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G. E. M. Anscombe noticed that statements naturally
interpreted as expressions of intentions (such as “I am going
for a walk”) could also be interpreted as expressions of beliefs.!
Indeed, philosophers of action have been struck by the close
conceptual ties between intention and belief. So H. P. Grice
observes that it would be awkward to express an intention of
doing something while denying that one believes that one will
do it.2 He suggests that an agent who intends to do something
must believe that he will do it. This position has been subject
to much scrutiny. In fact, a whole spectrum of views on the
relation between intention and belief has been occupied—from
the strong position on which the relation between them is that
of logical implication, through weaker positions (such as the
view that the relation is that of conversational implicature, or
that what is implied is only the belief that the agent will try
to do what he intends to do), to the position that one can
intend to do something while believing that it is impossible for
one to do it.

The aim of this paper is to look at the relation between
intention and belief from a different angle. I will examine a
different pair of concepts, namely, normative and predictive
expectations, which bear an important resemblance to the pair
which gave so much heat to the debate. It is telling, for
example, that Anscombe’s observation also holds for normative
expectations. Statements that can be interpreted as expressions
of normative expectations (such as “You will walk the dog”) can
also be interpreted as expressions of predictive expectations
(beliefs). After recalling further reasons to think that the
resemblance is of a close rather than a distant family sort
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(section 2), I propese a certain understanding of the
reasonableness of normative expectations (section 3). This
notion of reasonableness will give us preliminary tools to
conceptualize the relation between reasonable normative
expectations and rational predictive expectations (section 4). In
section 5, I conclude by considering the light the discussion can
shed on the original debate.

I. INTENTIONS AND BELIEFS

It is awkward to announce an intention to ¢ and at the
same time to deny that one will ¢. This might be thought to
indicate that there is a conversational implicature in play, that
the announcing of the intention to ¢ implicates that one
believes that one will ¢.> As has been persuasively argued by
David Pears, this view must be supplemented by a more
substantive conception of the relationship between intention
and belief.* Such an account has been classically advanced by
Grice who held that it is a necessary condition of the agent
intending to ¢ that she believe that she will indeed ¢.°

The strong view on the relation between intention and belief
has several advantages. First, it grounds and explains the
conversational implicature. Second, it underlies one of the
prominent roles of intention, namely, its coordinative function
in planning. One of the upshots of forming an intention to ¢ is
that the agent can then count on her ¢ing and develop further
plans accordingly. This role of intentions would be impaired if
intentions to ¢ were accompanied by beliefs that one will not ¢.®
Finally, the view firmly establishes the difference between
intentions and mere wishes. It has been argued that if inten-
tions were to be disassociated from future beliefs, there would
be a danger of them becoming more like idle wishes or hopes.

At the same time, however, the strong view seems to many
to be simply too strong.” Jane may be intending to attend a
yoga class but not be convinced that she will actually be able
to as she has heard rumors that the class may be cancelled.
Don may be intending to make ten carbon copies as he is
writing on a paper but not know if he is succeeding. It has
even been suggested that there are cases where one can intend
to perform an action that one believes to have little or even no
chance of performing, as when a policewoman intends to shoot
a runaway despite knowing that he is simply too far off for her
to have a good chance of shooting and not missing.

It is sometimes replied that one must pay attention to the
content of the agent’s intention in those cases. The
policewoman does not intend to actually shoot the runaway (in
the sense of shooting and hitting him), but rather she may
only intend to fry to shoot him. Jane may be intending not so
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much to attend the yoga class, but only to attend it if the class
is not cancelled. Don may be intending to try to make ten
carbon copies as he is writing on a paper. In such cases, the
agents will also hold a weaker belief that they will try to
succeed. In this way, the strong thesis that intention implies
belief is saved.?

The debate is not closed however. There are those who
believe, as does Pears, for example, that the content of the
intention to try to ¢ is really the same as the content of the
intention to ¢, in which case the strong view falls.? There are
those like Hugh J. McCann and Kirk Ludwig who take different
routes to reach the same conclusion as Pears. They both appeal
to cases where agents can perform some actions intentionally
while believing that it is impossible for them to succeed. They
use different routes to argue that in those cases the agent
intended to perform the action.'®

The debate is clearly very complex and it is getting more
and more involved with the resolution of particular issues in
the philosophy of action, in particular the relation of the
concept of intention not only to that of belief but also to that
of intentional action. Rather than getting involved in resolving
the tangles, I propose to look at a pair of related concepts: the
concepts of normative and predictive expectations. I will
discuss the conditions under which it would be natural to
think that it is rational for someone who holds another to a
normative expectation to expect (in the predictive sense) that
he will fulfill the normative expectation. I will then say how
that might clarify the relationship between intentions and
beliefs.

II. NORMATIVE EXPECTATIONS
AND INTENTIONS VS. PREDICTIVE
EXPECTATIONS AND BELIEFS

The concept of a normative expectation, while an old
inhabitant of sociologists’ and social psychologists’ conceptual
frameworks, has only recently established itself in the
philosophical literature.!! It is best introduced in contrast to
the notion of a predictive expectation.

I may expect of a person that he be polite toward people
around him and yet, taught by prior experience, expect that he
will not. That no contradiction is involved is clear. Two
different concepts of expectation are involved: The former
expectation is normative, the latter predictive or descriptive.
Greenspan characterizes the distinction in terms of the notion
of prediction, on the one hand, and the notion of holding the
agent to a demand, on the other.'> Wallace ties the notion of
normative expectation with various reactive emotions we are
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inclined to feel when the expectation is frustrated (guilt,
resentment).’® The distinction can be sharpened by appealing to
the metaphor of direction-of-fit introduced by Anscombe.'*
Predictive expectations (that p), like beliefs, have a mind-to-
world fit: If it is the case that not-p, the fault lies with the
expectation. Normative expectations (that p), like intentions,
desires, etc., have a world-to-mind fit: If it is the case that not-p,
the fault is with the world which ought to be changed
accordingly. More precisely, we can say that a person predic-
tively expects that p when (among other things) he is disposed
to dismiss the expectation as having been wrong if not-p. A
person B expects (in the normative sense) of another person «
that p when B is disposed to sanction o’s failure to bring about
p. The notion of sanctions is broad enough to include the
reactive emotions!® as well as sanctions of lesser moral magni-
tude like feeling dissatisfied or disappointed by oneself or by
another, criticizing oneself or others, and, on the side of positive
sanctions, feelings of satisfaction and accomplishment.

The distinction between normative and predictive expecta-
tions is a close kin to that between intentions and beliefs. For
one, as we saw, the distinction between normative and
predictive expectations can be sharpened by appealing to the
same metaphor of direction-of-fit introduced by Anscombe to
draw a distinction between intentions and (some) beliefs.
Predictive expectations like beliefs have a mind-to-world
direction of fit, normative expectations like intentions have a
world-to-mind direction of fit. In addition, what distinguishes
normative and predictive expectations centers on a normative
element present in the former. When a mother expects her son
to be home by 5 p.m., she places a demand on him. It is widely
recognized that intentions also involve a normative element,
that of commitment.'® (Since predictive expectations are
generally regarded as simply beliefs about the future, I will use
the term “belief” rather than “expectation in a predictive sense.”
Henceforth, unless otherwise indicated the terms “expectation”
and “expect” will be understood in the normative sense.)

One of the differences between intentions and normative
expectations is that the former are usually thought of as being
first-personal (I cannot intend you to go to the movie)'” while
the latter are paradigmatically, though not essentially, inter-
personal (you can expect of me that I finish the job on time and
I can expect of myself that I do so). This might lead one to be
inclined to think that intentions are normative expectations of
oneself. That may be ultimately a fruitful stance to take in
capturing at least some functions of intentions. For our present
purposes, it is sufficient for us to think that intentions involve
normative expectations of oneself. When I intend to finish my
novel by January, I expect of myself that I do so. Other things
being equal, I will blame myself, feel disappointed or just feel
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bad if I do not, and I will feel a sense of pride and accomplish-
ment if I do.

II1. REASONABLENESS OF
NORMATIVE EXPECTATIONS

Before proceeding, it is important to clarify the notion of
reasonableness of normative expectations. I will later use the
concept as a springboard for some conjectures about what
beliefs it would be rational for the expector (the person who
expects something of another) to hold.

The notion of reasonableness of normative expectations is
very hard to capture precisely. One reason for this is that two
component concepts are involved. This can be seen by
reflecting on two different ways in which a normative expec-
tation may be unreasonable. One reason an expectation of a
person may be unreasonable is that it is not within her power
to do what she is expected to do. For instance, it would be
unreasonable to expect of an athlete who broke a leg that she
take part in a race, of a blind person that he drive a car, or of
a newly arrived foreigner that he speak like a native. Another
reason why an expectation may be unreasonable is of a
different nature. It may be that the person has the power to do
what we expect of her but it may be nonetheless inappropriate
for us to expect it of her. Let us suppose that you have a
relatively ordinary relationship with your neighbors. You are
polite to one another and occasionally help one another out in
neighborly matters. There are (many) expectations that it is
simply inappropriate for you to hold them to and not because
it is not within their power to fulfill them. For instance, it
would be inappropriate for you to expect them to regularly
mow your lawn, to do your shopping, etc.

These two kinds of cases exemplify two different though
equally fundamental concerns with the reasonableness of
normative expectations. For want of better terminology, I shall
speak of reasonableness, (agent-centered reasonableness) to
capture the first sort of case, and of reasonableness, (specifically
normative reasonableness) in the second kind of case. It is
possible for an expectation to be reasonable, but unreasonable,.
Your expectation of your neighbors that they do your shopping
would be reasonable, (because it is within their power to do so)
but it would be highly unreasonable, (inappropriate) for you to
expect it of them. It is also possible for an expectation to be
reasonable  but unreasonable,. A teacher may reasonably,
expect of his student that she turn in the assigned paper on
time but the expectation may be unreasonable, in view of the
fact that the student has been taken to the hospital. Hence-
forth, I will focus exclusively on reasonableness,, as this is the
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concept that will allow us to establish a tie between normative
and predictive expectations.

No substantive claim will depend on exactly what it means
for a performance to be within the agent’s power, I shall
therefore refrain here from an elucidation of the concept.?® It
will be important, however, to make a distinction between an
expectation being prima facie unreasonable, and it being made
unreasonable, by the occurrence of a defeating condition. There
is a large class of normative expectations that are prima facie
unreasonable,. It is prima facie unreasonable, to expect of a
person that she make sure that 2 + 2 = 4. It is prima facie
unreasonable, to expect of a person that she prevent the law of
free fall from applying. It is prima facie unreasonable, to expect
of a person that he speak all the known languages. Alf these are
instances of expectations regarding performance types that we
generally think are not within a normal person’s power to
accomplish.

Aside from such cases, there are instances where otherwise
reasonable, expectations may become unreasonable, in the
presence of special circumstances, defeating conditions. Thus,
the prima facie reasonableness, of the expectation of a student
that he complete a class project may be defeated if the student
becomes seriously ill. His becoming ill is a defeating condition;
it renders it outside of his power to fulfill the expectation. The
prima facie reasonableness, of the doctor’s expectation of a
patient that he raise his arm may be defeated if the patient
suffers from paralysis. Paralysis is a condition that makes the
fulfillment of the expectation in question lie outside of the
agent’s power. In general, in most cases, it will be true that if it
is reasonable, to expect of a that « ¢, it is within o’s power to
@10

I should point out that the notion of reasonableness, thus
construed does not depend on the agent’s beliefs.?’ Consider the
following case: Suppose Jim has good reasons to believe that
Tamara suffered a paralysis in her left arm. In fact, however,
her arm is in quite a normal state. The question is whether
Jim’s expectation of Tamara that she raise her arm is
reasonable,. On the understanding of reasonableness, I intend
here, we should say of such a case that it would be reasonable,
for Jim to expect of Tamara that she raise her arm, even though
it is quite reasonable?! (rational) for him to believe that it would
be unreasonable, to expect it of her. The notion of reasonable-
ness, of normative expectations thus construed does not depend
on the expector’s epistemic position. In other words, if it is
reasonable, for B to expect of o that o ¢ (at ¢) then it is
reasonable, for vy to expect of a that o ¢ (at ¢).22 This is not to
deny that there is not a notion of reasonableness (as applied to
beliefs, including beliefs about what is reasonable,) that is
epistemically responsive. Even if it were reasonable (rational)
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for us to believe that an expectation of Tamara that she raise
her arm would be reasonable, (at ¢), it is unreasonable
(irrational) for Jim to believe that the expectation would be
reasonable, (at ¢). (To avoid confusion, I will use the term
“rational” rather than “reasonable” to apply to beliefs.)

IV. WHEN IS IT RATIONAL TO EXPECT
THAT HE WILL DO AS EXPECTED?

Let us now consider the connection between a person’s
expecting something of another (normative expectation) and
his belief (predictive expectation) about whether the agent will
fulfill the normative expectation. We first need to impose a
normative condition on the expectations in question. After all,
we are interested in a normative relation between normative
expectations and beliefs. Indeed, the debated relation between
intentions and beliefs holds only for rational intentions.

I will assume that B is a rational expector in the sense that
she holds others only to those expectations that she believes to
be reasonable,. (If a person holds another to expectations she
takes to be unreasonable,, i.e., to lie outside of the agent’s
power, it would be clearly irrational for her to believe that they
will be fulfilled.) Assuming that B knows that she is a rational
person and knows what this implies, she will believe that her
expectation of « that a ¢ is reasonable,, and that in turn will
imply that she believes ¢ing to be within o’s power. So:

If (rational) B expects of a that o ¢ then B believes that it
is within o’s power to ¢.

Although the belief that it is not within o’s power to ¢
makes it rational to believe that a will not ¢, the belief that it is
within o’s power to ¢ is not yet tantamount to the belief that o
will ¢. For one, the agent may not be reliable in fulfilling the
expectation. Mary may expect of Joe that he tidy his workspace
but know that Joe is a messy person and so believe that he will
not do so (not to her satisfaction at any rate). For another, the
agent may have competing plans or be subject to competing
expectations. A teacher may expect of his student that she turn
in her homework on time. The student may also be expected by
her coach to take part in a ping-pong tournament, which will
make it impossible for her to fulfill the former expectation. She
may prefer to go to the film festival instead. In either case, a
teacher who knows about the competing plans cannot
unqualifiedly believe that the student will do as expected. Yet
another factor that will affect the judgment whether the agent
will act as expected is the possibility and likelihood that some
defeating condition will oceur. Tricia may expect of Sam that he
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meet her in the library at 5 p.m. Ceteris paribus she will
believe that he will be there on time (and plan on it accor-
dingly). When she finds out that there is a bus strike and that
Sam will most probably have needed to take a bus, her belief
that he will be there on time should be weakened.

There are a variety of considerations that will affect the
expector’s belief concerning whether or not the agent will act
as expected. Let us try to systematize them.

Motivational Dominance

I will assume that the expector believes that the normative
expectation to which she holds the agent is motivationally
dominant. There are various ways of understanding this claim.
For the purposes of this paper, the following should suffice. Let
us suppose that B expects of a that a ¢. Let us assume that B
believes that « is disposed to respond to B’s expectation by ¢ing
(provided that « knows about the expectation) except when « is
subject to certain competing expectations E, .., E, (among
them some of o’s own expectations of himself). We can then say
that B believes that the normative expectation to which she
holds « is motivationally dominant iff B believes that a is not
subject to the competing expectations K, ..., E . The assumption
of motivational dominance is intended to bring the considera-
tions closer to the case involving intentions. After all, intentions
are considered to be “all out” judgments that do not compete
with other motivating factors. Rather, they are the products of
the agent weighing competing reasons. The difference is that
while intentions are thought to be intrinsically motivationally
dominant, normative expectations are not.

Implicit in this characterization of motivational dominance
is the conviction that normative expectations of oneself and
normative expectations of another agent are on a par insofar as
both can motivate the agent to act. But this thought is
controversial. Most philosophers of action subscribe to
explanatory individualism, a position according to which an
agent can only act on his own pro-attitudes. The thought that
an agent acts because another person wants?® him to so act
must be reduced to the thought that the agent acts because of
some desire of his own, which might be suitably directed toward
the other person’s desire. According to an alternative view,
explanatory nonindividualism, an agent may sometimes act
because another person wants him to so act without thereby
acting on any of his own pro-attitudes.? Explanatory individua-
lism focuses on the individual in abstraction from his social
environment. The individual is pictured as a rational master of
his circumstances consulting only the contents of his mind,
choosing to act as he sees fit. By contrast, explanatory nonin-
dividualism aims to include the social (in particular inter-
personal) context in which the individual acts from the very
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outset. The individual is pictured as sometimes acting on his
own preferences and expectations, and other times finding
himself in situations where he is overwhelmed by the social
frames of interaction, to use Goffman’s term,? and acts on other
people’s expectations of him.

My characterization of motivational dominance presupposes
the position of explanatory nonindividualism. More precisely, we
need to assume that the expector, who is assumed to believe
that her expectation is motivationally dominant, is an explan-
atory nonindividualist. I have defended explanatory nonindi-
vidualism elsewhere.?® At present, I will confine myself to a
couple of thoughts that should help alleviate the impression
that the view is absurd.?’

One reason why explanatory nonindividualism may appear
to be completely mysterious is that the expector’s normative
expectation of an agent is a state of the expector not a state of
the agent. The expectation appears to be completely idle
unless it is somehow mediated by the agent’s states. A
nonindividualist can agree, however, that the normative
expectation must be mediated in order to be effective. His
position leaves open the possibility that the agent must believe
that she is subject to the expectation. The only thing he denies
is that the expectation must be mediated by the agent’s pro-
attitudes.

Note, moreover, that the nonindividualist does not need to
construe pro-attitudes of others as having an intrinsic
motivating power. Most of our desires directed toward others
are completely idle, e.g., my wanting you to read Gombrowicz.
This is not to say that others’ desires may not motivate us to
action in the right kind of interpersonal setting. My wanting my
students to read Gombrowicz is no longer as idle and even less
so is a lieutenant’s command directed at his soldiers.
Furthermore, there are situations where it seems most natural
for us to construe another person’s pro-attitudes as actually
overriding our own pro-attitudes. These are typically situations
where one person has power over another person. They have
been brought out clearly in an experimental setting by
Milgram’s obedience experiments.?® The most natural way to
think about them is that the agent acts on the experimenter’s
expectations of him but contrary to his own expectations and
desires.?

Even so, there may appear to be reasons to construe all
cases of action as involving some desire of the agent. Indeed,
the remarkable flexibility of our intentional vocabulary can
easily secure the feasibility of attributing some desire to the
agent.?® However, the individualist needs to argue not only that
it is possible to attribute a desire to the agent in every case of
an action, but also that the agent acted because of such desire.
In other words, it is not enough to show that the agent had a
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reason for acting, the individualist must in addition show that
she acted for that reason.?! One of the most powerful arguments
intended to show that every action must be done on some desire
of the agent is the argument from breakdown cases.*> Consider
a case where the agent allegedly acts on another person’s want
(a child goes shopping because his mother told him to). On
reflection, we might be inclined to think that had the child not
wanted to go shopping ceteris paribus he would not have gone,
thus demonstrating that he must have wanted to go shopping
after all. But the argument equivocates between wanting not to
go shopping (having a con-attitude) and not wanting to go
shopping (lacking a pro-attitude). The reason why we find the
central thought (had the child not wanted to go shopping he
would not have gone) intuitive is that we focus on cases where
the child had a con-attitude toward going (dug in his heals
against going). Indeed, intentional psychology tells us only what
the agent would do given that he has the relevant intentional
attitudes.?® However, to demonstrate that the child must have
had a desire to go shopping, the individualist would have to
show that had the child lacked a pro-attitude (rather than
possessed a con-attitude) toward going, he would not have gone.
What is missing is a consideration of cases where the child has
neither a pro-attitude nor a con-attitude toward going. The
argument is thus inconclusive. It leaves conceptual space for
the nonindividualist to think that at least in cases where the
agent lacks his own pro-attitudes, he can be moved to action by
others’ pro-attitudes.

Indeed, this seems to be a very natural picture. Suppose a
friend comes by and asks Stefan to go to the movies with her.
He is neither particularly inclined to go, nor does he have
anything against going. He is simply indifferent. It is not at
all implausible to suppose that when he does go, it is because
his friend wanted him to.?* Suppose Anna walks briskly, fully
involved in her thoughts. Someone asks her what time it is.
She answers automatically, as it were, continuing to walk and
think. Did she tell the time because she wanted to answer the
person’s question? It seems plausible to think that she was
completely indifferent to it. She answered the question
because the person asked it.

I do not claim to have thereby removed all the doubts
concerning the feasibility of the idea that normative
expectations that others hold us to can motivate us to act. A lot
of questions remain unanswered. I only hope to have demon-
strated that our expector should not be written off as irrational
because of her adherence to explanatory nonindividualism.

Agent’s Reliability

Consider the question of the agent’s reliability in fulfilling
the expectation. If the expector believes the agent to be
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unreliable in accomplishing a certain task (of ¢ing), it would be
ceteris paribus irrational for her to believe that the agent will
fulfill the expectation to ¢. If a new assistant has never seen a
computer before, it would be irrational to believe that he will
write even a simple program (without further training). At the
same time, it would be irrational for the expector to hold the
agent to the expectation. To believe that the agent is unreliable
in accomplishing a certain task is eo ipso to believe that it
would not be within the agent’s power to accomplish the task.
As befits a rational expector, she should not hold the agent to
the expectation.

(nr) If (rational) B holds « to an expectation that o« ¢ and 8
takes the expectation to be motivationally dominant and
B believes that a is not reliable in ¢ing, then it would
not be rational for B to believe that a will ¢.

What if the agent is believed to be reliable in fulfilling the
expectation? One might think that we should conclude that it
would be rational to believe that a reliable agent will fulfill
the normative expectation. That will be true but only ceteris
paribus. Even reliable agents encounter obstacles in the path
of the fulfillment of expectations. Even a reliable assistant
with a lot of computer experience, in the best motivational
situation, might not complete a program as expected because
of power failure, because he has been kidnapped, or because of
another kind of accident. These kinds of conditions are
defeating conditions. They render the otherwise reasonable,
expectation unreasonable,.

For the sake of clarity, let us first abstract from the very
existence of defeating conditions.?® To say that « is reliable in
responding to the expectation that a ¢ is to say at least that as
long as the expectation that « ¢ is motivationally dominant, o
will fulfill it unless some defeating condition intervenes. Since
we are abstracting from the existence of defeating conditions,
the fact that « is reliable in responding to expectations that a ¢
will imply that as long as the expectation that a ¢ is
motivationally dominant, a will fulfill it. In other words:

(r) On the assumption that there are no defeating
conditions, if (rational) 8 holds « to an expectation that
a ¢ and B takes the expectation to be motivationally
dominant and B believes that « is reliable in ¢ing, then
it would be rational for B to believe that o will .

The assumption abstracting from the existence of defeating
condition reveals a pure relation between normative expecta-
tions and beliefs. We might also think of it as the default
relation since in holding others to normative expectations we
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frequently ignore the possibility of adverse circumstances
(defeating conditions) occurring.

Defeating Conditions

How does the existence of defeating conditions affect our
judgment as to whether the agent will fulfill the expectation or
not? Let us distinguish three kinds of situations. In all of them,
the rational expector holds the agent to the expectation that he
¢, she believes him to be reliable in fulfilling expectations to ¢,
and she believes her expectation that he ¢ to be motivationally
dominant. In the first situation, she believes that no defeating
condition will prevent the reliable agent from completing the
task. In the second situation, she believes that it is certain that
one of the defeating conditions will occur and that it will
prevent the reliable agent from completing the task. The third
situation is in between the first two: The expector believes that
it is probable but not certain that one of the defeating
conditions will occur.

The first kind of situation resembles the pure situation (r). When
the expector believes that no defeating condition will occur, it is
rational for the expector to believe that the agent will ¢.

(ry,) If (rational) B holds a to an expectation that « ¢ and
B takes the expectation to be motivationally dominant
and B believes that « is reliable in ¢ing and B believes
that no defeating condition will occur, then it would
be rational for B to believe that o will ¢.

This belief cannot be held with absolute certainty but then no
belief could. One may object that it would not be rational for
the expector to have this belief since the agent can always not
fulfill the expectation simply because he does not want to. We
should remember two points, however. First, the question we
are asking is only about what it is rational for the expector to
believe. We are not asking whether the agent will actually act
as expected. Second, we are assuming that the expector believes
that her expectation motivationally dominates all other (if any)
expectations and plans of the agent. Given this assumption, it is
rational for her to believe that the agent, who, she believes, will
not encounter any obstacles in his way, will act as expected.

In the second kind of situation, when the expector believes
that one of the defeating conditions will occur, it is rational for
her to believe that the agent will not ¢. After all, she believes
that the defeating condition will occur and so that it will
prevent the agent from fulfilling the expectation.

While the first situation would support the analogue of the
strong view, the second situation might appear to undermine it.
After all, this is a situation where an expector does not believe
that the agent will fulfill the expectation. One might argue,
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however, that when the (rational) expector believes that the
defeating condition will occur, she is committed to abandoning
the expectation. Because she believes that one of the defeating
conditions will occur, she also believes that her up-to-now (¢)
reasonable, expectation will become unreasonable, at a later
time ¢°, when the defeating condition occurs. As a rational
expector (in the above sense of holding others only to expecta-
tions she considers to be reasonable,), she believes that she will
have to abandon the expectation at ¢". But since she believes
that the defeating condition will actually occur at ¢t”, and so that
she will have to abandon the expectation (at ¢”), there seems to
be little reason for her to hold the agent to the expectation in
the first place. She should abandon it now at ¢.?¢ (Note that the
conclusion that she should abandon the expectation at ¢
depends crucially on her believing beyond a shadow of a doubt
that the defeating condition will occur at ¢. If she were to
believe that there is some probability that the defeating con-
dition will not occur at ¢°, ceteris paribus it would be rational
for her not to abandon her expectation at ¢.) Of course, she
might still hold the agent to a different expectation, e.g., that
the agent try to fulfill the expectation or show himself willing to
do so, just not the expectation whose reasonableness, she
believes will be defeated. If so, then the second situation does
not falsify the analogue of the strong view. Although it is not
rational for the expector to believe that the agent will ¢, it is
also not rational for the expector to hold the agent to the
expectation.’”

(ro,) If (rational) B holds o to an expectation that « ¢ and
B takes the expectation to be motivationally dominant
and B believes that o is reliable in ¢ing and B
believes that some defeating condition will occur, then
it would not be rational for B to believe that a will ¢
(and it would not be rational for § to hold « to the
expectation).

Much more common than the second kind of situation is
the third type of situation, where the expector believes that it
is probable (rather than certain) that one of the defeating
conditions will occur. In such a case, the expector believes that
it is probable that the agent will be prevented from completing
the assigned task by the occurrence of a defeating condition.
This means that it would be irrational for her to believe that
the agent will ¢. This belief stands in conflict with the belief
that because of the defeating condition the agent will probably
not ¢. But there is another belief that it is rational for the
expector to hold, namely, that it is probable that the agent will
not ¢ because of the defeating condition, i.e., that the agent will
try to @ but will probably be prevented from ¢ing successfully
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by the occurrence of the defeating condition.?® Note, however,
that unlike in the second case, the expector can still hold the
agent to the expectation that he ¢. Since she only believes that
the expectation will probably be defeated, it is not as clearly
rational as before for her to abandon the expectation now.

(r,,) If (rational) B holds « to an expectation that o ¢ and
B takes the expectation to be motivationally dominant
and B believes that « is reliable in ¢ing and B
believes that it is probable that some defeating
condition will occur, then it would not be rational for
B to believe that o will ¢ (though it would be rational
for B to hold « to the expectation).

The account presented embodies the central insight of the
strong view in taking the relation between normative expecta-
tions and beliefs in the pure situation to be that of entailment.
But it also finds space for the intuitions underlying the
opposition to the strong view. I will close the section by consi-
dering three cases I mentioned earlier, which purport to
illustrate the failure of the strong position, to see how the
account applies to them.

Jane expects herself to attend a yoga class but is not
convinced that she will actually be there as she has heard
rumors that the class will be cancelled. In this scenario, Jane
must give some credibility to the rumors for her not to be
convinced that she will attend the class. In other words, she
believes that it is probable that the class will be cancelled
(which is a defeating condition to her attending the class), and
hence believes that she might not actually attend the class
despite the fact that she expects it of herself. In other words,
the example falls into category (r,,). We should not expect that
the entailment relation will be manifested under such
circumstances and, indeed, it is not.

Don expects himself to make ten carbon copies as he is
writing on a paper but has doubts whether he is succeeding. We
should distinguish two cases here. In one, Don believes himself
to be quite reliable in making ten carbon copies when he sets
out to do so. He has done it many times, he knows what paper
to use, how much pressure to apply, how many times the carbon
paper can be used, etc. In such a case, if Don has doubts
whether he is making ten carbon copies, it is very likely due to
the fact that he has doubts whether he applies enough pressure
on the carbon paper (perhaps he is weak due to illness) or
whether he has mixed in the wrong kind of paper (he has been
absent-minded recently). In other words, when Don believes
himself to be reliable in the activity, he will normally believe
that he is succeeding (case [ry,]) unless he has reasons to think
that some defeating condition occurred (case [r.,] or [r,;]). But
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it is also possible (this is the second case), that Don neither is
nor believes himself to be reliable in fulfilling the expectation to
make ten carbon copies. He has no knowledge of how to do it,
has never done it, and the task seems formidable to him. In
such a case, not only is it rational for him to believe that he will
not succeed, it will be rational for him not to hold himself to the
expectation in the first place (case [nr]). On either reading, the
example does not approximate the pure situation. It is no
wonder then that the entailment relation is not revealed.

The same is true in the third case of the policewoman who
expects of herself that she shoot the runaway despite knowing
that he has run simply too far for her to have a good chance of
not missing him. As the case is described by McCann,* the
policewoman believes that she will actually miss her target
because the runaway is too far off. This is a case when the
expector believes that the defeating condition will occur—in fact
she believes that it has already occurred (case [r,]). It seems
plausible to think that it would be irrational for the expector to
hold the agent (in this case, herself) to the expectation that she
believes to be unreasonable,. In other words, in this case, it
would be irrational for the poficewoman to expect of herself that
she shoot the runaway. She may still expect herself to shoot in
the runaway’s direction, to frighten the runaway, to make a
point by not giving in, and so on. Once again, the case can be
accommodated on the above account.

There is thus no straightforward answer to the question
whether rational B who holds « to an expectation that a ¢ and
who takes the expectation to be motivationally dominant,
should also believe that o will ¢ as expected. The account
sketched resembles the strong view on the relation between
intention and belief in the pure situation (r) and the case where
the expector believes that no defeating condition will occur (ry,).
It also remains compatible with the strong view when the
expector believes the agent to be unreliable (nr) and when the
expector believes that some defeating condition will occur (r).
In those situations, although it is not rational for the expector
to believe that the agent will do as expected, it is not rational
for the expector to hold the agent to the expectation. But the
account also makes room for some intuitions underlying the
disagreements with the strong view in particular in cases where
the expector believes that it is probable that some defeating
condition will occur (ry).

V. NORMATIVE EXPECTATIONS,
INTENTIONS, AND BELIEFS

The account presented is a view on the relation between
normative expectations and beliefs; it is not a view on the
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relation between intentions and beliefs. But there is no reason
to think that it will fail to apply to the normative expectations
that the agent holds herself to. Since intentions involve
normative expectations of oneself, one might expect that it will
shed some light on the relation between intentions and beliefs.
I want to close by considering just that.

The account is similar to the strong view in that it takes the
entailment relation between normative expectations and beliefs
about the future to be the pure or the default relation. It
inherits some advantages of that position. First, normative
expectations (just like intentions) play a prominent role in
planning, though paradigmatically in the planning of inter-
personal activities. If I am working as part of a team and am
(reasonably,) expected to finish my part of the team’s project, it
will be rational for all members of the team to count on my
actually finishing it, which among other things means that it is
rational for them to believe that I will finish it. The account
allows one to preserve the thought that the lack of the
connection would be a detriment to the possibility of coordina-
ting such activities while finding room for a challenge presented
by Alfred Mele.*

Mele argues that there need not be any connection between
intentions and beliefs for the former to play a coordinating role
in human activities. He takes as an example a particular
basketball play that is to allow the team to score five points. All
of the players have rehearsed the kind of play so they can
coordinate well, but at the same time they all believe that their
chances of succeeding are very slim indeed. Mele takes this to
show that the coordination of activities does not require any
connection between intentions and beliefs (or indeed between
normative expectations and beliefs). In the above terms, the
problem with Mele’s generalization from the example is that the
case falls into category (r,,). The expectors believe that it is
very probable that some defeating conditions (namely,
interference by the other team, their own exhaustion, etc.) will
occur and prevent them from carrying out the planned play. But
this does not tell us anything about what happens in the pure
situation (r) were the defeating conditions not considered a
factor. Suppose that one of the players (X) expects another
(Isaiah, in Mele’s example) to throw a ball in such a way as to
allow him to catch it. Suppose further that X believes that
Isaiah is reliable in making such shots, that the expectation is
motivationally dominant, and that no defeating condition will
occur.”’ If in such a scenario, X believes that Isaiah will not
throw the ball as expected, this would surely constitute a good
reason for X not to expect himself to do his part in the play. In
short, the problem with Mele’s example is the same as the
problem with the other cases that purport to illustrate that the
strong view on the relation between intention and belief is false.
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They pertain to cases where the pure relation between inten-
tion and belief is clouded by the need to take defeating condi-
tions into account. The proposal outlined finds central room for
the thought that coordination requires such a strong relation
between normative expectations (in cases [r] and [r ;1) while
accommodating Mele’s counterexample (in case [r,,]), just as it
finds central place for the thought that there exists an entail-
ment relation between normative expectations and beliefs (in
cases [r] and [r,]) while accommodating counterexamples
(cases [nrl, [r,,] and [r ).

The second advantage inherited by the view proposed is the
power to explain the conversational implicature between the
announcement of an intention (which involves a normative
expectation of oneself) and a belief. It is plausible to suppose
that in the absence of any explicit mention of some defeating
condition, it is assumed that the speaker either believes that
none will occur or does not take defeating conditions into
consideration. If so then it is plausible to think that the pure
relation will hold between the announced intention and belief.
Note, however, that there is not a similar conversational
implicature in play between the announcement of normative
expectations and beliefs. We are not as befuddled when someone
says, “I expect of him that he come on time but I don’t think he
will” as we would be were she to say “I intend to come on time
but I don’t think I will.” The reason for this difference is that
unlike intentions, normative expectations (whether of oneself or
of others) are not considered to be intrinsically motivationally
dominant.

The account differs from the strong view on the relation
between intention and belief in that it takes the entailment
relation between normative expectations and beliefs to hold in
the pure situation where defeating conditions do not play a role.
It therefore allows conceptual space for the dissenters from the
strong view as long as the expector’s reason for withholding the
belief that the agent will ¢ is her belief that it is probable that
some defeating condition will occur. In other words, we should
not deny that there is an entailment relation between
normative expectations and beliefs across the board, as it were.
Rather, the denial is limited to some rather exceptional circum-
stances, namely, those where there are reasons to believe that
some defeating condition might occur.

At the same time, the view sketched is subject neither to the
objection that normative expectations lose their power—that
they become more like idle wishes, nor to the objection that the
content of normative expectations is weakened when the
content of the beliefs is weakened. Consider the first point.
What is distinctive about the attitude of expecting something
whether of oneself or of another is that one is (appropriately)
disposed to sanction the fulfillment and frustration of the
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expectation. This is not the case when one merely wishes or
hopes some state of affairs to obtain. In such cases, one is
normally not prepared to impose any sanctions—indeed, such
an imposition would be inappropriate. The difference between
my hoping to get into medical school and my expecting of
myself that I do so is that in the latter but not in the former
case it would be ceteris paribus appropriate for me to think well
of myself, say, if I do get in and badly if I do not. The propriety
of one’s disposition to sanction the fulfillment or frustration of
an expectation does not in any way depend on one’s beliefs
about whether the expectation will be fulfilled or frustrated. So
there is no danger that the belief that an expectation will not
be fulfilled will turn the expectation into an idle wish.

Let us turn to the second point. The defenders of the
intention-entails-belief thesis argue that in cases where the
agent does not believe that he will ¢ but believes that he will
only try to ¢, he cannot be properly said to intend to ¢ but only
to intend to try to ¢. In such a case, the entailment relation
between intention and belief will still hold. The weakness of the
content of the belief will be inherited from the weaker content
of the intention.** Let us see what happens to the content of
normative expectations.

A natural way of understanding the content of normative
expectations is in terms of what fulfills and frustrates them,
which in turn can be understood in terms of the conditions under
which it would be appropriate to impose positive and negative
sanctions. Consider first a situation where the expector believes
that no defeating condition will occur, and consequently believes
that the agent will fulfill the expectation. In such a case, the
content of her expectation is that the agent ¢. She is (appro-
priately) disposed to sanction positively the agent’s fulfillment of
the expectation as she is (appropriately) disposed to sanction
negatively his frustration of the expectation. Of course, if one of
the defeating conditions were to interfere, it would be appro-
priate for her to withhold the sanctioning of the frustration or
fulfillment of the expectation.

Let us then turn to the situation where the expector believes
that it is very probable that one of the defeating conditions will
occur and so believes that the agent will probably not fulfill the
expectation. Can she expect of the agent that he ¢? At first
glance, one might suspect that the expectation must be
somewhat weaker, after all it is very probable that the
expectation will not be fulfilled. But the appearance is
deceiving. The expector’s dispositions to sanction should not
change at all. She will be (appropriately) disposed to positively
and negatively sanction the agent in the very same circum-
stances (of fulfillment and frustration of the expectation, respec-
tively), as she will be prepared to withhold her sanctions in case
one of the defeating conditions occurs. The only thing that
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changes is that it is more likely than it was before that she will
have to withhold her sanction because of the occurrence of the
defeating condition. In such a case, although the expector
cannot rationally believe that the agent will ¢, she can
rationally expect of the agent that he ¢. Indeed, some of our
intuitions support this claim. Suppose that a teacher expects of
a student that he finish a project he started by Wednesday but
that, at the same time, she believes that it is very likely that he
will not be able to do so because it is very likely that a power
outage will prevent him from completing it. When the student
nonetheless does finish the project, it is natural to say that he
fulfilled the teacher’s expectation that he finish it not just her
expectation that he try to finish it.

While I have proposed a view on the relation between
normative expectations (including normative expectations of
oneself) and beliefs, I have not advocated a position on the
relationship between intentions and beliefs. I want to stress
two points. On one hand, it is important to appreciate that the
debate between those who hold the strong view and the
dissenters is motivated theoretically. The position one holds on
the relationship between intention and belief will depend on
the theory of intention one advocates. I do not have such a
theory. At the same time, I am disinclined to speculate on the
relationship in part because the only full-blown theories of
intention*’ (as opposed to reasoned conjectures) do not give a
univocal answer to the question. On the other hand, however,
the account of the relation between normative and predictive
expectations sketched allows one to find a place for many of
the threads present in the debate on the relationship between
intention and belief. The thoughts underlying the strong view
are given central place in being taken to hold in the default
relation between normative expectations and beliefs. At the
same time, we can take seriously the challenges to the strong
view as long as they are tied to beliefs about defeating
conditions. This might lead one to risk the conjecture that
what connection there is between intentions and predictive
expectations is inherited by intentions from the motivationally
dominant normative expectations they involve. I do not
pretend to have proven this conjecture but only to have made
it worth entertaining.*
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