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Preface
McClennen begins his recent essay on the theory of rational resolute choice as follows:

I propose to explore to what extent one can provide a grounding within a theory of individual, rational, instrumental choice for a commitment to being guided by the rules that define a practice.  The approach I shall take – already signalled by the use of the term ‘instrumental’ – is Humean, rather than Kantian in spirit (1997:210).

In this essay I will firstly present a refutation of McClennen’s theory that resolute choice is a theory of instrumental, dynamic choice.  I begin in section one by offering two distinct approaches to instrumental reason.  I demonstrate that on one version of instrumental reason, which is fleshed out into three axioms of choice and action, resolute choice falls onto the horn of one of two dilemmas: it either fails to be an instrumental theory of reason, or it fails to be a theory of dynamic choice.  The second section of the essay is a critical analysis of McClennen’s defence of resolute choice as presented in his book Rationality and Dynamic Choice (1990 (RDC hereafter) and his subsequent article “Pragmatic Rationality and Rules” (1997 (PRR hereafter). This section demonstrates that McClennen rejects premises which are, on one conception of instrumental reason (the conception suggested in the impossibility result), definitive of an instrumental approach to practical reason.  I argue that McClennen only uses one of two possible definitions of instrumental reason, and, contrary to his own claims, does employ a conception of the person that favors a particular theory of rationality.  Section three concludes with a discussion of what I will argue are acceptable incommensurabilities in theories of instrumental reason.  

1. AN IMPOSSIBILITY RESULT FOR RESOLUTE CHOICE
In this section, I will first define resolute choice.  Then I will provide two different theories of instrumental reason, and discuss the implications of different conceptions of instrumental reason.  Section 1.3 offers three axioms to which an instrumentalist, who at least holds one version of instrumentalism (I.1, defined below), would subscribe, and defends these axioms.  Section 1.4 shows that these axioms conflict with resolute choice, and argues against resolute choice being a theory of instrumental choice.  Section 1.5 concludes and introduces the issues discussed in section 2.

1.1  RESOLUTE CHOICE

Suppose that you are on a diet.  You are considering going to the movies later, but you know that the smell of the buttered popcorn in the movie theatre will make you want to eat a very fatty helping of that popcorn, and you are trying to lose weight.  You have four options open to you (see also figure 1):

O1: you can avoid going to see the movie altogether, knowing that you will eat the popcorn.  

O2: you can go to the movie bringing just enough money for the movie ticket, so that you do not have the money to buy the popcorn (but meaning that also you will not have enough money for the bus fare home, and must take a long, unpleasant walk).  

O3: you can go to the movie with enough money for the bus, and end up eating the popcorn (and have to walk home).  

O4: you can go to the movie with enough money for the bus, not buy the popcorn, and take the bus home.  




O1 and O2 correspond to what is known as sophisticated choice.  The term is taken to mean that you are sophisticated enough to anticipate your conflicting future preference, and so take an action which enables you to avoid the act you wish not to perform (eating the popcorn).  Thus, you can avoid the situation (O1), or use a form of external pre-commitment that enables you to enjoy some good but not succumb to the temptation (O2).   O3 is an instance of myopic choice: you do not foresee your future preference change; hence, you both gain weight and have to walk home.

Resolute choice is the theory developed by McClennen in which O4 is taken to be the rational action.  It is justified as the rational choice on pragmatic, instrumental grounds: that is, this strategy gets you something that you want.
  It seems sensible, so the argument goes, that if you want to go to a movie, and still take the bus home, and wish not to be fat, that you should just plan to do so, and execute the plan to go to the movie and take the bus home.  The snag in the theory, as stated by the traditional theory of dynamic choice, is that the motivation that you have at the time before the movie (not to be fat) and the motivation you have at the movie (to eat the popcorn) conflict.  Hence, the sophisticated chooser, knowing that he will eat the popcorn at the later time, believes that resolute choice (O4) is simply infeasible.

However, resolute choice is meant to be a theory that gives us reason to stick to our plans precisely because of such intertemporal, intrapersonal, motivational conflicts.  It is argued by McClennen that the sophisticated chooser’s assumption that the agent will choose what he wants to at the time, even if so choosing goes against the ex ante self’s wishes, is an unacceptable consequence of assuming separability of different choices at different times (McClennen, RDC: passim).  Instead, argues McClennen, we should not see our future and present choices as radically separate: what I choose now can be in service of my future self’s aims, and my future self can rightly ignore its present aims to serve a “backward looking” desire.  

So much for a brief introduction to the theory of resolute choice, which is extensively discussed in section II.  Let us now turn to defining instrumental reason, so that we can see whether resolute choice is a version of instrumental reason as McClennen claims.

1.2  DEFINING INSTRUMENTAL REASON

Let us begin by asking: what does “instrumental” or “Humean” mean?  Although there has been a great deal of argument over what instrumentalism means, and how this relates to Hume’s doctrine in particular, I will restrict myself to one simple distinction.  This distinction states that instrumentalism can mean one of two things.  These are as follows:

Instrumentalism 1 (I1): Instrumentally rational action is that which successfully maximizes the probability of achieving one’s aims.

Instrumentalism 2 (I2): Instrumentally rational action is that which successfully achieves one’s aims.

Note that the difference between these two definitions is greater than it may first appear, given that only “maximizes the probability of” is removed from I1 to I2.  The difference is largely that I1 is meant to focus on the nature of the action, where I2 is meant to focus on the outcome.  I1 says, “do the best you can, given various constraints”, where I2 says “do the best.”
 McClennen defines the “pragmatic” and “instrumental” notion of rationality as entailing that any action is rational just in case it achieves your aim.  

However, in endorsing I2, McClennen does not take the constraints of I1 seriously.  For example, if it turned out that going through the mental act of trying to will yourself into being a turnip would help you to better focus on your shooting an arrow at a target, and your aim is to hit the target, I2 suggests that trying to will yourself into being a turnip is rational.  On the other hand, I1 would suggest, “since you know that you can’t really become a turnip, going through this mental procedure just won’t be possible, and it would be a waste of your efforts to do so as a means of hitting the target, so you ought to find some other means of hitting the target.”  

Perhaps unfairly, the analogy above suggests that McClennen’s definition of resolution entails something like the rationality of willing yourself to become a turnip if it would help you achieve your aim.  My argument is that resolute choice does not accommodate the fact that an agent must take seriously his prediction that he may not be able to seriously will himself into becoming a turnip.  This argument applies to the problem of dynamic choice in that McClennen does not take seriously an agent’s prediction that he will take an action (which he may now wish not to take) in the future.  Yet, it is this very problem that defines intrapersonal dynamic choice situations as problematic.

Now, I shall take the view that what is rational does depend on the constraints on your rationality, so it may appear that I must subscribe to I1, but I do not.  I instead hold that if you are the type of person who can go through the mental procedure of trying to will yourself to become a turnip in order to achieve your aims, it is rational for you to attempt to will yourself into being a turnip (i.e., you should follow I2).  On the other hand, if you are a person who believes that such an action would be impossible (I1), and hence would not help you to achieve your aim, then you should not attempt to will yourself into being a turnip.  As McClennen’s theory is a normative theory of how one ought to choose, he must tell the person who believes I1 that they should believe I2.  However, McClennen does not tell us how to become such a person, only that we can achieve our aims if we could become such a person.  

The other distinction within instrumentalism that I wish to make concerns the rationality of taking actions that are means to ends.  That is, there is a debate in instrumental rationality as to whether rationality mandates the willing, or desiring, of means to ends.  The debate can be demonstrated as follows.  Suppose that I wish to become rich.  Instrumental rationality (or practical syllogistic reasoning) would seem to suggest the following argument:

Major Premise: If you wish to become rich, you should work hard in a high paying job.

Minor Premise: I wish to become rich.

Conclusion: I should work hard in a high paying job.

Thus, instrumental rationality suggests following the means as discussed in the major premise of the above argument, namely, you should work hard.  But, suppose I do not want to work hard?  The instrumental theorist would seem able to level a charge of “practical irrationality” against me.  That is, since I can recognize a clear means to my end, to fail to take this means is irrational (for a defense of this view by proponents of instrumental rationality, see Broome (2000) and Hubin (2001)).  But this move is too quick.  Consider another characterization of this means, which is that I have the end of living a leisurely life.  On this characterization, “failing” to will the means of working hard is simply a conflict of ends or desires (i.e., a conflict between a desire for leisure and a desire for income).  It is my contention that any failure to take a means can be seen as simply having another conflicting and overriding end.
   

There are two reasons for noting this strong version of instrumentalism.  One is to object to the critics of Humeanism that as a theory of reason it is devoid of content, which I discuss in the following paragraph.  The other is to counter a particular defence of resolute choice, which states that if being resolute is the correct means to achieving an end, then you should be resolute.  On the latter point, let me just express the point briefly that (a) an instrumental approach does not normatively require that you become resolute if doing so will help you achieve your aim, and (b) much less would instrumental reason tell you to become resolute if you do not believe you can become resolute.

However, should the version of instrumentalism advanced here (that is, I1) be accepted if, as some claim, it is theoretically empty?  Regarding the supposed “emptiness” of the Humean theory of rationality, it is argued by Hubin (2001) that being able to see the failure to will a means to an end as a failure of rationality is a riposte to Korsgaard’s (1997) arguments against instrumentalism as a normative theory of rationality.  Korsgaard’s argument states that if a theory of rationality could not fail according to some normative standard, then it is no normative theory at all.  Hubin argues instead that the instrumental theory of rationality can fail (e.g., through weakness of will), and hence can be accorded normative status.  

On Korsgaard’s view, if the theory of instrumental reason said only that doing whatever you want, according to some present desire, was rational, it would be impossible for any practical irrationality to arise, and hence such a theory would fail to provide a normative criterion for how to act (as there could be no normative failure).  The Korsgaard argument states, then, that a normative theory must admit of failure; so if the no-failure-of-rationality theory of rationality (as we may call one version of instrumentalism) presents itself as a normative theory, it cannot be a normative theory as it does not admit of a condition of failure.  

The defence of the no-failure-of-rationality theory is, as Hume would have suggested (see Millgram (1995)), that this approach is actually not a theory in this sense at all.  This approach to instrumental rationality describes instrumental rationality.  A descriptive theory requires no normative criterion of failure. Instead, a descriptive theory simply accurately describes what rationality is.  But to leave the matter here would be, I believe, unfair to this position.  Instead, we can say that this approach to instrumentalism is between descriptive and normative status; namely, it is explanatory.  On this distinction, there can be differences between descriptive, explanatory, and normative approaches.  A descriptive approach is a theory just in as much as it uses some theoretical terms over others.  

The step to an explanatory approach goes one stage further.  It requires that a description permits an alternative outcome (or dependent variable) which can take one of two values, which arises from an explanatory factor (or independent variables) which can take one of two values.  For example, the dependent variable can be drinking milk or not drinking milk; the independent variable could be whether you want to drink milk or not.  The Humean approach merely states that the way an explanation works is that if you are drinking milk, it is because you want to drink milk.  Now, there cannot be a failure here, because on the Humean approach, if you are drinking milk it is because you want to be drinking milk.  

This is of course just the assumption of “revealed preference” as used in choice theory.  Although revealed preference theory in economics has many opponents, mostly as a theory of what constitutes an agents’ welfare (as Amartya Sen (1977) argues), its status as a descriptive/explanatory principle is still championed by many.  This approach has been supported by a number of Hume-inspired philosophers.  For example, Blackburn (1998) argues that the revealed preference assumption of rational choice is just “an interpretive grid from which we read back the subject’s real concerns or preferences”, and eschews the idea that the theory of rational choice offers normative guidance at all (1998: v, and see the further discussion in (1998: 161-8)).

Unlike the defence of Humean instrumentalism advanced by Hubin (2001) in which there can be normative failures due to weakness of will, on my interpretation of Humeanism, there is no such phenomenon: your behavior is simply caused by what you want. So, we may say that the Humean theory is quite happy not to be a normative theory, but the Humean approach is not devoid of explanatory content, as the critics of Humeanism might claim.  

As we shall see, what is unclear in the theory of resolute choice is whether or not it is a theory in both a descriptive and normative sense.  While it is certainly intended to be normative, it is not clear that the theory is descriptive for all agents.  Regarding its normative status, however, I will show that, on the one hand, if the theory is normative, it offers no advice to those to whom it applies, namely those agents who are already capable of being resolute.  On the other hand, I will show that the other target population to whom it offers advice, those who are not resolute, do not receive any useful normative guidance from the theory of resolute choice: for them, being resolute is simply infeasible.  Thus, as a normative theory, resolute choice fails.  

1.3  THREE INSTRUMENTALIST AXIOMS OF CHOICE AND ACTION

Let me begin by stating the three axioms that are entailed by most versions of I1:

NDD (No Deciding to Desire): One cannot decide to desire at will

PDA (the Present Desire theory of Action): One’s future behaviour is caused by one’s desires at that (future) time, not at the time of deliberation about what to do in the future

CP (Correct Prediction): If an agent predicts that he will ( at T2, ceteris paribus, he believes that he will ( at T2

I will show that violating NDD or PDA demonstrates that a theory of action is not a Humean/instrumental theory, and that violating CP shows that a theory of action is not a theory of dynamic choice (i.e., choice over time).  McClennen claims that resolute choice is both instrumental and concerning dynamic choice, but I will show that it cannot be both, and hence fails to meet its stated objective. 

Let me now offer brief justifications for the three axioms.

NDD states the view that, just as one cannot decide to believe, one cannot, through an act of will, decide to desire.  The case against deciding to desire is thoroughly presented in Millgram (1997: ch. 2), but let me offer a brief example as to why most accept NDD.  Imagine that I want to be a cultured person, and I know that cultured people like opera, but I do not.  Can I become cultured just by desiring to like opera, by an act of will?  It seems unlikely that I can will such a thing. Imagine that I am successful in deciding to desire to like the opera.  Have I really appreciated the opera if I merely wished that I do so?  Should I feel any more cultured because of my appreciation of opera?  It can be argued that having a functional program built into me which simulates liking the opera (perhaps producing a pleasant state of mind by automatically increasing the release of serotonin in my brain) is not actually liking the opera at all.  Instead, there is a mere input-output relation (opera in, pleasure out) which, while it may actually create enjoyment, is not the kind of experience of enjoying opera that the cultured person enjoys.

This is not to say that various means of acquiring the preference are not available to me; although there is debate as to what extent one can intentionally create desires or other psychological states.
  What these debates share is an opposition to the idea that one can deliberatively and intentionally create desires.  

It is worth noting the connection to other well-known forms of “functional” theories in the philosophy of mind and action that illustrate the possible downside, but not necessarily the normative rejectability of, deciding to desire: see Searle’s (1980) “Chinese room” argument; Nagel’s (1974) “what it’s like to be a bat” argument; Jackson’s (1986) “Mary the colour scientist” argument; Nozick’s (1974) “experience machine”; Quinn’s (1993) obsessive radio tuner; and Hollis’ general view that the belief-desire view presents an unappetizing picture of the agent as “all process and no substance” (1987: 60), and hence presents the agent as a “mere throughput” (1994: 185).  All of these arguments suggest that a mere knowledge (defined as some functional program or brain state) of the content of an experience that produces utility or output is insufficient to produce the “real” subjective content of that experience itself or its utility.  Of course, there are differences between these cases, but they share the general intuition that a transplanted or functional experience is not the same as a “real” experience.  If we accept that functional or transplanted states are ones we would not desire, then those states which violate NDD are included in that set, and our intuition that we would not desire such states adds to the normative force of NDD.  

PDA articulates the Humean principle that motivation to act happens at the time of action, not before or after.  Utility may happen before or after the action, but we do not assume utility to be the same thing as motivation (although motivation is meant to “track” utility; that is, our motives are taken, in the instrumental theory of rationality, to aim at bringing about utility).  On PDA, when one acts, it is based on a motivation to achieve a presently-held aim, not to satisfy a motive one will have tomorrow or yesterday.  It may be the case that one’s motivation is affected by the prospect of future utility, but one should only act for future utility if that utility outweighs one’s present motive for some other source of utility now.  However, McClennen does not argue thus.  Instead, he argues that an agent takes the act ( at T2 simply because he has decided to do so at T1.
  

CP states that if I predict that, based on my previous experience, I will ( at T2, then I am generally correct in thinking that I will do so.  In this way, CP states the fairly innocuous assumption that people will in general be successful in their prediction of their own future behaviour.  At the very least, CP states that agents themselves believe that their predictions will be correct.  

Note that I1 will be more attentive to axioms NDD and PDA; CP is always exogenous, defined as a function of one’s degree of confidence in their predictions of their future behavior, and hence CP can take any value (i.e., the degree of confidence one has in one’s predictions of one’s future behavior).  The idea of correct prediction is not that one is always correct in one’s prediction, but that (as a strong condition) one’s predictions are correct generally, and that (as a weak condition) one’s predictions are believed to be correct generally.
  But NDD and PDA are axioms that may not be changed by degree without violating the intuitions underlying I1.  One cannot decide to desire just a little, or let a little of one’s non-present motivations influence behavior without violating I1.

Resolute choice thus must take one’s degree of CP as given.  That is, resolute choice does not give advice as to how to predict your own behavior.  Instead, resolute choice gives you advice on how your present desires should determine your behavior (PDA) or how you should manipulate your own desire set (NDD) in order to achieve your ends.  

Let me now show how it is that accepting these three axioms must violate the claims of resolute choice.

1.4 HOW THE AXIOMS CONFLICT WITH RESOLUTE CHOICE

First, resolute choice could dictate that agents can decide to desire and violate axiom NDD.  One way of putting resolute choice is to say that you have predicted that you will desire to not-( at T2, but since you want now (at T1) to want to ( at T2, you simply decide that you will want to ( at T2.  Thus, you have decided to desire.

If this is so, then McClennen’s supposed defence of his theory as a Humean/instrumentalist theory of rationality is false.  Resolute choice may be a theory of rationality (i.e., a Kantian-type theory which allows for “self-legislation”), this criticism suggests, but not one which can align itself with a Humean/instrumentalist philosophy of mind and action.  By violating axiom NDD, his theory can no longer be called Humean or a theory of instrumental reason of the I1 variety.

Second, concerning axiom PDA, the Humean model of action suggests that action must be motivated by present desires.  It may be that although resolute choice does not violate NDD, resolute choice may suggest that later action is caused by earlier desires.  In this way, resolute choice may violate PDA by stating that the desire at T1 to ( when at T2 just “carries forward”; i.e., my previous desire stays with me such that it overrules my later, (then-)present desire to not-( at T2.  However, this view of motivation seems to be descriptively false: the usual version of why you wanted to do something invokes a current desire to attain a certain good.  More importantly, it is the very nature of a dynamic choice problem that you have different motivations at different times.  If agents could simply act on an earlier preference against a later preference, dynamic choice problems would be no problems at all.  

Lastly, note that if CP holds, then resolute choice necessitates violating either NDD or PDA, in which case, resolute choice fails to be a theory of Humean/instrumental choice. The third problem faced by resolute choice, if the axioms discussed above hold (specifically the PDA axiom), is that it may fail to do what it says it will do, namely, provide a theory of dynamic choice.  On this point I argue that the framework of resolute choice is simply incorrect: to predict that one will eat the popcorn at the movie theatre and then proceed with the intention not do so (absent an external constraint) is simply to incorrectly predict one’s future behaviour.  Indeed, if you go on to knowingly and intentionally ( while still holding your earlier prediction that you will not-(, then it can be said you really have not made a prediction at all.  If to predict one’s future behaviour is also to know or believe what your future behaviour will be, McClennen’s theory says that an agent effectively says to himself at T1: “I will not-( at T2 and I will ( at T2.” As Hampshire put a similar point some time ago: “One may intelligibly say ‘I have made up my mind to try, but I think I will probably fail.’  But it is self-contradictory to say ‘I will try, but I have made up my mind to fail.’” (1959: 112).

The implication of not rejecting CP for resolute choice is that it simply offers a model of deliberation, not a theory of how to overrule future preferences by present preferences.  Regardless of how near or far into the future your behaviour will take place, if you are not certain of what you will do (that is, you have not made a prediction of your future action), then you are still deliberating.  In this way, if PDA holds, then it must be that CP is violated; hence, resolute choice is not a theory of dynamic choice.  To use my original example, it may be that I’m unsure whether I’ll have the popcorn, but once I decide not to choose it (at T1), and then at the time of choice (at T2) I do not choose it, then, by PDA, I don’t have the desire to eat the popcorn. 

The problem of reconciling this “revealed preference” theory, suggested by PDA, with CP may be with the very formulation of a dynamic choice problem, for it relies on correct prediction existing simultaneously with deliberation about what to do, which some have argued is in fact impossible.  As Pears describes this position in the philosophy of action: 

The point that some philosophers want to make is that, when he (the agent-(NOTE MADE BY AUTHOR)) thinks his action will depend on his decision, he cannot predict it inductively, because he cannot predict his own decisions inductively.  They maintain that, in such cases, what he will do must remain an open question for him until he has made his decision.  It would follow that an inductive prediction, made by him, of his own decision could never come true, since his prior certainty would exclude the possibility of his subsequent decision.  (Pears, 1968: 97-8).

Now, if this view is correct, there cannot even be a dynamic choice problem, as a Humean might claim, and so perhaps McClennen has a point about deliberation and action.  Nevertheless, it is not the point that McClennen himself claims to make, which is that resolute choice applies to dynamic choice problems.

1.5  CONCLUSION TO THE INSTRUMENTALIST AXIOMATIC CRITIQUE OF RESOLUTE CHOICE

Resolute choice may be an attractive theory of rationality.  However, if one wants a theory that is both Humean/instrumental, as well as dealing with dynamic choice problems, then McClennen’s definition of resolute choice will not suffice.  

In sum, the argument provided by this result is not so much a standard impossibility result, but instead suggests that being resolute may be irrelevant.  For, on the one hand, the argument from PDA suggests that if you have a desire at the time of acting that is the result of your previous deliberation and you have concluded that you wish to (, then you do not really need to “be” resolute in order to not be tempted by not-( at T2.  In this way, resolute choice offers no normative advice to the person at T1 who is already capable of “just not wanting” to not-( at T2.  On the other hand, if you are sure that you will not-( after deliberation (i.e., you make a correct prediction), then your resolving to ( is an irrational choice, for you have already correctly predicted that you will not-(.  In this way, resolute choice offers no normative advice to the agent who is not capable of “just not wanting” to not-( at T2.  In either case, resolute choice fails to offer normative advice.   

2. THE ARGUMENT FOR RESOLUTE CHOICE, AND WHY IT FAILS

If my argument above is correct, McClennen’s argument is mistaken: it is not possible for a sophisticated agent to just resolve to act against his correctly predicted future desires, nor should an instrumental theory of reasoning recommend that he should.  So, why does McClennen think that this is possible?

This section offers a reading of McClennen’s theory, based largely upon his more recent formulation of resolute choice (PRR), which explains why he thinks that this is possible.  I will argue that the fundamental mistake is to not take intrapersonal conflict seriously enough.  In short, I will show that McClennen thinks that if an agent recognizes the problem of intrapersonal, intertemporal conflict, then this is sufficient to resolve the problem.  Of course, his move debunks the problem. However, one cannot debunk a problem and simultaneously offer a solution to that problem: if the problem is debunked, there is no solution to apply.  This is the mistake McClennen makes.  This mistake is the consequence of McClennen rejecting the separability principle of consequentialism.  As McClennen states, “separability entails…the application of consequentialism in a radically incremental manner” (PRR: 230), that is, that one maximizes afresh at each choice node.  

In particular, I accuse McClennen of two types of error.  First is that he employs only a narrow conception of instrumental reason, referred to as I2 in the introduction.  Second, McClennen claims that his achievement is that he shows resolute choice to be normatively required without imposing a substantive conception of the person.  That is, McClennen’s conception of the “intrapersonal world is Humean not only in its conception of rationality, but also in its conception of the person”, in that he has “tried to avoid making the argument pivot on some theory that holds the self to be metaphysically identical form one point in time to the next.” (PRR: 242).  Now, while McClennen does not assume the self to be identical over time, he does assume ongoing concern for different parts of the self (as I will show below), and I will argue that this assumes too much to be a “solution” to intrapersonal dynamic choice problems.  This is what I mean by “not taking intrapersonal conflict seriously enough”.

 Now, it seems that McClennen goes back and forth between a normative and a descriptive version of what resolute choice is.  On the one hand, he clearly means resolute choice to be a normative theory of what one should do in a situation where one faces a situation of dynamic inconsistency.  On the other hand, McClennen must also assume that his normative solution to the problem is a solution to a problem which is descriptively possible.  That is, first, it must be descriptively the case that there are in fact separate time-slices of the person with conflicting motivations for some agents.  Second, it must be the case that it is descriptively possible that there are or can be resolute agents. That is, that there are real problems of dynamic choice and there are real resolute agents.

The following section shows that the concepts he invokes to make being resolute normatively justifiable are concepts which simply do not apply to the idea of separate selves with conflicting motivations.  It is here that I make the argument more thoroughly that McClennen does make specific assumptions about the nature of the person: namely, he postulates concern for the welfare of future selves, and it is this that changes the nature of (or dissolves) the problem. 

This section proceeds in two parts.  I first consider the axiomatic refutation of resolute choice presented above in terms of McClennen’s own arguments.  That is, I will enquire as to whether there is textual evidence that McClennen’s version of resolute choice does in fact deny one or more of the axioms NDD, PDA, and CP.  In the second subsection I will provide an analytical commentary on McClennen’s argument in PRR, and show that all of his reasons for adopting resolute choice as the normatively required means to solving intrapersonal dynamic conflict, in fact (a) fail to respect the very nature of intrapersonal dynamic conflict, and (b) does so by making precisely the kinds of metaphysical assumptions about the person that he claims to deny making. 

2.1. RESOLUTE CHOICE AND THE INSTRUMENTALIST AXIOMS: McCLENNEN’S ACCOUNT

Although the terminology for the three axioms I have introduced are my own, these concepts can be found in McClennen’s writings on the topic.  Indeed, employing these axioms helps to map a shift in McClennen’s thoughts on the definition of resolute choice, from his book Rationality and Dynamic Choice (1990) to his later article “Pragmatic Rationality and Rules” (1997).  

Consider the distinction between rejecting PDA or NDD as follows: rejecting PDA means that your action need not be caused by your current desires.  Rejecting NDD, conversely, means that you change your future desires to reflect the wishes of what your earlier (ex ante) self wants your future (ex post) self to have, and you still act on a current desire (and hence accept PDA).  Resolute choice can take either form, and it would seem that it has taken both forms: I will argue that in RDC McClennen favors rejecting NDD as the form resolute choice should take, while in PRR he favors rejecting PDA.

In PRR, McClennen states “(o)n the standard preference (or desire) and belief model, it is your preferences together with your beliefs that causally determine your choice of an action…If preferences are to play a causal role, it must be the preferences you have (together with your beliefs) now, that determine your choice now.” (PRR: 223).  Or, “there can be no causal action at a distance.” (ibid).  Now, this is precisely what I have called axiom PDA, and McClennen now rejects this axiom as the consequence of rejecting the separability principle. 

McClennen seems to have shifted to this interpretation of resolute choice, as discussed in PRR, where he states that: 

…another issue is whether being resolute implies that when the time comes to execute such a (resolutely chosen- (NOTE MADE BY AUTHOR)) plan…it makes sense to think of yourself as (1) preferring, all things being equal, to do so or, alternatively, as (2) preferring to not follow through, but thinking of yourself as not really having that option any longer.  For those who suppose that preference tout court determines choice, it will be tempting to argue that if you are resolute, it must be that you face no preference shift at all: what you end up doing, ex post, is what you prefer to do, both ex ante and ex post.  On this view, resolving to act in accordance with a plan presumably changes the preferences you have at the time that the plan is to be executed: what you now prefer to do, having resolved to act in a certain manner, is not what you would have preferred to do, if you had not so resolved. (PRR: 238)

However, McClennen now seems to reject this interpretation of resolute choice where NDD is rejected.  At this point in his discussion, McClennen introduces a footnote where he states that in RDC: 213-5, he “defended such a view” (PRR: 238, fn. 41).  In this section of RDC, the most succinct statement of McClennen’s view that rejecting NDD is the best characterization of resolute choice, is the following: “…one can imagine that a rational preference maximizer who is faced with the problem of conflicts between his present and future selves might be prepared, under certain situations, to revise the preferences he would ordinarily have in the context of certain choice situations.” (RDC: 214).  Of course, this sounds like rejecting NDD, as it allows agents to “revise the preferences” he has through an act of will. 

McClennen now seems to favour the rejection of PDA as the way to characterize resolute choice.  As he puts it: the approach he has now warmed to “involves an appeal to the notion of counterpreferential choice” (PRR: 238).  Thus, rejecting separability can now be interpreted in McClennen’s newer formulation as accepting NDD and, by allowing counterpreferential choice, rejecting PDA.

There is a final point to be made regarding McClennen’s current view of NDD.  While it appears that McClennen favors rejecting PDA as the proper formulation of resolute choice in PRR, he does note in a footnote:

…it must be acknowledged, for example, that the logic of belief is such that we cannot simply will ourselves to believe a proposition to be true; and it must also be acknowledged  that there are some psychological and/or physical states, like being asleep, that cannot be brought about by a direct act of deliberative willpower.  On the other hand, we are not required to conclude from these observations that a commitment to (being resolute-(NOTE MADE BY AUTHOR)) cannot be deliberatively achieved.  What (this) argument turns on, I suggest, is the specious assumption that such deliberative commitment would, in the typical case, be irrational.  What I hope to show is that this assumption is incorrect.  (PRR: 215, fn. 11)

I believe here that, although it sounds like McClennen might also be endorsing the rejection of NDD (as he notes (what he sees as) the disanalogy with deciding to believe), but I think in fact he is just saying that it is rational to decide to deliberately (i.e., deliberatively) not act on your present desires when you experience them in future.  That is, I believe McClennen is now arguing not that you can decide to desire, but that you can choose your disposition to act on your desires, and he now states that you can change your disposition such that you act counterpreferentially (i.e., you can violate PDA).

2.2.  McCLENNEN’S JUSTIFICATIONS FOR RESOLUTE CHOICE
In the following section, I turn my attention to McClennen’s arguments for why an agent should accept resolute choice as a normative principle of choice, specifically what justifies rejecting PDA (i.e., the idea that our current preferences need not be the sole determinants of our choices).  McClennen employs six main arguments to justify resolution generally, and rejecting PDA in particular: the coordination argument, the argument from wasted resources, the use of the Pareto criterion, the joint intentions argument, the fairness argument, and the second-order/metapreference argument.  

Let us begin with the coordination argument.  For coordination to be of interest to intrapersonal choice, there must be a coincidence of interests.  This is exactly how a coordination game in game theory is defined. This is in contrast to “mixed motive” or “conflict of interest” non-zero sum games such as the prisoner’s dilemma.
  Now, McClennen seems to go effortlessly between the two, which goes some way to explaining why his characterization of resolute choice, in my view, fails.  As McClennen states of his account of conflicting preferences over time (PRR: 228, fn. 30): “The model that emerges in all these cases, then, can be described as the intrapersonal analogue to the model of ‘coordination’ or ‘cooperation’ that is central to virtually all work in game theory on interpersonal interaction”.  Note that McClennen makes no distinction between coordination and cooperation here or elsewhere, and that this is a motivationally significant distinction.  Coordination merely requires a focal point or salient equilibrium to ensure the chances of success (see Schelling (1960) for the classic discussion), but this is a function of knowledge of other actors’ likely behavior, not one’s own motivation. However, cooperation (as is required in a prisoner’s dilemma) requires a change in ones’ motivation, and for cooperation to be achieved in the interpersonal case, individuals must have some motivation other than self-interest.  If we assume that each time-slice of the person is concerned only with its own utility, which is how we define intrapersonal dynamic choice problems, then cooperation can no more be achieved in the intrapersonal case than in the interpersonal case. 

With regard to assuming coincident interests that justify coordination, McClennen seems to go back and forth.  On the one hand McClennen characterizes the reason that dynamic choice can present a problem as follows: “(t)he problem is that nothing ensures that your concern now for what you will be able to secure in the future coincides with the concerns you will subsequently come to have.” (PRR: 226; emphasis mine).  On the other hand, he later states that resolute choice is plausible, not because of a metaphysical conception of the self as a unified being, but by appealing “to the more modest claim that certain interests that a given agent has at one point in time will typically coincide with interests such an agent has at other points in time.” (PRR: 242; emphasis mine).  Thus, McClennen defines a dynamic choice problem as one where nothing ensures that your current interests will coincide with your later interests. Then, he goes on to ground the plausibility of resolute choice as a normative solution to the problem by effectively redescribing the descriptive premise of the problem of dynamic choice, e.g., by stating that as a descriptive fact most interests of the self through time will just happen to coincide.

But we may ask, if interests just happen to coincide, then are we really facing the dynamic choice problem we set out to solve initially?  This point can be expressed in terms of the “interpretation of pay-offs” problem.  Binmore (1994: 164) has argued that any analysis of a prisoner’s dilemma that shows cooperation to be rational offers “the wrong analysis of the wrong game”.  That is, the prisoner’s dilemma is a dilemma just because the pay-offs in the game make a collectively rational solution unavailable to individually rational players.  If the pay-offs were described in a game where interests coincide unproblematically (i.e., if the strategy of cooperating were not dominated), then the prisoners would have no dilemma at all.  Dissolving the dilemma in this way is just what I argue McClennen has done with the intrapersonal dilemma. 

Now, it may be conceded that if it is the case that interests of the self do coincide over time, there is still perhaps a role for an idea of resolution.  That is, it may be that there is some common concern uniting a self between different time stages, which is perhaps what McClennen means by separate parts of the self possessing interests which “typically coincide”.  For instance, suppose I want to get up from the seat I am in to go up to the café counter to buy a cup of coffee.  If I do not have some means of coordinating the motives I have at T1 (when I’m sitting down) with the motive I will have at T2 (when I’m at the counter), then I could not undertake even the most basic action.  So, the idea of coordinating one’s interests over time certainly has some inherent force, or else one would be walking around confused in the world, never sure of what one was doing at any one time.  

However, this simple case of coordination is one where there is a complete coincidence of interests.  I want at T1 (sitting down) to have a coffee, and I want at T2 (at the counter) to have a coffee.  In this case, one can call this kind of coordinating motivation “being resolute” if one wants, but it seems indistinguishable from simply deliberating and acting.  There is no need for resolute “willpower” to overcome a later, divergent motivation; just the need for a will, where the will is just what is helping an agent carry through his formed intention.  As Hobbes famously declared, “will, therefore, is the last appetite in deliberating” (1960: pt. i, c. 6).
  However, McClennen seems to suggest that the fact that human agents have a need for a will to carry out coordination of coincident interests somehow entails the existence of a willpower to help achieve cooperation.  Of course, if this is the case, then the mere existence of conflicting interests naturally causes the existence of resolute choice or willpower, and McClennen has failed to show that this is a normative reason for adopting resolute choice.

So why should one care to “coordinate” or, more accurately, impose cooperation on one’s interests over time?  There are two of McClennen’s arguments that I will consider in this regard: the wasted resources argument and the use of the Pareto criterion.  

First, McClennen at various points suggests that being resolute makes sense on “pragmatic” grounds, by which he means that he “makes the case for being resolute in certain cases in which there are comparative advantages to being resolute rather than sophisticated, as measured in terms of standard ‘economic’ values of the conservation of scarce resources, freedom and flexibility…” (PRR: 235, 241).  But why should the person as a whole have any concern for economizing on resources if that person just is the ex ante and ex post perspectives, each of which has its own interests?  At the time of choosing to execute the plan, the ex post self may not care one iota for economizing on resources if so doing gets in the way of it doing what it wants to do.  One could argue, following Ainslie (1992), that the ex post self may care for economizing resources in the context of an ongoing bargaining process between the person’s interests, where in a long term non-cooperative game within the person (i.e., an indefinitely repeated intrapersonal prisoner’s dilemma) this may be in equilibrium.
  But McClennen’s is not a model of bargaining between interests of the person, but of interaction between only two different interests of the person that are separated at, at most, three points in time.  Thus, it is only if McClennen assumes a “higher-order” self that is concerned that each time-slice of the person has its “fair share” of resources, that economizing on resources can make sense in order to be resolute.  But, if we assume this higher order self, our problem disappears.

A similar argument can be made against McClennen’s invocation of the Pareto criterion as a justification for being resolute.  McClennen states that “the only ‘rational’ sequence of choices you can make leads to an outcome that can be characterized as intrapersonally suboptimal.” (PRR: 234).  But this is just not the case: it is personally suboptimal if both sub-parts of the person are worse off, but they are intrapersonally optimal; just as in the case of the interpersonal PD, the result is collectively suboptimal, but individually rational, and hence optimal.  That is, the relevant criterion for judging success of an outcome in an intrapersonal non-cooperative game is the Nash equilibrium criterion, not that of Pareto optimality.  That is just what taking intrapersonal conflict as a problem requires.

So what does McClennen believe justifies being concerned with Pareto optimality or economizing on resources?  I believe his answer can be found in two kinds of arguments made in PRR: an appeal to the plausibility of “joint intentions” in interpersonal situations requiring cooperation, and an appeal to fairness between subparts of the person.

Regarding joint intentions, McClennen only notes in a footnote (PRR: 254, fn. 63) the similarity of his idea that being resolute is to be rule-guided to the idea of joint intentional activity.  On the usual understanding of such notions, there requires an explicit acknowledgement of other persons’ likelihood of cooperation and a desire to act as a member of a collective (see Sugden (1993)).  There are two problems here.  First, what explains why the agent is concerned to act as a member of a collective? It is only if McClennen assumes such a concern to act as a collective that will induce cooperative motives in the subparts of the agent.  Second, just as in the intrapersonal case, there is the problem of what makes the information that one person will cooperate credible?  The problem here is the difficulty in imagining the two sub-parts of the self having any such credible commitments at all (since they are not, on McClennen’s view, in contrast to Ainslie, ongoing interests within the person).  For, how could the ex post self, who has yet to come into existence, signal his commitment to the ex ante self that he will do his part in a joint activity?

A similar argument, that McClennen assumes concern between sub-parts of the person, holds for being concerned with fairness.  When discussing the problem of justifying being resolute, McClennen states (PRR: 236) that “what is needed…is a theory of what constitutes a fair compromise between interests and concerns that vary significantly over time…Presumably real deliberative resolve, if it is to be successful, involves finding a proper balance between conflicting interests.”  But again, why will any sub-part of the person be concerned with fairness, or with balancing its concerns with another future interest?  

An interesting circularity is present here, with regard to McClennen’s own discussion of fairness elsewhere (1989), and I believe the same circularity is present to some extent in Gauthier’s work (1986, 1996).  The circularity is as follows: both McClennen and Gauthier (to a lesser extent) justify a person’s concern with fairness on pragmatic grounds.  They both show that to be fair is rational on the grounds of constrained maximization; just as in the case of intrapersonal conflict where one can achieve one’s aims by not being a full maximizer, so one should be fair with others (those known to be co-operators) as a matter of that same constrained maximization that applies within the person.  But then what justifies constrained maximization within the person?  The answer they both offer, it seems, is a concern with fairness between sub-parts of the person.  But then they are back appealing to the value of fairness in the intrapersonal case that they have only justified in reference to the interpersonal case, which in turn is justified by fairness in the intrapersonal case, and so on.  It seems to me that no case is made that the sub-parts of the person should be concerned with fairness, and indeed, the very idea that there is a problem with intrapersonal conflicts in dynamic choice suggests that there can be no such fairness concern.

Lastly, McClennen states that a possible defence of being resolute is “to appeal to the notion of second-order preferences.” (PRR: 239).  This notion is that of Harry Frankfurt’s (1971) and is also present in Sen’s (1977) argument against “rational fools”: namely, that to be rational (in Sen’s case) or to be a free deliberating agent (in Frankfurt’s case) is to be able to entertain seriously our “second-order” preferences over our various “first-order” preferences.  A typical example is that I desire to smoke (a first-order preference), but I also desire that I do not smoke (a second-order preference).  

The second-order/meta-preference view of the normative authority of rationality has many followers, but I find it suspect.  The argument against the idea is the following: why should we take second-order preferences to be authoritative?  That is, why should the preference to not smoke weigh heavier than the desire to smoke?  Implicit in the idea of second-order preferences is that they are of a “higher” order.  One interpretation of “higher” is Mill’s sense of “higher” pleasures.  But why think of these pleasures as being in a motivational hierarchy?  Further, the approach of higher-order preferences to the normative theory of motivation adds nothing more to the supposed emptiness of the Humean approach to rationality: in the higher-order preference model, you just choose whatever the highest “order” of preference tells you to choose.  Why this makes an agent any less of a “mere throughput”, or why it is empirically the case that higher-order preferences will win out, is unclear.

If we understand strengths of motivation as being experienced at different times (as the problem of dynamic choice suggests), then there is no reason why a strong desire to smoke at T2 must be outweighed by the desire to not smoke experienced at T1.  To think otherwise is simply to ignore the fact that the very problem under consideration is caused by desires with differing strengths at different times.

In the end, McClennen states: “The account (of what justifies resolute choice-(NOTE MADE BY AUTHOR)) that finally makes the most sense, it seems to me, will probably involve some combination of these themes, but I confess that I have yet to work out an account that I find fully satisfactory.” (PRR: 239).  I have tried to show that no such account can be offered, because to do so will be to analyze a problem which is not the problem, as traditionally conceived, of conflicting motivations in dynamic choice.

In sum, I have argued that McClennen proposes one problem (the problem of conflicting sub-parts of the person over time), and then changes the nature of the problem in order to solve it.  The appeals to a need for coordination, economizing on scarce resources, Pareto optimality, joint intentions, fairness, and second-order preferences as authoritative are all assumptions that do not cohere with the premise of intrapersonal sub-parts of the person whose interests are diverging.  McClennen’s justification for being resolute, then, fails.

3. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this section I wish to briefly conclude the argument with a discussion that attempts to explain why I believe McClennen’s and other types of Kantian approaches to action are not universally, normatively required.  I believe it has to do with the fact that the Humean theory of rationality seems to have unpalatable implications for the case of intrapersonal choice.  Just as in the case of Newcomb’s problem, our desire to maximize seems to make us worse off, so something must be wrong.  This is what motivates McClennen’s appeal to the idea of “pragmatic” grounds.

However, I believe pragmatic or success theories of rationality are formulations of one ideal of rationality, which is no more normatively compelling than the rationality of the sophisticated agent who does the best he can given his motivational constraints.  I suggest that the problem lies in two incompatible ideals of the person, and the belief that the theory of rationality must somehow support the theory of the person.  Indeed, it may be that both the theory of the person and the theory of rationality are intertwined with a notion of freedom and free will.  That is, on the one hand, the Humean theory does present a particular image of the person.  It leaves us free to act as agents who are temporally located, that are free to act on whatever desires they happen to have.  The Humean agent thus seems free of the kinds of silly constraints that a Kantian has to impose on himself.  On the other hand, the Kantian seems to have the right riposte to the Humean who finds himself stuck not being able to do well overall (in Elster’s (1983) terms, having to settle for a local and not a global maximum).  By legislating rules (or maxims) for oneself, so the Kantian argues, one is not a wanton, subject to the random perturbations in one’s desire set.  Instead, the Kantian sets himself rules and acts on the rules because they are the rules that he has legislated.  He is “free” in the sense that he is not a slave to his desires.  This seems to be the idea that McClennen has in mind in invoking the idea of second-order preferences, and it is in Frankfurt’s argument that one finds the idea that being motivated to act on any old desire is insufficiently attentive to what makes us free human agents.

I wish to suggest that this conflict between types of reasoning is not actually resolvable by reason.  Unlike Velleman (1997), who argues that Gauthier’s problem is that he attempts to have practical reason regulate practical reason, and hence that practical reason should be regulated by theoretical reason, I believe the opposite to be true.  That is, it is not that practical reason should be regulated by practical or theoretical reason, but that practical reason cannot be regulated by reason at all.  If you happen to be a sophisticated agent, you cannot reason your way into being resolute, because if you really are a sophisticated agent, you have predicted correctly what you will do, and it would be foolhardy to try to think that you can mentally constrain yourself from taking a particular action in the future.  Similarly, an agent who finds himself being resolute may be lucky to get what he wants overall, but may find other, “local” desires are not maximized to the degree he wants at that time, and may dislike being a “rule-worshipper”.  I argue (as a Humean would) that reason cannot regulate itself: reason is what it is.  Hence, theorizing about practical reason is a matter of description and explanatory modelling, rather than normative theorizing. 

Bratman has stated:  “Resolution does not do full justice to the way in which our agency is located temporally and causally.  Sophistication does not do full justice to the way in which our engagement in planning agency normally bestows a special significance on how we will see our now-present action at plan’s end.  By avoiding both extremes we arrive at a view of instrumentally rational planning agency that does justice both to the fact that we are planners and to the fact that we are temporally and causally located agents.” (Bratman, 1998: 89).

If my argument is correct, we have no choice but to be at either extreme of either sophistication or resolution: there is no middle ground between sophistication and resolution.  Reason will not recommend being sophisticated/Humean rational, or resolute/Kantian rational.  Instead, either type of rationality must act according to what it recommends to itself, and no theory or definition of rationality can rationally tell it do otherwise.

REFERENCES

Ainslie, George. 1992.  Picoeconomics: The Strategic Interaction of Successive Motivational States within the Person.  Cambridge University Press.

Binmore, Ken. 1994.  Playing Fair.  MIT Press.  

Blackburn, Simon. 1998.  Ruling Passions: A Theory of Practical Reasoning. Cambridge University Press.

Bovens, Luc. 1995.  ‘The intentional acquisition of mental states’.  Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 55: 821-40.

Bratman, Michael.  (1998).  ‘Toxin, temptation and the stability of intention’. In Rational Commitment and Social Justice:  Essays for Gregory S. Kavka, Jules L. Coleman and Christopher W. Morris (eds.).  Cambridge University Press, 59-83.  (Cited after the reprint in Faces of Intention: Selected Essays on Intention and Agency Cambridge University Press (1999), 58-90).

Broome, John. 2000.  ‘Instrumental reasoning’.  In Rationality, Rules, and Structure,  Julian Nida-Rumelin and Wolfgang Spohn (eds.).  Kluwer Academic Publishers, 195-207.

Elster, Jon. 1983.  Ulysees and the Sirens. Cambridge University Press.

Elster, Jon. 2000.  Ulysees Unbound.  Cambridge University Press.

Frankfurt, Harry. 1971.  ‘Freedom of the will and the concept of a person’. 

Journal of Philosophy, 68: 5-20.
Gauthier, David. 1986.  Morals by Agreement.  Oxford University Press.

Gauthier, David. 1996. ‘Commitment and choice: An essay on the rationality of plans’.  In Ethics, Rationality and Economic Behavior, Francesco Farina, Frank Hahn and Stefano Vannucci (eds.).  Clarendon Press, 217-43.

Hampshire, Stuart. 1959.  Thought and Action. Oxford University Press.

Hobbes, Thomas. 1960 (1651). Leviathan. Blackwell.  

Hollis, Martin. 1987.  The Cunning of Reason.  Cambridge University Press.

Hollis, Martin. 1994.  The Philosophy of Social Science: An Introduction.  Cambridge University Press.

Hubin, Donald C. 2001. ‘The groundless normativity of instrumental reason’. Journal of Philosophy, 98: 445-68.

Jackson, Frank. 1986.  ‘What Mary didn’t know’.  Journal of Philosophy, 83: 291-5.

Kavka, Gregory. 1983.  ‘The toxin puzzle’. Analysis, 43: 33-6.

Korsgaard, Christine. 1997.  ‘The normativity of instrumental reason’.  In Ethics and Practical Reason, Garrett Cullity and Berys Gaut (eds.).  Oxford University Press, 215-54.

McClennen, Edward F. 1989. ‘Justice and the problem of stability’.  Philosophy and Public Affairs, 18: 3-30.

McClennen, Edward F. 1990.  Rationality and Dynamic Choice: Foundational Explorations. Cambridge University Press.

McClenen, Edward F. 1997.  ‘Pragmatic rationality and rules’.  Philosophy and Public Affairs, 26:210-58.
Millgram, Elijah. 1995.  ‘Was Hume a Humean?’.  Journal of Hume Studies, 21: 75-93.

Millgram, Elijah. 1997. Practical Induction. Harvard University Press.

Nagel, Thomas. 1979.  ‘What is it like to be a bat?’.  In Mortal Questions, Cambridge University Press, 165-180.

Nozick, Robert. 1974.  Anarchy, State and Utopia. Basic Books.

Parfit, Derek. 1984.  Reasons and Persons.  Oxford University Press.

Pears, David. 1968. ‘Deciding and predicting’.  In Studies in the Philosophy of Thought and Action, P.F. Strawson (ed.). Oxford University Press, 97-133.

Quinn, Warren. 1993.  ‘Putting rationality in its place’.  In Morality and Action.  Cambridge University Press, 228-55.

Schelling, Thomas C. 1960.  The Strategy of Conflict.  Harvard University Press.

Searle, John. 1980.  ‘Minds, brains and programs’.  Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 3: 450-6.

Sen, Amartya. 1977.  ‘Rational fools: A critique of the behavioral foundations of economic theory”.  Philosophy and Public Affairs, 6: 317-44.

Sugden, Robert. 1993.  ‘Thinking as a team: Towards an explanation of non-selfish behaviour’.  Social Philosophy and Policy, 10: 69-89.

Velleman, J.D. (1997).  “Deciding how to decide”.  In Ethics and Practical Reason, 

Garrett Cullity and Berys Gaut (eds.).  Oxford University Press, 29-52.

Figure 1: 


Approaches to intertemporal choice





O2: See the movie and have to walk home (Sophisticated)





O3: See the movie, eat the popcorn, and have to walk home (Myopic)





O1: Don’t get to see the movie (Sophisticated)





Eat popcorn





Don’t eat popcorn





Go to the movies





Don’t go to the movies





Bring enough money for the bus





Don’t bring enough money for the bus





O4: See the movie and take the bus home (Resolute)
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� It will be shown below that who “you” are is actually quite a major problem for McClennen’s theory.  If the person is modelled as a series of interests over time, what point is there in appealing to “one’s” interests?


� There is some similarity of  I2 to Parfit’s (1984: Appendix I) definitions of both “preference hedonism” and the “success theory” of rationality.  A preference hedonist can believe anything he wants if it fulfils his current desires; a success theorist is concerned with the overall success of the aims of various time-slices of the person (i.e., his life as a whole going well).  The more obvious parallel is with the distinction between causal and evidential decision theories, but neither of these issues affects the argument made here. 


� I owe this argument to conversations with Robert Sugden. That Hume thought that rationality need not even will means to ends is the view of Millgram (1995)  This view of the rationality of desiring ends explains the strong version of axiom NDD below.


�  For an interesting approach to this problem, see Bovens, 1995; for Elster’s original formulation, see Elster (1983) and his slightly revised version in Elster (2000); see also McClennen’s discussion of Elster on this point (RDC: 231-8; PRR: 215-6, fn. 11).


� Bratman (1999) argues that some forms of counter-preferential choice can be justified by appeal to future regret.  McClennen does not use this form of justification, i.e., appeal to overall utility, to justify resolute choice.  He simply appeals to the need of the ex ante self to constrain the ex post self in order for the ex ante self to achieve its aims.


� The distinction between strong and weak versions of predictable behavior, or as holding different degrees of CP as my definition would have it, is indebted to a talk (entitled “Rational Deliberation and Self-Prediction”) and discussions with Wlodek Rabinowicz (at the University of East Anglia joint Economics and Philosophy seminar).


� There are cases of mixed motive games, such as battle of the sexes and chicken, which do require coordination, as they contain multiple equilibria with asymmetric pay-offs, but these are not discussed by McClennen.  Instead, he frequently alludes to the prisoner’s dilemma as the case which best characterizes intrapersonal conflict and the need for “coordination”. 


� As cited in Pears (1968: 133).


� McClennen does acknowledge (PRR: 297, fn. 29) Ainslie’s work, but does not engage with it because of “space considerations.”  My argument effectively defends Ainslie’s perspective against McClennen’s, as I believe this is the only plausible approach, if one assumes that the sub-parts of the person are concerned only with their own rewards (which is how McClennen defines, then changes, the problem).





