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PREFACE

Philosophy is the search for the large patterns of the world and of the
large patterns of experience, perceptual, theoretical,..., aesthetic, and
practical ~ the patterns that, regardless of specific contents, characterize
the main types of experience.

In this book I carry out my search for the large patterns of practical
experience: the experience of deliberation, of recognition of duties and
their conflicts, of attempts to guide other person’s conduct, of deciding
to act, of influencing the physical world with one’s doings, and the like.
This is the experience that makes possible our social life, the formulation
of plans for teamwork, the building of institutions, the development of
nations, and the adoption of the ideal of morality.

Here 1 develop a network of theories about the most fundamental
aspects of practical thinking: what is thought in such thinking; what
makes that thinking correct; what makes it practical; and the structure
of the doings that accrue to the world when such thinking is effective. I
have attempted to build each theory in sufficient detail, so that it il-
luminates its subject matter with a certain degree of fullness. But I have
also aimed at producing an harmonious system of theories, so that the
grand pattern of practical thinking can be admired, not only for the
beauty of the separate structures of its parts, but also for its architectonic
unity. Chapter 1 gives the details of the many facets of this project and
discusses some methodological techniques.

Each of the chapters has been conceived as a unit by itself, but most of
them are not wholly self-sufficient. The hurried reader who is especially
interested in one of the main topics may proceed directly to the chapters in
which the topic is dealt with, although a preliminary quick glance at
Chapter 2 may be helpful. For a thorough study of a topic the references
to the supporting evidence and complementary theories in other chapters
should be followed up. (The table of contents, which is analytic, and the
index may prove of value in pursuing more distant connections). A reader
who wants to take the development of the theories in the order they are
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presented, but prefers to concentrate on certain types of theories (ontologi-
cal, logical, meta-psychological) may read the book through skipping
only the sections that deviate from the path of his main interest.

The chapters of this book are, then, initially independent of each other
up to a point, but grow in interrelatedness with the other chapters. This
is an unavoidable consequence of our attending to the complexities of
each aspect of practical thinking including its connections with the other
aspects. Perhaps the following arrangement of chapters of the book where
some main topics are treated may be of some help to the reader interested
in a single one of the major aspects of practical thinking.

Action, doings and deeds: 12, 5, 10-11 [note the order]

Intentions and intending: 2, §5; 6; 10;12

Wants, needs and desires: 5; 7, §4-§6; 10, §4-§5; 11

The finitude of the mind: 10-12

Ought, obligation, norms and deontic judgments: 2, §7; 7-9, 11, 13

Imperatives and prescriptions: 2, §3 and §4; 4; 5; 10, §6

Propositions: 2, §2; 3; 5;7; 9

Truth and legitimacy: 3, §2; 5; 6, §8; 8

Logic: 3, 4, §2, §9; 6, §7; 8, 9

Practical language: 1, §4; 3, §6-§7; 4, §4, §5; 6, §1-2; 7, §9-14; 10,
§3; 11, §2-5

Metaphysics: 1, §3; 2, §3; 10, §3; 12; 13

Obviously, practical thinking is not an isolated phenomenon, but is an
integral part of our experience of the world. This overall total unity of
experience I have kept in view throughout these investigations. It has
forced its way into the unity of the system of theories I have arrive at here.
Yet its more pervasive core lies beyond our present reach. But I have
taken pains to indicate at the appropriate places both in the main body
of the text and in notes, where and how our large issues in the theory of
practical thinking blend with or become difused into the most fundamental
problems of general philosophy.

We search for the large patterns of experience, but underlying our
concrete experiences lie only segments of those patterns. Hence, we have
two philosophical tasks: (1) to describe a large amount of formal aspects
of our concrete experiences, thus, collecting philosophical data, and (2)
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to project from the rich data a theory, i.e., a system of hypotheses,
about the total pattern. I have here attempted to theorize on the basis of
abundant data. No data can prove any theory, mine or somebody else’s.
But everybody can test another’s theories, and if these theories are
fruitful, he can build better and more comprehensive ones on them.
This fruitfulness I have striven to achieve. Given the totalitarian or holistic
nature of philosophy, no philosophical theory, regardless of how compre-
hensive it may be, is anything but tentative.

This treatise puts forward a very comprehensive theory of action, i.e.,
of the structure of human action, delving into the normative and practical
structures of practical thinking, and the most basic structure of practical
reasoning. Yet it does not deal with values. Naturally, in terms of what in
Ch. 1 we call the Representational Image of practical thinking, our theory
of action has to be complemented with the theory of the implicational
relationships between values and intentions and norms. But since values
are nothing more than representations to consciousness of facts about
needs, desires, wants, and intentions of agents, the theory of the validity
of practical thought contents and the truth of normative judgments can
connect directly with those facts about needs, wants, and intentions, as
we show in Chs. 5, 6, 10, and 11, thus bypassing the value judgments and
the theory of values. In general, the peculiarity of values as contents of
consciousness makes them more indispensable, not for action, but for
esthetic contemplation and the theory of art.

It would be appropriate to end this preface with a list of both the most
important theses and the new views I am defending in this treatise. I mean
the specific theses over and above the important general claims made
above that: (i) the views on the specific topics of practical thinking and
action theory must belong to one unified comprehensive theory; (ii) this
comprehensive theory must be integrated within a ‘larger’ theory of the
mind and reality; and (iii) the structural simplicity of a theory, which is a
crucial desideratum, must yield pride of precedence to the capacity of a
theory to conform to the largest possible collection of data. In consonance
with these general theses, the system of theories here developed is based on
a large amount of data, and its structural cumulative simplicity consists of
its threading together a large number of theses on a wealth of topics. It
would be too tedious and lengthy to summarize the several theories and
their unity here bereft of their evidence. The reader can frame an idea of
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the richness of the crucial and novel theses by glancing at the topical
index, in particular, by reading the content of the entry Principles and
other entries like Deontic, Imperative, Ought, Thinking, Mandate, Inten-
tion, Action, and Language.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: TASKS AND PROBLEMS

In this chapter we both demarcate the subject-matter and formulate the
aims of the ensuing investigations. We explain in what sense this is an
investigation into the philosophical foundations of institutions and
normative systems. We distinguish six sets of philosophical problems
which will be dealt with in this book. Our aim is to develop a family of
interconnected theories that provide a unitary systematic account of our
problems. We will take some pains to collect, describe and organize a
large amount of data, so that our theorization can be both comprehensive
and well supported.

1. THE FOUNDATIONS OF NORMATIVE SYSTEMS AND INSTITUTIONS

One of our main topics is the philosophical foundations of normative
systems. Since a norm is a principle of action, the foundations of normative
systems lie ultimately in the nature of action and in the nature of practical
thinking, i.e., the thinking, intimately bound up with action, concerning
what is right, or wrong, to do in certain circumstances. The study of the
philosophical foundations of normative systems is simply the study of the
structure of practical thinking ,the structure of what is thought in practical
thinking, the connection between both of them and action, and the role
and status in the world of what is thought in practical thinking. Because
of the characteristic involvement of thinking with language, the investiga-
tion will have to delve into the functions and structure of the language of
action.

Many philosophers have been concerned with the foundations of
morality, and many others with the foundations of law. In this book we
sharpen and generalize the problem so as to include the general founda-
tions of all normative systems. Roughly speaking, a normative system is
a certain set of rules, or norms, or judgments, or statements, that formulate
permissions, licenses, rights, obligations, requirements, duties, injunctions,
prohibitions, interdictions, or some type of correctness or incorrectness
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of some course of action — or, alternatively, a certain set of do’s or
don’ts and shall’s or shan’ts.

The moral codes of all the different communities and the legal systems
of the nations of the world are, of course, among the most important
normative systems. But each institution of any society is either a normative
system or, more likely, a complex of normative systems which assign
roles and duties to the officers of the corresponding institutional hierarchy.
Each particular law or ordinance, each by-law of an association, each set
of rules of a game, and each agreement, contract or promise is, or deter-
mines, a normative system.

One of the tasks of the present investigation is to clarify the very con-
cept of normative system. Such a task includes that of explaining the
relationships between any two of the different items mentioned above as
composing a normative system. We will, for instance, explain how in
general licenses or rights relate to requirements or oughts, and how these
relate to do’s and don'ts, and how all of the preceding relate to shall’s and
shan’ts. For the time being let us say for convenience that normative
systems are (at least in part) systems of norms or deontic judgments.

A normative system is (in part) a system of norms determined by a
special characteristic set of considerations, through which it partitions all
actions into three classes: (i) those actions that are required by those
characteristic considerations; (ii) those (different) actions that are un-
required, i.e., whose no-performance is required by those same considera-
tions, and (iii) all other actions, which are thus the actions the normative
system leaves open, or free, for every agent to perform or not to perform
as he pleases. (We may allow as a limiting case that normative system that
has actions neither of type (i) nor of type (ii).) Thus, each normative
system determines a type or kind of requiredness. And each norm either
assigns to some action the normative character of being required, or
assigns to it the normative character of being non-required, by the con-
siderations characteristic of the normative system to which the norm
belongs. Thus, the elucidation of the nature of a normative system con-
sists (at least in part) in the elucidation of the nature of its characteristic
requiredness. This is tantamount to the elucidation of the nature of the
norms characteristic of the system. Now, the characteristic norms of a
normative system N are of the following canonical form:

(F) X is required by N [or ought Niy] to do A,
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where the adverbial phrase by N’ [or ‘Nly’] signals the type of required-
ness determined by system N. Consider for instance:

0} One is required by the local traffic regulations to stop before
a red light;

) X ought morally to forgive Y,

3 Jones ought, in accordance with his promise to his wife of

June 15, to buy himself a new suit.

In these examples the italicized adverbial phrases clearly indicate the
types of requiredness involved, and they also indicate in the proper
contexts of utterance to what normative systems the norms they would
express belong to.

The full theory of a given institution 7 is at bottom, then, the total
theory of the norms characterizing, or, better, constituting, the normative
system N (i) that determines institution i This is the theory that accounts
for the logical form of such norms, their implication relationships, and
their truth conditions. For example, the total theory or philosophy of
morality is the theory of the norms of the form ‘X ought morally to do
action A’ as well as of the complex statements composed of such norms.
Likewise, the theory or philosophy of law is the theory of the norms
involving the form ‘X must (ought, should) legally do A’. Similarly for
the other institutions. In short, the fotal theory of an institution i is com-
posed of two parts:

(a) the general theory of norms, i.e., the general theory of the sense
and truth constraints built into the matrix:

(F.1) X ought [is required, is obligated] to do A, and

(b) the special theory of the particular institution #, that is, the theory
of the contributions to the truth conditions of the norms composing the
corresponding normative system N(i) by the special considerations
characteristic of N(i); in brief, the special theory of institution 7 is the
theory of what the adverbial phrase entering in the blank in form (F.1)
above expresses.

Thus, the special theory of morality is the theory of the adverb ‘morally’,
rather than the theory of ought, as is often said. The special theory that
constitutes the distinctive part of the philosophy of law is simply the
theory of the adverb ‘legally’. But neither the philosophy of morals (or
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morality) nor the philosophy of law has anything to say about general
requiredness.!

In this book we develop a series of theories that deal with the general
normative matrix (F.1). We place it in a still larger context, relating it to
other types of statements and to the general mechanisms of action. These
theories are the foundation for the special theories (b) of particular in-
stitutions. The specific theories of type (b) are, so to speak, adverbial
theories that modify the theory of requiredness in general, when super-
imposed upon it. Naturally, the adverbial character of the special theories
of given institutions does not prevent such theories from being more
complex and more difficult to formulate than the general theory of their
foundational matrix (F.1). Furthermore, the complexity of a special
theory may depend on the fact that the institution the theory deals with
is a complex of sub-institutions. This is indeed the case both with morality
and with the law. Morality is, as I have explained elsewhere2, a complex
of three interacting normative subsystems. That is, the adverb ‘morally’
has a threefold ambiguity; or, if you prefer, it is an adverb that needs
specification by one of three subsidiary adverbs that modify it. A system
of law, especially in contemporary societies, is a most complex normative
system: it is a huge system of systems, some of which are also systems of
systems of norms.

To sum up, the preceding explains briefly a sense in which our study of
norms and requiredness in general provides foundations for the studies of
institutions, especially morality and the law. It also indicates how the
study of normative systems can be concentrated at least in part on the
study of the structure of norms, their interrelationships, and their relation-
ships to other things, especially circumstances, thinking, and action.

The involvement of a normative system with the production of action is
precisely its raison d’étre. However useful it is to consider a normative
system as an abstract system of norms, the crucial thing is that a normative
system is adopted by a special domain of agents. Even when there is a
process of enactment carried out by a representative set of norm-makers
or legislators, the normative system is meant to be adopted by the agents
of the domain, so that they can guide their actions by it. The life of a
normative system lies, so to speak, in the internalization of the norms
composing it into the action mechanisms of the agents for whom the
system formulates its own special brand of requiredness. That internali-
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zation of a normative system makes the agents possessing it rational
producers of action in two ways. On the one hand, an agent is rational,
superficially speaking, both by contemplating different courses of action
as within his power and by being aware of the actions he performs. On the
other hand, an agent is a rational producer of action, in a profound sense,
when he chooses courses of action for performance from the very con-
ception of the requiredness of the action he believes to be required by the
sum total of his circumstances, or by the balance of the special considera-
tions of the diverse requiredness impinging on him in his current circum-
stances. More generally, to think endorsingly at a certain time that an
action is somehow required through some existing circumstance by
virtue of one’s having adopted a certain normative system, is to nudge
oneself to some degree to perform the action in question. Normative
thinking is a thinking with an internal causality, i.e., a causality involving
what is thought and what one is inclined to do.

The connection between the performance of an action and the thought
of a norm formulating a special requiredness, is one of the main topics on
which this investigation is to shed some light. But in order to increase the
flood of light we must, once again, generalize the problem. This time we
generalize beyond the practical dimension of normative systems, and
consider the general problem of how practical thinking, whether normative
or not, connects with action.

2. PRACTICAL THINKING

We exercise our thinking powers in learning what things are and how
they relate to, and affect, one another. We postulate hypotheses and
invent theories about what things are and how they affect one another.
These are all instances of thinking in which one contemplates the world,
its contents, and its laws. They are variously referred to as descriptive, or
theoretical, or contemplative, or pure uses of reason. Here we shall call
them instances of contemplative or propositional thinking.

But we also exercise our thinking powers in finding out or deciding what
to so, as well as in helping others to decide or learn what to do. Knowing
what to do is an intimate and subtle blending of contemplation and
causation. Thinking what to do oneself, or what another person is to do,
consists partly in the contemplation of several fragments of future possible
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worlds, all beginning at the terminal point of a past history shared by
those worlds. Thinking what to do is much more than comparing alter-
native fragments of the future of the world. It is also to be at least dimly
aware of oneself as housing causal powers that can alter, even if slightly,
the future of the world. To come to know what to do is to have a thought
which itself consists of an awareness of its bringing about an action, or of
its bringing about at least a re-arrangement of the causal powers in one-
self, so as to create a state of readiness for action in the appropriate
circumstances. To advise or, in general, to tell another agent what to do
is to guide him to, or even to force him into, a contemplation of the
alternative fragments of thefuture of the world thatimpinge on hismanifold
of causal powers; moreover, it is to lead him to contemplation on the
presupposition that those powers will be activated, or at least re-arranged
into a state of readiness, by the agent’s very contemplation of those
alternative possible futures of the world.

Thinking what to do oneself, or what another is to do, intending or
deciding to do something (whatever it may be), advising or telling others
what to do, are just some of the practical uses of reason; they are forms of
practical thinking. They and their cognates are the locus of the investi-
gations carried out in this book. We will explore here the ‘nature’ of
practical thinking.

The causational dimension is the most profound mystery in the nature
of practical thinking. That dimension is the coalescence of contemplation
and causation, we said; but it is more: it is the coalescence of contem-
plation and the causation of that contemplation, and the contemplation
of that causation. Practical thinking is a most intricate intermeshing of
awareness and action, and of action and what one is aware of. Thus,
however it is that a man’s thinking reorganizes his tendencies to act and
even eventuates in action, practical thinking consists of a massive and
obscure awareness of one’s, or other’s, causational powers through some
characteristic concepts and some characteristic thought contents. We
shall call them practical concepts and practical thought contents. Among
the practical concepts are the concepts of ought, right, and wrong, the
concept expressed by the imperative mood, and the concept expressed by
the future tense in declarations of resolution or intent.

In the case of purely contemplative thinking, the units of thought con-
tent are variously called propositions, statements, and judgments. They
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are characterized by being true or false, and by other aspects discussed in
Chapters 2 and 3. In order to avoid begging any questions we shall use
the Greek work noema (plural noemata), meaning what is thought or
conceived, planned or purposed, to refer both to propositions and to the
similar counterpart units of content of practical thinking.

Among the fundamental noemata that appear to consciousness in
practical thinking are:

(1) what one thinks when one intends to do something (hereafter
called an intention); what one thinks when one makes up his
mind to do something (hereafter called a decision);

(2) what one thinks when one considers, even without issuing it
a command, an order, a piece of advice, a request, or an
entreaty;

(3) what one thinks when one conjectures or comes to believe

that a man has an obligation, or a duty, to do something, or
that he ought to, or is required to, do this or that;

(4) what one thinks one supposes that it is wrong, or unlawful,
or forbidden, for a certain agent to perform a given act;
%) what one thinks when one considers or thinks that it is right,

or permissible, for a man to do some action A.

Of course, some contents of practical thinking are propositions. This
is the case when one considers a proposition as a condition, or a circum-
stance, or a qualification, of a decision, obligation, order, or prohibition.
Propositions also enter practical thinking in the identification of agents
thought of as possessors of obligations, permissions, or rights, as well
as in the identification of objects as persons affected by obligatory or
forbidden actions. (These crucial distinctions will be elucidated in
Chapters 4-9.)

We shall theorize that decisions are intentions that appear at the tail
end of deliberations. For convenience we shall call:

(1) intentions, all noemata of type (1);

(2) mandates or imperatives, all members of type (2);
(3) ought-judgments, the noemata of type (3);

(4) wrong-judgments, those of type (4), and

(5) right-judgments, those of type (5).
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We shall refer to ought-, wrong-, and right-judgments as deontic
noemata. In Chapter 7, we shall argue that deontic noemata are proposi-
tions. Non-commitally, i.e., without implying that they are genuine
properties, we shall call oughtness (obligatoriness, dutihood), wrongness
(unlawfulness, forbiddenness), and rightness (permissibility, allowedness)
deontic properties. The categories of noemata are further explained in
Chapter 2, and in the ensuing chapters they receive full clarification.

Undeniably, there is practical thinking. Undeniably, its contents are
more variegated than those of purely contemplative thinking, as the
preceding list shows. Yet there is an obvious sense in which purely
contemplative thinking and its contents have an ontological primacy
over practical thinking and its contents. This is the sense in which there
is no inconsistency in the supposition that there might be a purely con-
templative creature, endowed with the capacity to think and the power
to cognize the world, but deprived of the power to act deliberately on the
world: that is, deprived of the power to conceive intentions or mandates
and unable to consider deontic noemata. On the other hand, if a creature
is an agent endowed with practical reason, he is, a fortiori, endowed
with contemplative thinking,.

This is why propositions are also contents of practical thinking. Our
intentions and our duties to act depend on our circumstances. This is as it
must be: we want to change the same world we find ourselves in, i.e., the
world our perceptions and beliefs are about. The comprehensiveness of
practical thinking that includes and requires contemplative thinking is
characteristic of a mind that has the adequate mechanism, with great
survival value, for keeping fast to the needed unity of the world of con-
templation and the world of action. While contemplative thinking is, as
explained, ontologically prior, and could in principle appear pure in an
angelic creature, practical thinking becomes psychologically dominant
and logically encompassing. The ultimate unity of reason is the unity of
practical reason.

There is still a series of more profound ontological problems about
reality surrounding practical thinking. In ordinary contemplative thinking
we consider propositions, which are true or false, and if a proposition
is true, there is then in the world a fact corresponding to (or, in some
theories, identical with) that proposition. This naturally raises the ques-
tion whether anything similarly corresponds to the practical noemata or
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not. Perhaps, deontic judgments correspond to some facts. After all, we
do say that it is true that one ought morally to do such and such, and
that it is false that one is required in accordance with this or that institu-
tion to do a certain action. Perhaps, the words ‘true’ and ‘false’ do not
mean exactly the same thing in these cases as they do in the case of brute
facts, e.g., in ‘it is false that the earth is flat’ or ‘it is true that cats are
afraid of dogs’. These are questions we shall decide later on. (See both
Chapter 7,§1, and Chapter 8) But there is another problem. To the
extent that norms or deontic judgments are true or false, we seem to be
committed to there being in the world such properties as requiredness or
rightness or wrongness. Perhaps there are such properties, but certainly
they are most peculiar; e.g., non-existent entities, like unperformed ac-
tions, seem to have them. A full understanding of the nature of practical
thinking, and of normative systems, demands that such properties, if so
they are, be placed in their proper position in the structure of reality.
(See Chapter 13) Furthermore, intentions and mandates do not seem to
correspond to facts in any way analogous to that in which true ordinary
propositions of observation and of scientific research correspond to their
facts. In what sense, then, are intentions and mandates real, if at all, over
and above the sense in which the mental states of intending and endorsing
mandates are real? In what sense are they real over and above the sense
in which intentions appear in declarations of intention, and mandates
appear in acts of issuing orders, requests, etc.?

These last questions bring in the most profound issues of philosophy:
the nature of the mind, and the connections between thinking and language,
on one hand, and the connections between thinking and reality, on the
other. These are, of course, part and parcel of the ultimate framework
within which we must find the foundations of normative systems. But we
will not deal with such large issues here, except to the extent that some
of them take on a special aspect in the context of practical thinking. Our
design is to deal with the local problems, so to speak, within the field of
problems pertaining to practical thinking. We hope to provide solutions
to those problems bringing the investigation up to the point where the
problems have to be dealt with within the larger setting of general
philosophy.

The preceding discussion demarcates our area of investigation and
gives an idea of the main problems that will occupy us in our journey.
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But before we set off we must complete some preparations. We need a
better chart of the area to be traveled and we also need some indispensable
equipment.

3. OUR SIX TYPES OF PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS

To the initial reflection on deliberate action by an agent, the agent’s
mind appears as a mechanism that is both representational of the world
and causal. Thus, what appears to initial reflection is partitioned into
three systems : (i) the agent, his internal mechanisms of action and thinking,
and his internal episodes of thinking; (ii) the representational system of
noemata; (iii) the rest of the world. They appear to be embedded in a
large network of relationships connecting the elements of one to those of
another. Each of those relationships must be elucidated.

The representational system we call the phenomenological image. Tt
raises two internal types of problems: (i) the ontological problems per-
taining to the constitution of noemata: their elements and structure;
and (ii) the logical problems pertaining to the implication relationships
between noemata. The problems pertaining to the relationships between
the representational image and the Rest of the World we call metaphysical.
The problems about the connections between the representational image
and the internal mechanisms of the agent we call meta-psychological,
and the problems about the organization of the internal representational
mechanisms of the agent belong in rational psychology.

In short, we distinguish the following six types of philosophical problem
in which we are interested in this investigation:

(A) The phenomenologico-ontological problems, which we will for
brevity call ontological problems, of practical thinking in general (and of
normative thinking in particular) are the differentiation from one another
of the practical noemata, and the formulation of the structural relation-
ships between practical noemata. Specifically, here belong questions like
these:

(1) What are the differences and structural relationships between
mandates and propositions? For instance, is the command
Jones, go home reducible to the corresponding proposition
Jones is going or will go home? L.e., is the command the result
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of some operation on the proposition or is it a complex having
the proposition as a component?

2) What are the structural relationships between intentions and
mandates?

3 Is what is intended a proposition?

C)) Is the structure of a deontic judgment of the form X ought

Nly to go home that of the adverbial qualification Ny modi-
fying the deontic matrix X ought to go home? Is this
matrix the result of the operation of ought on the simpler
matrix X... to go home? Is this latter matrix a proposi-
tion, namely the proposition X is going (will go) home?

(5) What sorts of structural relationships are there between in-
tentions and deontic noemata?

(B) The logical problems of practical thinking are those of formulating
the networks of implication relationships between and among the
noemata thought in practical thinking. Since propositions are also thought
of in practical thinking, included here are the implications from con-
templative propositions to practical noemata, and vice versa. It should
be stressed that simple principles like so-called Hume’s guillotine and
Poincaré’s principle are lame attempts at solving the logical problem of
practical thinking in one fell swoop. Poincaré’s ‘principle’ claims that no
imperative (i.e., mandate) follows from any set of propositions; and
Hume’s guillotine asserts that no ought judgment follows from non-
deontic propositions. Fortunately, the logical problem of practical
thinking is more complex, and cannot be solved by such wholly segre-
gating principles. We say ‘fortunately’ because our brief remarks above
about the unity of reason and the proposition-encompassing character
of practical thinking strongly suggest that, rather than logical principles
segregating the different types of content of practical thinking, what we
must have are bridging principles of implication. Such bridging principles
are the ones that hold together, so to speak, the unity of the world as both
a world of contemplation and a world of action.? Qur task is to produce
not only the principles of implication internal to practical noemata, but
also some of the most important principles bridging the difference between
propositions and deontic noemata.

Evidently, the solutions to the logical problems are to be built upon
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answers to the questions of type (A). They are both very closely related
that sometimes we will speak of the logico-ontological structure of a
noema to refer both to its internal structure and to the network of
implication relations at whose intersection it lies.

(C) The semantical, or proto-metaphysical problems of practical thinking
are those concerning the analysis (not necessarily reduction) of the values
of practical noemata involved in practical reasoning. If deontic judgments
or norms are true or false, then in this rank we are to reveal the structure
of deontic truth. Since the word ‘truth’ suggests some correspondence
with facts or something in the world, we are dealing here with the reality
content of deontic judgments. That is why I prefer to call this the proto-
metaphysical rank. The word ‘semantical’ suggests in one of its uses
something linguistic, and in another something having to do with set-
theoretical models. While both connotations relate to something im-
portant as we shall see, we will also be dealing here with something more
fundamental and concrete. The same considerations apply to intentions
and mandates and their inferential values.

The problems of this rank presuppose solutions to some of the problems
of ranks (A) and (B).

(D) The meta-psychological problems of practical thinking are those
pertaining either (i) to the involving of practical noemata with mental
states or states of consciousness, or (i) to the special way in which
practical thinking is involved with action. The problems of type (i) can
be grouped under the heading of problems in the rational (orphilosophical)
psychology of practice (or action). In the case of contemplative thinking
philosophers often speak of propositional attitudes (referring to believing,
supposing, and the like), and to propositional states of consciousness
(like perceiving, thinking or imagining that something or other is the
case). We shall speak of practical (and later on, of practitional) attitudes,
and of practical (and practitional) states of consciousness, Here one of the
main problems is the relationship between the practical and propositional
attitudes and states. This is an ontological problem, pertaining to the
structural relationships between the operations of the mind and the
practical noemata. The other problems of type (i) pertain to the formula-
tion of the differences between any two of the practical attitudes or states
of consciousness. These are for the most part logical problems in that the
different practical attitudes characteristically differ from one another
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in their implications. Clearly, these problems presuppose at least partial
solutions to the problems of types (A) and (B), and some of them presup-
pose solutions to the problems of type (C).

The meta-psychological problems of type (ii) are those pertaining to the
practicality of practical thinking in all its manifestations. Included here
are the special discussions of the structure of the way in which each type
of practical noema is involved with action. This investigation here is
theoretical and connects both with profound metaphysical issues and
with most difficult problems in empirical science. Among the former are
the issues about universal causality and the indeterminism of the will,
as well as the issue of the self’s intervention in the physical world. The
empirical problem of describing the neuro-physiological mechanism of
intended and deliberate action is the one that at this juncture plugs in with
our philosophical discussion.

(E) The metaphysical problems of practical thinking pertain to the
degrees and type of reality of practical noemata. We shall examine what
sort of entities actions are. But, more importantly, the investigation must
reveal the sense in which the world is, as most of us think it is after abrief
reflection, primarily composed of non-normative and non-practical facts.
This includes an account of the status of deontic properties as not being
really part of the ultimate furniture of the world. This investigation
clearly presupposes solutions to problems of all the preceding ranks.
In general, metaphysical claims about what is real, or not, in the deep
sense of something being in no way a by-product of the mind, or of the
use of language, are supervenient claims. They have to be grounded on
pervasive phenomenal features of the relevant categories of entities, or
concepts. Only after we have gone through the development of the answers
to the basic questions of ranks (A)-(D) can we consider some features of
those answers as metaphysical clues — i.e., as clues that, if at all possible,
take us, after careful tooling, from the several accounts of what appears
to consciousness in practical thinking, to reality in itself.

(F) The philosophico-linguistic problems of practical thinking are of
three main types: (i) problems having to do with the deep structure under-
lying the sentences expressing noemata thought in practical thinking; (ii)
problems pertaining to the different speech acts performed by the ut-
terance of given sentences, and (iii) special problems pertaining to the
theory of communication. Clearly, solutions to problems of type (i) are
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(B), and (C), a foundation for the rational psychology of action. The
narrow philosophical problem of type (ii) in rank (D) will be treated in
Chapters 9, 10-12. But the general metaphysical problems of indeter-
minism of the will and of the role of the self in action will not be broached.
We shall attack the problems in rank (E), both the one about what sorts
of entities actions are and the one about the metaphysical status of deontic
noemata. (See Chapters 12 and 13, respectively.) Finally, the main prob-
lems of type (i) and (ii) in rank (F) will be treated in the process of dealing
with the other problems, especially those in ranks (A) and (B). We will
also discuss some features of the contents of less general speech acts like
promising and formulations of intention. However, we will not deviate
from our route, which traverses the problems of practical thinking, to
attempt to articulate a detailed theory of speech acts or deep structure of
practical language. We limit ourselves to providing the specific required
foundations for such a theory. (Specific references to these and other
problems can be found in the Index.)

Figure 1 indicates the framework and the scope of our investigation.

4, PRACTICAL LANGUAGE

In §1 we formulated the problem of the foundations of normative systems
through the contrast between some linguistic matrices. In §2 and §3 we
formulated the main and the large bulk of our problems in terms of
practical thinking and practical noemata. We have already mentioned
the intimacy between thinking and the production of symbols. Some
philosophers equate thinking with the use of language. But we do not have
to endorse or reject this view. At the pre-theoretical level in any case
thinking is the crucial phenomenon.

Of course, it may very well be that to think is always to use language,
overtly or covertly, or to have something like sentences running through
one’s brain or body. In such a case the proper theory of thinking will have
to have an appropriate account for the fact that episodes of thinking have
contents. And the theory may very well establish that those contents do
not really have a status in the world. Yet nothing of this is precluded by
posing our problems about the nature of practical thinking directly, as
problems about thinking, not about language. Posing the problems that
way has several absolutely important virtues. Among them are: (a) we
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have not begged any questions concerning the nature of the relationship
between thinking and language; (b) we side neither with the physicalists,
who claim to reduce the mental to the physical, nor with the dualists,
nor with the neutral monists; (c) we side with no position on the
possibility of a private language, i.e., a language that is a means of thinking
without being a means of communication.4 Furthermore, (d) our attentive
study of the structures that appear to consciousness in practical thinking
has the enormous value of providing data that any theory about the nature
of the mind has to take into account.

It is often said that a rational being who lives all by himself, outside
all social intercourse, needs not conception of ought or right. Thus, it
might be thought that practical thinking by its very nature requires a
minimal social organization and, hence, a language that as a means of
communication ties the social organization together. It might be thought
that even if the logical and ontological problems of purely contemplative
thinking could be treated without reference to language, the logical and
ontological problems of practical thinking must perforce be formulated
as problems about the structure of communicative language. But the
fundamental assumption about the presupposed sociality of practical
thinking seems to be false. A being who acts and changes the world can
have the power to make decisions and adopt goals, whether he has always
been entirely alone in the world or not. Likewise, certain courses of action
will be right for him to perform, others will be required, and others will
be wrong, even if this is so only in relation to his own purposes or goals.
Hence, such a being still has to think, and perhaps equally hard, to
determine what are his long-range goals and what he ought to do in
order to attain them. Therefore, the crucial philosophical problems of
understanding the structure of what that being thinks remain unaltered.
That general structure is the same as that of the practical thinking of a
social creature. He, of course, needs no moral thinking. But this is another
matter.

Now, we live in communities and engage and indulge in social inter-
course. We learn from each other, and we are interested in presenting our
views to others in order to help them, or be helped by their criticism. In
short, our practical thinking is certainly richer by thinking and expressing
it through language. But a person living all alone and with only personal
practical thinking will most likely have a language — private if you wish.
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But its structure must be the general one. To the extent that a language is
fit for the exercise of practical thinking, that language has syntactico-
semantical categories that reflect the structures of practical noemata.
Since we are anxious to understand the very structures and categories of
what appears to us in our actual practical thinking, we must study those
structures and categories as they are present in the language we use to
face the world, both in pure contemplation and in action. Hence, an
examination of the syntactico-semantical categories of ordinary language
is the proper method to follow in our investigation in its early stages.
Ordinary language contains all the concepts we need in our ordinary
experience and thinking of the world; thus it contains all the philosophical
clues. But these clues do not come labeled, or naked, or isolated. They come
mixed with empirical beliefs and even superstitions. They must be mined,
and sometimes subjected to elaborate processes of refinement and distil-
lation. For instance, the fact that we in daily life do not say certain things,
or do not use certain syntactical constructions, can be due to all kinds of
reasons: because it is impolite, because it is cruel, because it is cumber-
some, because it is in fact obviously false, because it is necessarily false,
because nobody has thought of it, because.... Only some of those reasons
can have philosophical significance. Sometimes we do not use a given
string of words because there is no proposition or other noema they could
express. But that this is the reason for our not using certain words does
not follow from the mere fact that we do not use the words in
question 5.

At any rate, especially when one is philosophizing for, or before, or
with others it is unavoidable that one engages in examinations of ordinary
language. We shall do so here in order to apprehend structural and impli-
cational (-like) aspects of practical noemata. But we shall feel free to
modify ordinary English sentence structure and vocabulary in order to
gain more perspicuous representations of the (deeper) structures of the
practical noemata we are studying. Naturally, we shall not be proposing
that ordinary language be changed. We shall sometimes introduce
notations that make certain structures more perspicuously similar to
their cognate structures, yet our notations should not be construed as
implying adverse criticisms of ordinary grammar.

For a further discussion of philosophical methodology and theorization
in a detailed context see Chapter 6 §2.
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5. CONVENTIONS ON QUOTATION MARKS

We are, therefore, in part to engage in an examination of ordinary
language. And we shall often need to talk about a sentence or phrase as
well as about the noemata or ‘parts’ of noemata it expresses, given the
ordinary syntactical and semantical conventions of ordinary language.
For the sake of brevity we adopt the following conventions:

Cl Single quotes around a sentence, clause, locution or word
form a name of the sentence, clause, locution or word in
question.

Thus, ‘Jones’ is a family name widely used in English, and “Jones™ is a
name of that family name. Similarly, the sentence ‘Mary went with Jones’
has as its name “Mary went with Jones™, and the sentence, not the name,
is made up of the words ‘Mary’, ‘went’, ‘with’, and ‘Jones’ in that order.

Cc2 Single asterisks, i.e., ‘x’s, around a sentence, clause, locution
or word produce a name of what is expressed by the sentence,
clause, locution, or word in a given context of discussion.

Convention C2 must be used with care. As is well known, sentences and
words are ambiguous and may express different contents or parts of con-
tents of thought. That is why we must assume a certain context given, so
that the name can refer uniquely to a certain item of thought. Thus,
during a limited discussion we may refer to the proposition a man
formulates when he says “I am happy” as the proposition *I am happy=.
In such a case it should be understood that the word ‘I’ refers to the speaker
in question at the time of his assertion. In general, of course, there is no
single proposition *I am happy+. But this is exactly the same as with
ordinary proper names. The name ‘Jones’ is used torefer to given persons(or
other entities) when the context of conversation or previous agreement
fixes the reference. There is no single man named ‘Jones’; yet we do
manage pretty well quite often when we use it intending to make unique
references.

In short, in a given context we can refer to a certain proposition by
using the name ‘*Karl will go homex’, and to the corresponding order by
means of the name ‘*Karl, go homes’. Hence, in discussing examples of
noemata, whether practical or purely contemplative, we shall assume that



Image
not
avallable




28 CHAPTER 2

kingly one, one ought ultimately (everything being con-
sidered) to do what the gods have decreed.
Hence,

10. I ought ultimately (everything being considered) to bury
Polyneices (even if I must die for disobeying Creon).

Therefore,
11. I shall bury Polyneices.

We dismiss here the question whether the word ‘ought’ is the most
adequate at every place it appears in 4, or whether other words like
‘must’ or ‘should’ would be more appropriate at some places. ‘Ought’ is
well enough. We are not concerned with the words, but with what these
words express; we are interested in the common and peculiar idea they
would all express in sentences expressing deliberation. Thus, for con-
venience we call that common and peculiar aspect *ought*, without
implying that it is a real property or a thing.

It would obviously be unfounded, and irrelevant, to conjecture that
Antigone went through the eleven steps of deliberation A4, pondering each
one of them equally, or that eleven sentences of Ancient Greek trans-
lating the above eleven English sentences ran through her mind, or that
events in her brain corresponded to our eleven sentences. Most likely,
without verbalizing each of the steps, Antigone ‘saw’ the fundamental
premises and immediately reached her conclusion. Given her religious
upbringing and her intense love for her brothers, it was not necessary for
her to dwell upon premise 9 (that divine law overrides kingly law). Most
certainly, steps 9 and 5 (that one has the religious duty to obey the divine
law) and 6 (that a divine decree demands burial by closest kin) were built
in, by training, into her mechanisms of practical thinking. Thus, her
learning of Polyneices’ death, and the ever present knowledge that
Polyneices was her brother, prompted in her, automatically, the thought
of steps 10 (that she ought ultimately to bury Polyneices) and 11 (to bury
him). Be this as it may, here we are not interested in the study of Anti-
gone’s psychological processes of cognition or of reasoning.

We are interested in the eleven steps of deliberation qua possible con-
tents of occurrences of thought, i.e., in the terminology of Chapter 1,
qua noemata. Now, regardless of the actual details and ordering of what
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Karl’. Clearly, then a proposition cannot be identical with the linguistic
means of expressing it.

It might be thought that a proposition is identical with the class of all
sentences that express it and nothing else. This excludes the sentence ‘It is
impossible for Bonita to love Karl’ from the class to be equated with the
proposition *Bonita loves Karl#, since that sentence clearly expresses
something more by means of the frame ‘It is impossible for...”. This
suggestion faces at least one further serious problem. The well-known
Cantor’s theorem about power sets says, roughly, that a given set or
class of objects has more subsets than it has members. For example, the
triple {a, b, ¢} has three members and eight subsets: the null set, the three
sets {a}, {b}, and {c}, the three pairs {a, b}, {a,c}, {b,c}, and, of
course itself. Similarly, the infinite set of natural numbers {1, 2,...}
yields a class of subsets which is of higher degree of infinity.

For convenience, the word cardinality is used to cover both natural
numbers and degrees of infinity. Let us use ‘<’ to indicate that the class
mentioned on the left has lower cardinality than that mentioned on the
right, and ‘<’ to mean ‘¢has the same cardinality as, or lower car-
dinality than#’, then we have:

(a) class of sentences < class of classes of sentences;

(b) class of classes of sentences < class of classes of classes of
sentences;

(c) class of classes of classes of sentences < class of propositions

attributing to a certain class of sentences membership in a
class of classes of sentences.

Therefore,
(d) class of sentences < class of propositions.

Propositions come in pairs: for every true one there is its negation,
which is false, and vice versa. Furthermore, every class of classes of
sentences yields as many true propositions as there are classes of sentences
that attribute membership to each of the latter in the former. Nevertheless,
we cannot replace in (c) above the sign ‘<’ with ¢ <’; for the infinite cases
we may still get the same degree of infinite cardinality.

From (d) above it follows that a large number of propositions are
not identical with classes of sentences — let alone sentences. Now, the
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Kant, Immanuel xiii, 20, 134, 250, 284,
299-305, 345, 346

Kim, Jaegwon 329

Kripke, Saul 254

Landesman, Charles 329
Lehrer, Keith xiv, 90, 146
Lemmon, E. J. 236
Liford, Kim xiv

Lyons, David 146

McCan, Hugh 292
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Maclntyre, Alasdair 21
Malcolm, Norman 21
Martin, Jane R. 328
Meiland, Jack W. 177
Montague, Richard 254
Myers, Elizabeth xiv

Nakhnikian, George xiv, 21, 51, 129, 235,
306

Nelson, Leonard 21

Nielsen, Kai 146

Nowell-Smith, P. H. 236

Pitcher, George 177

Plantinga, Alvin xiv

Poincaré, Henri 11, 332, 345
Powers, Lawrence 217, 232, 236, 237
Prichard, Harold A. 20, 304, 346

Quine, W. V. 0. 270

Rankin, K. W. 178

Rapaport, William J. xiv
Rayfield, David 328
Reichenbach, Hans 242, 253
Rescher, Nicholas 237, 328, 329
Rickman, H. P. 236

Robison, John 236

Ross, Alf 146
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Ross, W. D. 296, 305
Rosser III, J. Barkley 81, 90
Russell, Bertrand 268, 325, 327

Sellars, Wilfrid xiii, xiv, 90, 177, 178, 236,
305, 329

Sidorski, David 237

Sleigh, Robert C., Jr. xiv

Sophocles 26, 27, 324

Stalnaker, Robert 237

Stevenson, C. L. 129

Storer, Thomas 129

Stoutland, Frederick 328

Strawson, P. F. 32, 50, 51

Thalberg, Irving 329
Thomson, James F. 21
Thomson, Judith Jarvis 329
Todd, William 178

Vollrath, John 328, 329
Von Wright, G. H. 156, 237, 329
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Wedeking, Gary 129
Weil, Vivian M. 329
Welsh, Paul 236
Wilson, Neil 239
Woods, John 329
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Absolute
Contexts of Legitimacy for mandates
and prescriptions 138, 144f, 177,
241 ; are ego-centered 145; involved
in the truth conditions of unqualified
overriding ought judgments 241f
Action
allocation of, to agents, normative 320
analysis of 98f, 310-313, 315-319
and doing and deeds
and ought 303ff
as abstract or universal 150
as alleged contents of intending 150
as circumstance 136, 160ff, 166, 168,
207, 210-225, 236
as identifiers 210, 213, 224, 236
as predicate 40, 92, 150
at will (analyzed) 277
basic 328
diagram 311f
intentional 273-284, 309-315; degrees
of intentionality of 315
mechanisms and powers 4ff, 10, 12f,
17, 30, 61, 144, 275-284
multiple-agent 93
natural generic concept of 317
plan of 135ff
practically or prescriptively considered
136, 207, 209, 222, 236
production of 234
schema 278, 309; see volition; efficient
309-315
the identification or individuation of
321-329
the many times of action 320f; an
unnecessary controversy 321
See Agents, Doing, and Event
‘Action’
fourfold ambiguity of 316-319; a
further ambiguity 320

Actional
attribute 170f
predicate 127
Acts
mental (listed) 275
speech, see Speech acts
See Belief, Commanding, Language,
Psychological Wanting
Adoption
of conventions 134, 296
of ends 134ff, 188, 296
of norms 4, 45
Advice 37, 40, 91, 128f, 132ff, 141, 171
See Mandates and Prescriptions
Agency 46, 123, 143-145, 284
and responsibility 319f
the confluency of 319-321. See Action,
multiple-agent
See Action, Agents, Causation, Events
Agents 4, 7, 10, 33, 40, 46, 93, 124, 135,
143fF, 244ff
as co-persons, center of Legitimacy
138fF, 145
causality 280, 300ff
conceived in first-person way as
subjects of intentions 150-153, 157ff
domain of 4, 135-141, 298
especially structured or copulated as
subjects with actions in practitions
40, 92,123
ideal or perfect 306f
identification of 7; see Actions, as
identifiers
involved in Ought-to-do 207f
reasonable, see Reasonableness
specialized concept of 143f
the three types of requirements imping-
ing upon 295
Alternative
courses of action 135, 142, 280-284
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world semantics for deontic languages
248-253
Analysis
of actions 98f, 311-313, 315-319
of action at will 277, 280-284
of concepts 90
of deontic judgments 239
of deontic truth 239-254; implication-
ally 246-253; as the necessary
Legitimacy of practitions 239-245
of doing 311
of intentional action 275-284, 309-315
of Legitimacy 138ff, 145, 244
of orthotic values 244
of rule-enactment or legislating 246f
of the necessity of obligatoriness 244
of the practical copula 280
Analytic
approach to implication 79-81, 89,
259-264
truths 79
Analyticity
of hypothetical imperatives 300-303,
305f
‘And’ 65, 77, 79, 99, 104, 173, 223f, 236,
258
See Conjunction and Connectives
Angelic
creature 8, 57
Animism 49, 143
Anorthotes
or Non-legitimacy. See Legitimacy
Antecedents
of conditionals 66f, 113f; see
conditional
of pronouns 150. See Quasi-indicator
Anthropology
philosophical 67, 112
Anti-animism 144
Anti-attitudes 57
Anti-belief 57
Anti-implication 58,49
Anti-reasoning 59
Approval
attitude having practitions as contents
44, 92, 193
Arguments
in philosophy, see Deductive
arguments.
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in support of the proposition-intention
distinction 154-169
Assumption
underlying the issuance of commands
and requests 145
of freedom, see Freedom
Asymmetry
of the antecedent-consequent relation-
ship 66f
of theme-nontheme 66f
Attention
focus of 59f, 63-68; see Thematic role
Attitudes
deontic 149, 217
practical 12, 44, 273-275
practitional 12, 172, 273-284, 290, 325
prescriptional 149
propositional 12, 44, 55ff, 157, 171,
230, 273ff, 278, 325
Attribute
actional 170f
Attributions
of intention 42, 149-153, 156
Autonomisms
implicational, deeply flawed 334. See
Implications, bridging
Autonomy
of practical thinking 21, 170, 305, 331-
334; main theses 332f;
of morality 331-338
Axiomatic
approach 80
axiomatic system for deontic logic with
quantification and identity 262-264,
267-270

Belief 5, 32f, 39, 41f, 44, 55-58, 75, 88f,
102, 146, 151, 158f, 165f, 170f, 2731,
294-295

and want 297

its psychological reality 275

laws relating it to intending 279

for its relations to intending its
practical counterpart, see Intending

Bring about 98f, 168f

not a characteristic feature of all
intendings 169

Cancellation
of obligations 232ff, 273
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Canonical
notations, for deontic judgments 28
for dyadic connectives 63, 66
for mandates 93
for negation 62, 76, 104f, 109
for prescriptions 41, 96
for prescriptional functions 124
for subject-predicate copulation 97f,
123
Cantor’s Theorem 34, 36
Caring 144
Causal
chains 310-315
connections 234f; impregnated with
normativity 234
determinism 135
explanations 325
law 317
link between the stages of doing 313
nature of practical thinking 4ff, 10, 30,
123, 149, 273-284
openness 280; See Future Zone of
Indeterminacy
patterns 315
role of first-person ought thinking
300-305
role of intending 149, 275ff, 280-284
role of the practitional copula 280-284
role of prescriptive language 291f
Causality 234f
flow of 312-315
psycho-physical 311
See Causal
Chisholm’s
contrary-to-duty “paradox” 157, 218-
220, 237
Choice 137, 140, 142, 312
See Deliberation, and Freedom
Circumstances
actions considered as, see Action,
considered as circumstance
Clauses
See subordinate clauses
Co-deducibility 78
Co-eventuation 326
Colors 342-345
Commanding 132f, 145, 291
its implicit assumption 145
Commands 37, 40, 91f, 101, 129, 132f, 141
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self- 42f. 47M, 155, 171
there are no first-person ones 155
See Mandates and Prescriptions
Communication 13f, 17, 32ff, 37, 39, 44,
64, 67, 125f, 153, 291
See Commanding, Speech acts
Comparison
of all contexts of Legitimacy is
implicit in (most of) all practical
thinking and speaking, 142
Compossibility
of intentions 173
Concept
agent 170f
and sh-concept 184
individual 170
Conditional
approach to deontic logic 232-235; con-
fuses conditions of obligation with
qualifications of obligatoriness 234
English expressions of, compared and
analyzed 65-68; see 218
imperatives 111-115; see Imperatives,
hypothetical
propositions 64-68
pure imperative conditional 114,218
See Conditions, Connectives, and ‘If’
Conditions
distinguished from antecedents and
consequents of conditionals 113
mandates cannot be 111-114
not logical, but thematic roles 66ff,
113
Conflict
between oratio recta and oratio obliqua
152
of duties, or oughts 26ff, 181, 191, 195-
201, 217, 227, 303 ; principles of their
solution 200
of ends 241
of inclinations 294, 296, 303
Conjunction
logical: canonical notation for 63ff;
English expressions of, contrasted
65f; fundamental connective 68;
generalized 119, 127f, 223ff, 258-
263; intentional 173ff; imperative
and prescriptive 105f, 116;
propositional 63, 65, 79, 333



354

of propositions, prescriptions, inten-
tions, and norms 32, 37ff, 44, 68, 75,
80, 89, 102, 106-109, 117-120, 137,
139-141, 143, 145, 194f, 225ff, 2771f,
284, 286f, 294fT, 305
qualified 195
See Belief, Enactment, and Intending
Endorsing
rehearsals of intending 277f, 280-284
Ends 134-139, 141-145, 177, 184, 240f,
243f, 278, 296
hierarchy of ends 142ff
ideal harmonization of hierarchies of
143f
English
connectives analyzed 63-68, 78f, 81,
100, 103f, 109, 111ff, 124, 173, 223
deontic words 27, 46f, 180, 190, 223,
229
inferential expressions analyzed 60,
100
infinitive construction expressive of
intentions 149fF, 165
logical words and imperatives 99ff,
1126F
logical words and intentions 173
mandate operator 93
modal and psychological words 183f
‘Ought’, and its tenseless perspicuity
223
prima facie deontic sentences 47ff
rules of speech deletion 291
two theses about “individuation” of
actions 322f
Entreaties 37, 91, 133, 141
Equivalence
between implication and deducibility
78, 102
between propositions 72, 78, 81
between the prescriptional copulation
view and the prescriptional predicate
view 97f
of propositions and pointing 241f
of the three approaches to implication
78, 81, 89, 102
Ethics
of communication 64
See Communication
Events 315-319, 328
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compared with individuals, within the
category of particulars 317
identification of 321-329
their co-eventuation 326
Existence 315
flow of 315, 319f
See Reality, Fact, Truth
Experience
unity of xvi
of freedom 312
patterns of xv. xvi
practical. See Practical experience
Expression
characteristic of noemata 44
See Quotations, conventions of, and
canonical notation of structures by
propositions 241
Extensionality
of deontic judgments 157, 228-232,
236, 267-270
See Definite descriptions

Facts 46, 51, 56, 121, 145, 241, 280, 292,
331
Finitude
See Mind, finitude of
First-person 29ff, 411T, 150-153, 155,
172-174, 178, 257
conception as subject of intentions
150f, 158, 169f, 172
element in all absolute contexts of
overriding Legitimacy for impera-
tives 145
irreducible to the third-person 155,
158f
point of view 135
pronoun 150ff, 171
propositions 158, 178
reference 42, 150, 158, 170, 243, 276~
284
senses 178
Form
logical. See Logical form
of life 142
Framework
conceptual 115f
Future, See Future framework
Freedom
experience of 312



