to assume that those features of an

LI ' : i : ®

entity described by the laws gqﬁerning it are the essential

)
[

L
.
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t ‘- ~
characteristics, i.e., those in virtue of which it is .
- 3 . ’ -

~

properly identified as an object of that type, of such - 1.

_things, we might then expfain the necessity associated

- . . [ . - e * .
with such assertions. For, in that case, if a partlgular ”~

L4 <

entity.were properly?identifiedqéé being of a ceptain

[ ] R & *
type, then it“would, of ldgical necessity, have the dis-

positional features described by the laﬁs governing such
entities. It'Wpuid tHfen be obliged to manifest them in, -
accord with these,descriptibns.‘"A‘.pmplete set of the

. /

1aws governing any~particq$ar kind of entity-would then

* 1

. give an exhaustive description of the various ways in

' : .which all the essential properties of such things .are

manifested. ' Accidental generalizations, in contrast,

may be Baid fo describe purely contingent correlations. - ..
fromﬁxhis vantage point, we are able to accounf for all N

: . . the facts and distinctions which such issues introduce.

- And, while this accoept of natural law may require exten- °

.

™

Y £ - B
oo sive- refinemen he foregoing considerations would
attest to its fuhdamgental soundness. It is therefore
¥ e - .

this position that I shall ‘adopt. - .

On this apalysis, insofar as the. "aim of. science is
N ’ X _\ s .
67 its objective is fuyida-

%ﬁe'egﬁabliéhment of laws",

- . mentaily ontologicél; that is,'io_determine the~naturq§“
4\‘6}-objeots, Eo‘discovér,what ékey a#e by discovering

mtheirlessential pfbperties. And the~l5hs-whicb it pro-

. " vides are nothfhy more than descriptione ,of what it is

L 4 . . °



. . to be an entity of that particular type. In order to

v ‘  identify things of a certain k1nd one must knew (at
L ” °

least) some oﬁ its distinguishing features and perceiveh

that~certain indivfauals mdnifest these qﬁalities.' Such

8 k3 .
, - . knowledge, however, would ‘amount . to know1ng (some of) '
s the laws which. goveérn thhngs of that kind Thus, whlle :

. b , copper might occur in a ,divexfity of forms, if a,particu—

) ’3

.lar object responded to certain specific ¢ondifions, e. g., ]; o
. electrical 1mpulse, heat, chemiqal analy51s, etc.,’ 1n th

e

LI L4 mannex describedaby the lawg--which govern that element, L

regardless-of‘its other features, shape, size, colour,
' etc., we would consider this as suffiCient to establish

&

that it had the essential features which warrants i&s

o .1dent1ficat10n as _copper. And were one to know all the

laws which gov®rn a particular.kind'of entityp he‘would .

M o . - - ¢ A .-
¢ o know all the essential properties: of such. objects. L .

o ) hY r\)“ : -3 ‘e - a o s

6~ ., Khowing what & thing is Mmay then beoexpressed as nothing . gj

gmwore than knowing'the'general,'nomological principles

® i which;govern‘its behaviohr, 1,8., as knowledge of the .
. . ey - L] . . ’

' dispositfonal characteristics which will reeglt*in its
Lo . o L o ’ : . “ T e
»responding-to certain conditions in a particular manner, e

And théere is a gomman seneé'of understanding vii.k the .

.. v Lo 27 = 4
;) e =‘ oné whrch occurs 1n-sentences 1like' 'A mother understands i -
T her son' or 'The- mechanic understahds enqines', which T e e
& ‘ .
» applies to 1nd1v?duals rather than evente and which e Ls

¢ _concerns Are&nel;L_thi&J;md of knowledge. =To understand _A
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~wvan<object; in this.sehse, is to know how it would behave

L] - °©

under various conditions, i.e., tg,know that in virtue of

"its having certain‘dispositional charqcteriéﬁics it would , s
respond todcertaih coﬁditions in‘certaih ways. And such i’
,“°knOWIedge would be obta1ned(through~knowlédge of the laws.
' governing entities of that kind., Insofar as sC1ence seeks
.laﬁs_it therefore endeavours to prov1de us with this. sort

.of understanding.of the objects which those laws @overh.

Accofhing to the -programme outlined above, when onecj

1

identifies an object as being of a certain type, e. X P as

a person or a molecule, he tac1t1y recognizes lt as hav1ng

[

the d159031t10nal characteristics described by the laws

governing entities of that kind But, lf a certain kind

of f'lh'ing is jdentified in ﬁir-_l-ue of a p_arjl"xclﬂar c“h-.'araq-;“”
teristic (or set of characteristics) as. described by -a
certain law (or set of Laws), and- if an ind1v1dual were
recogniz%Q as being of that kind then .it would have to

' manifest that quality in the. appropriate manner. If 1t

- »

-were known that all the conditions required to activ?te

.

that dlSpOSltlon, i.e., those conditions which, if satis-

fied by an 1ndLV1dual of that. kind, would result in 1ts

i

behauing in a particular*way, had been satisfied..?ﬁat

PR

individual would have to'behave in- accord with this le

position. Should 1t.fa11 to do, 8o, we would be’ obllged

)
to deny that it had that pa;tiohla; dlSpOSltlonal trait

and hence, that it was an-object ofthat kind. When one .

.
.
b . : A

1
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-provides a (scientific) explanation, he might then be said

to {a) describe the particular dispositional characteristic

*

xdisplayed by entities of the\type which manifested the \

the latter. - But this would also expf;iﬁ why it iszfrequent-

behaviour in questién, and (b)vassert that the conditions

requlred to actlvate this dlsp051tlon had been satlsfled.

l , ¢
By stating. the law 1nvolved 1n such explapatlons, we Y

Q ‘ 4

accomplish the former; by statlng the initial condltlohs,

ly -unnecessary to state the laws which govern a particular
explanatlon exp11c1tly.‘ For, when it is known that the
one requestlng that a partlcular eVent be explalned is

aware of the type of eng;ty,lnvolved in the occurrence,

it might be assumed that he is' acquainted with the features

by means of which such entitieg are ideitifiédiAjgg,; the

- ¢ L4

laws which govern such entitie54 ahd, withlknowledge of

the specifie conditipons encountered by this]object as ., ¢
9 . -

described by the statements of initial condition, that

he will be able to determine which of these dispositional .

is relevant to’the,occurrence. Under such circumstances,

a singula} statement, or statements, would be sufficient Y

5

to -provid the lnterrogator with all the znformation

requrfed for. the . (sc1entif1c) understandlng of what trans-

pired. It is unnecessary to offer more, With this, he

himself might reconstruct the cdmplete explanatlon, if

called upon to do so.

-
L]

*
14
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\

But thissintroduoes ancther sense of 'understanding',
1 a

namely, that whlch de51gnates the state of comprehension _

.

typlcally obtalned through the explanatlon*of p%ﬁiomena. .

= This sense of the expression, 1n contrast to the one

LN

mentioned above, applles to events. —And it 1s through +
their explanatlon that we.obtaln such an understandlng of,

them. 1In thls sense, it is generally belleved that

"understandlng..;ls the aim of science" .68 That is, many

have érgued that science én&egvours tQ éatisfy man's
"desire to gain...ever deeper understanding of the world

in which he finds himself"69

and does so through the
provision of (sciéntffic) explanations. And, with the

aid of. the foregoing‘apalysis, we might‘now determine "what

Ekigg of understanding_ its explanations can give us'".

70

For, when one knows an event's explanation, he might be’

"said to know the relevant features of the kind of.ehtity

involved in that o¢currence which, when such objects are*

[ S

placed in certain circumstances, would result in their

<

.7h] ] b} . I]' m' ‘Y' S |] I I]’ . ] j-(-i ] -

in fact, placed in such circumstances. (Scientific)’
¢ -

explanatlon mlght then be said to prov1de an understandlng
- & -
of phenomena insofar as it gnap;gs;us to see_gygroyont_ag

‘EeSulting_from the essential nature of the entities . '

involved and the circumstances in which these entities

[ . : . -

were placed. Understanding of this sort would then

wluld - indeed, mist =~ behaveoin the same way, if exposed

.
]

»
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. P

Arid the p;o%isionkbfusuch know-

-~ ~

to the same cenditions.
'ledge_ié theiprimary objective of explanation -and ultim-
ately,:of science. It is then this general conception of

‘ kJ

(501ent1f1c) explanation which subtends my account of

& = ——

*

/éxplanatlon in- the social. sciences.
The p051t10n propounded in this essay would accommo-
date all the relevant data while av01d1ng dlfflcultles
encquntered by.alternatlves. It doeeJ 1p addition, enjoy’
. the benefits of1greater simplicity.f By}the:éonventional
. ’.standarde of theoretical'p:eference, ;t would theg‘merit
_acceptaﬁce,qyen'its rivals. Accordiﬁﬁéto my ‘analysis,
the. expianatien of ‘action and hence, expiaﬁation in the

o : social sciences, has the sameflogical structure as® -

___;m“4,_t.t_explanatloneln_natural_sc1ence*.namel¥+_the_£orm_seg£ - a

sented by the coverlng—law model of explanatlon. My -
% .
account is therefore regulistic. Yet, it dlffers pro-.

. foundly from therregulism espousedjbz‘gﬁgz/gf/a; prede;\

cessors. For the reasons which we have discussed, How-

<

. > -~ |
r L1 Lail UlllY

3

be discovered By 'a reconstructive analysis of tHe sort

>

»

‘”. performed here. &ike other phenomena, actions are events

in the wbrld ‘In virtue of thigf one wOuld expect them

to be explained in_ a way which-was 51m11ar to that employed:

L in the explanatlon ‘of other facts. But ’they also dlffer

from other occurrences in certaln‘Wery signlflcant

- respectSs ‘Anﬁ an adequaEe analysls must be able t«o~

S

Ll
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s b s

account for the similarities as well as thé.differences. P

. -~

Regulists have generally emphasized the former to the

exclusion of the latter, while anti-regulistsgyerr in the.

-

opposite direction, Through a critical-analysisiof both

=

these alternatives, I have endeéavoured to COnstruct a PR
. . .- }
position which accommodates the insights of each while.

- /o, -
avoiding the errors. of both. : .o ’

e - e e ——— - - - e — e —

s

PL]
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3 And if one were to deny the possibility of such pre-
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,deny that any but the ultimate laws of science could pro- .
"vide us with explanatlons, which amounts to denying. that e
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finesport of that explanation (cf. his The PDXSIClan.!

Spite of Himself). But, while such explanations are .
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'promissory notes' which will'be[replaced by a _more ade~
guate analysis when such is available. In this capac1ty,
they hmight be said to perform,the important task of
‘"directing sc;entlf;c research, the sign=posts to progress.

.o -

_ @. Hempel "Aspects of .Scientific Explanatxon“, pg. 371,

w* .

7 9 o ‘ “ .

dﬁly if we assume the theSLS of loglcallz qylvileged
Access would it follow that we could never obtain inde- .
pendeﬁt evidence .of 'a’ person's mental states. But, as . o

o T = : ' Torle 4
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was observed eaflier, this claim is itself suspect. More- ,
-». . over, to appeal to it in this context would appear to beg R
' . the question at issue. . Ty
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. Donagan, Alan, "The Popper-Hempel Theory RﬁgenSidered",’-
T in Philosophical Analy51e and History, ed;ted y William S
) H. Dray, pg. 142. ‘. oA s -
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Louch, A.R., Explanation and Human Action, pg, 9.
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L) - . .

12 our earlier contention that.[T] was .sufficien¥_for the .
occurrence of and hence, for the explanation of the" explan- .
andum-eVént rests upon precisely this point, i.e., that .’
where [T] 'is satisfied, cqnditions under which AB) might

_be falsified could not be produced. This yould then sub-
“stantiate ‘our contention that the conditions described by

[T] are both ngcessary and suff1c1ent features of the ,
agent's. situatlon-fbr the purpose of explainlng his actIBR.

B 13. D.C. Dennett offers a fascinating and 1n51ghtfu1 account
of how such a reduction might be performed in his Content @
and Con501ousness. b - , Do

_ 14 N ) ‘ " ‘ ' . i ) ;
L T Putnam, Hllary, "The Analytlc and The Synthetlc" :
e : e e e o
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“Maxwell;Grover; ; o
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- l? Aune, Bruce, Knowledge, Mind; and Nature, pg. 214. T ’
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.This was erglnally suggested by Carnap s remhrk tQ::_
, "terms like 'temperature' in ph¢sics or 'anger' or 'belief'
. 1n‘psychology are introduced as theoretical ‘constructs...”. . ‘

. (ef, "On Belief-Sentences", pg. 230; also, "The Methodo- g |
lodical h acteé? of Theoretical Concepts”). -Wilfrid . oo,
Sellars 1y developed this observation in‘-Science,

| <o Perceptloﬂ, and ality; P hzloso ical Perspectives, and:/

2 Science and Metapliysics.' An exce ent exposition of the

o position 1is offere% by Richard Rorty in ”Mind-Body

-Identity, Przvacy, and'Categorles“
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. .7 Bune/ op. cits, pg e i,
- - [ 4 C- k4 Y. ..
S AT - - ;
- - "Reductlon'oln the .sense in which the word.lé here

emploYed, is the explanation of a theory or a sét of
°mt.experimental laws established in. one area of inquiry, by
a:-theory usually though not invariably fqormulated .for

- some - other-gomain." (Cf. .Ernéét Nagel The E;ucture .of
. Sc1ence, pg 338.)
+ . . .l \' °

22

As: itrwas presented darlidr and. customarlly construed,
coverlng-law explanations can be exclusively and exhaus- ’

~ .. tively classified as elther D~N or I-S. If’the foredoing-"
argument is sound; however, we would be obllqed ‘to deny
.- - thls. -~ . - . . . L] -
‘ . -« i . . .‘ ¢ . . s -
23‘ " - *

"The former may be necessary, l.e}, if "man ‘action is
rational then it .must be 1ntelllglble but it would- not

be suff1c1ent for the.latter. - . i K

24 |

Louch, op. cit., pg. Slf )
] ’ ‘—// - - «
25 Dray, William H., Laws and Egplanation in Histo
e DG - 24, - This- 1separt1cular1¥Aev;dent_ﬁﬁere~fhere is
\ some gquestion as to the appropriateness of what was done.
T Thus, when -coming home very i
[ ' " expected to answer her.father's 1rate demands -for explan~"-" . .

ation with reasons whlch would justify her beh vdour. -

EEEN
L] ~-

26 . - ' . .. . i
———, * -7 Ibid., pg. 123.- . - o _
i = - A :

L4

- ¢ . *
: 27 They are, what AlV1n Goldman caiiii~'sianding' wants
A ﬁ“anér—be—l—a:eﬁsﬁSee,_pag&lJBff ' - o

&

i 28 ? o : l:l:!!f’ﬂ o E ae]a'be'rata'.en ma'gh‘t be sa;A £0
become 'wired in' the .organism so that, under the appro-
priate circumstances, it may be triggere The agent
might undergo such pgocesses subliminall{,” Taking such
a view would permit us to recognize habltual behaviour as'

I both deliberate and, if not necessarily rational, at least

: -explainable.. And this would coincide with common .sense.

.) - 29 |

Dray, op. c1t., ‘pg.s 123, And'lnsde‘iés we deny its

"~ ‘being purposive, we would not recognize 1l an actlon.
. * _In "Explanation in Scienceqanq in History" cf, pp. 120~ ..
- " 121), Hempel criticizes Dray's treatment. of thzs point, but.

nevertheless admits that theg - claim cannot bhe simply d;s-
m;ssed I am<here trying. to clarlfy the ‘p51ght
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30 The conceptlon?of practical reasoning adopééd here is
essentially the Ar;stotellan. _See, The Nichomachelan Ethics,
Bk. VI. - ' : \

31 Donagan, op. citf,ﬂpg. 148, \\\*%5 -

32 Mischel, Theodore, “Psychoiogy and Explanations of « TN

Human Behayiour", in Readings in the Theorxy of Action,

edited by Norman S. Care and Charles Landesman, pg.- 222s ¢
t B T .
33 Alei%nder, Peter, “Ratzonal Behaviour and,Psychological
Explanatlon" (in Care and Landesman) , pg. 1684 )
‘ e R .

34 Whether these are causes Or consequences need not con—
cCernsus here. %95\ foctnote 4, Chap. iv. ,
35 . ' - : . g -
) Louch’ —020 Cltd ’ pg. 4.' ) . . . @'

.ﬂF* :
36

We might continue to employ the orlglnal set -of concepts
even after such a reduction has taken place, just as chem-
ists continued.to use their original theories long after

that d1501p11ne had been reduced to atomic physics, AAll .

b-

“that is necessary for such a reduction is that the reduced -

with the assistance 9of the appropriate correspondenqe
rules¢ It might be expected that, as knowledgesof the
reduction spﬁeads, the reduced theory will be abandoned and"
its primitive ferms; if they continue to be used, will be
understood as defined on the basis of those introduced‘by
the reducing theory. But this -is a contingent matter and
may not occur even though one theory has been successfully
reduced to anether. As Richard Rorty opserves in "Mind--

L

—4%%%F{deﬁt%ty~—?rtvacy—*andweategories“**such‘a‘radvczi9n

encowrters—its greatgst registance whersé the 'theory//tp
be-reduced is an 'observatién language’'. This might * .

-

result in w;despread'refusal to.adopt the reduction. But’ .
that is of little consequenée, For, the mere fact that
most people continue to -cohceptualize human ‘beHaviour in

' the manner of their forefathers would not estlablish that , ¥’

the ﬁramework which intredutes such notions has not’ been :
- reduced. - . , , . - .
, o . J . , . __"_ .
'Most theorists would seem to be of the opinlon that g_i
theoretical change is theoretical reduction (cf. Carl
Hempel, "The Theoretician's Pilemma"; Thomas S. Kuhn, EEE
.Structure of Scientific:Revolution, et al.). In this, 1
5611eve them %o be. qui%e mistaken. F_r—fhe reduction of

§mtheory to another is a‘radical and . relatively rare -

u

”

oc
fo

urrence, , But theories undergo anoqher kind of trans-
ation 1ch, although less dramatzc, is far Jmore : -

g -

L ]




‘pervasive. This results from ourscontinual alteration
and adjustment of peripheral principles which, individually
have little or no effect upon the overall structure, but ,
eventually result 4in extensive revision. And all theories
would appear to be ‘continually undergoing such an .
evolutionary” change, as distinct from the revolutionary

# change of theoretlcal red tlon.

L
C .- - . _o. \

%7 Nagel, for‘eXample, identifies reduction with explana-
tion. See, footnote 21 above. .

33 [Rbrty, R{chard, "Mlnd*Body Identlty, Prlvacy, and
Categories", pg. 194,
' .
"?9 Feyerabend, P.K., "Expianation, Reduction, and Empiri-
" cism", pg.-59

L]
. T 3 ) . J
) - - R . » . .

40 Although not of action-explanation, as presently con- .

sttued. TFor there would no longer be such explanations,
since whe phenomena which they are meant to explain wbuld
no -longer be recognlzed

' 41 B . |
————w—ﬁw~—~————_——C£TﬁBruce~Aunev—ggfucetf7ﬁppT~2L8=223.r 4 o —
. Y ¢ —_— . . .
- Taylor, RicHara “Tﬁ6ﬁ_ﬁf*3ﬁa*Pﬁrﬁﬁsé*jfin*ThE“NaturE“‘—““**”
*-‘\ff Human Action, - edlted by Myles Brand, pg. 271
\ f\ , A
43 A tradition which dates bac&,to Descartes' second
Medltatlon. . S
44

These would seem to take the form of"family like- -
nesses' of which:Wittgenstein speaks (cf, Blue Book, 17,

87, 124) ,-none of which are individually éf%ﬁ%f“ﬁéﬁéssary
or sufficient. L .

- b N -

45 Such pOSSibllltles are a perennial source of sclence
fiction. 3dae, Frank¥ Hoyle's glack Cloud and JacP
Wllllamson s The. Human01ds. C

- 46 We would have no way of establishing the truth-yalues
qf such descrlptzons. They would then be strictly mean-
1ngless. ‘We .may, nevertheless, continue to employ .them
in some extended or metaphorlpal sense,

¢ L3
. .
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: 47 _That this is, in fact, a possibility is disputable.
For, unless some of an agent's desires and beliefs result
in action, it is by no means clear how he could be said
to have such mental experiences, But, since "mental
states and sensory states are’'basic categorial featyres
of human persons" (cf. Aune, op. cit., pg. 232), and under-
going such states implies having beliefs and desifes, it
would also preclude hls experiencing mental and sensory.
states and thus, his being a person. It would therefore
be impossible that a person fail to perform as a person on
some occasion. But here, the impossibility might well
be nomic rather than logical. WHile [N] would then _
proyide us with a lawful basis for identifying persons, it
would not be a,deductive criterion, j.e., it"would provide
us with no part of what is meant by 'being a person',
Such issues, however, continue to be highly controver31al
and shall not be pursued here.

-

Precisely this point’ underlles the various .problems .
‘“'—_‘—“——_*“—WHTEH“have*recentTy*attracted“so—much—attentronﬂconcerntng—*f——
how we would ever succeed in identjfying and commun1cat1ng~
with extra-terrestrial, intelligent beings. It would
also arise in connectlon w1th disembodied spirits.

#9  Nichomachean Ethlcs, Bk. VI, ch. 2, 11392 32233, T

50 Such varjatfons would.seem to be directly proportional
to the stren th of the desires which govern them.

— S o

. T “ .
. 5; Hume, David, i;Treatlse of‘Human Nature, Bk, I, .- Y
: Part 3, Sect. i, pg. 399.
N . - N \
- - 5--2-—A'Rylerl:;t}'.l.&:oer%;, TheLCeneept—omeindfapg,w53rmemw-w»;w -
53

"Though™ the causing a chanyge may require an actIvrty,
. it is not itself an activity." (Cf. HsA. Prichard,
. "Actlng, Willing, De51r1ng" . PY. 4@)

54 And, if ane is disposed to maRe dec151ons,'1 e., is &
person, it-is just such condltlons which would actlvate
that dispgsition. v oy

-

>3 Because one of the condltlons required  for maklng ‘

such a decision, i.e., one of the conditions of [T], was’ -
unsatisfied, or because he wasg, at that particular time, :
incapable of dec151on, i.e., agleep oT unconscious.

[2]
B [

pd

‘ 56 - BecaUSe what he did had, in fact, come about as a
resulteof other factors. S

-
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>17 This ambiguity would, of coursec permeate the entire
structure and be reflected 1n 'action', 'want',. as well
as’ all other terms of the system. When applled to such
beings, they would not have the same meaning as they have
when, used to describe persons in the full-bldéoded sense.
An infant might be recognized as .a person in the
sense of a potential person which: mlght“be defined as
follows: . ' . ~ .o

.

J is a potentlal person if, and only'if, J

shares 1n some of the characterlstlcs manlfested

by persons (which may or may not be physical
characteristics) and, given opur present

knowledge of 'bioclogical development and

barring unforeseen factors, accident, etc., ‘ \7

J might reasonably be expected 4o bec?me a
person i the primary sense. ° ;s

~

on this basis, we might account for our natural inclina-
tions to recognize an infant, or even a foetus, whether,
it grows to maturity or not, as a person. A congenital
defective might be recognized as a person 1n th ense N

[ <

of person’ manqué which may be defined as " . »

-4 ' -

J is g, person manqué if, and only 1f ' J sharesyf ) _

in some of the characteristics (whlch may o s ' ;
may not be physicdal characterlstlcs) of perfons :

or potential persons. L

@-

These definitions, dr ones like them, would reflect the w2
close relationship which our notions of a person, as it”
applies to such indiyiduals, has to that of a person in

the full-blooded sense, while preserving the distinctions
which we intuitively acknowledge.

B
8 éée, &he Blue Book, passageS(cited in footnoge 44.
59 As an example we mlght invoke "the tendency of lonely o
cld ladies to treat their pets»as mute, . inglorious |, L.
children". (Cf. Aune, op. cit.,; pg. 220.) But many
‘other and more flagrant examples are readily available. ° T
©a ) *
60 Homans, George S., The Nature of Social Science, -
Pg. 3. . . ' ’ \ ’ ) ‘ .
61 ) s " ° e . ‘ ' . I ¢
Although perhaps consideraﬁ%y more complex. .
. . ) " ° e , . o ¢
[ L
. e -
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