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ABSTRACT: The Wide-Scope approach to instrumergabon holds that the requirement to intend
the necessary means to your ends should be undémssoa requirement &therintend the means,
or else not intend the end. In this paper | expdaid defend a neglected version of this approach. |
argue that three serious objections to the Wide&eapproach turn on a certain assumption about
the nature of the reasons that ground the Wide-&oaguirement. The version of the Wide-Scope

approach defended here allows us to reject thigsson, and so defuse the objections.

It is widely agreed that an account of practicéibraality must include amstrumental
principle — a requirement to intend what you believe tohgertecessary means to your
intended ends. The idea can be motivated by thgn&bout some simple cases. Suppose
that you are at the fair, intend to ride the raéaster and believe that in order to ride you
must stand in line. If you nonetheless do not idtenstand in line, something has gone
wrong. You are irrational in a particularly cleardastriking way: you fail to intend the
believed necessary means to an intended end.

Notice that nothing was said about the reasorrs e to ride the rollercoaster,
or even the reasons you think there are. It mighfdr instance, that you ought not to be
at the fair at all, and so ought not to be riding tollercoaster, or standing in line.
Nevertheless, given your intention to ride, you l@ldae irrational not to intend to stand

in line. So to account for this kind of irratiortgliwve seem to need a principle or



requirement which is independent of the reasonsnyay have for the end — since there
may not be any such reasons. That is why we ne@atsanmental principle.

To this point most philosophers who have thoudoid this kind of case would
agree. But they disagree widely over just how ttsgrumental principle is to be
understood. According to what | will call teseandard Wide-Scope accouttte principle

is to be understood along the following lines:

(WS) You ought to [intend to do M, if you interaldo E and believe that

doing M is necessary for doing E].

In WS ‘you ought’ takes wide-scope, over the entwaditional within the
brackets. The conditional is material, so WS idated only when you intend an end,
believe that a means is necessary for it, but dontend this means. WS requires that
you do not have this combination of attitudess | will sometimes say, it requires that
you are notneans-end incoherent

WS avoids various difficulties that arise for otheerhaps prima facie more
obvious, formulations of the instrumental principBonsider the following ‘narrow-

scope’ principle:

(NSy) If you intend to do E and believe that doingdvhiecessary for doing E,

you ought to intend to do M.

! ‘Along the following lines’ because it is plausitthat WS requires a little refinement. For examisle
means action — doing M — must be one that youelieat you will do only if you intend to do it (Bome
2002: sec. 3). For simplicity, | will ignore thisnkl of complication in what follows.

2 To save words | count not intending to do sometfais an attitude.



NS; has implausible consequences. For example, iténghat in the case
described you ought to intend to stand in line. g might not be the case. Perhaps you
ought not to be at the fair at all, and so oughtim@nd to stand in line there.

This worry can be at least partially appeased brgaéng to the following

formulation:

(NS,) If you intend to do E and believe that doing Mexessary for doing E,

you have a reason to intend to do M.

NS, implies only that you have a reason to intend@ad in line, and this is not
nearly so implausible. Even if you ought to be wisere, you could still have some
reason to ride the rollercoaster, and so some mgasatend to stand in line for it.
However, NS does not explain what is wrong with means-endhecence. That you
have a reason to intend to stand in line doesmplyithat there is anything wrong with
intending to ride without also intending to standine. There is nothing in general
wrong with failing to intend as you hagemereason to intend. There is only a problem
in failing to intend against the weight of reasd®s.N$ does not capture ttstrictness
of the instrumental principle — it does not captilne intuition that there is definitely
something wrong if you intend an end but do natridtthe necessary means tb it.

WS avoids both of these difficulties. As it doed imply that there is any

particular attitude you ought to have, it doeshmte the implausible consequences of

3 For versions of both these objections to narroepsarinciples see Bratman 1987: 23-27 and Broome
1999: 409-10, amongst others.



NS;. Even if you ought not to be at the fair, it costdl be true that you ought to [intend
to stand in line, if you intend to ride the rolleaster and believe that standing in line is
necessary for riding]. And WS does imply that thersomething wrong when you intend
an end but do not intend the necessary means-tib iinplies that you have a
combination of attitudes you ought not to have. iIM& seems a promising account of
your problem with the rollercoaster, and other saddhat structure. It gives us a strict
norm which is violated, without obviously countettiitive implications.

WS has a further attraction. It is now commonigtinguish between what you
ought to do and what you are rationally requireddoWhat you ought to do depends on
what you have reason to do, which is a matter @ plossibly unknown) facts of your
situation. What rationality requires depends omlyyour attitudes concerning your
situation? So it may seem that what you ought to do and watainality requires can
come apart. For example, it might be irrational taahtend to ride the rollercoaster, even
though you ought not intend to ride. But drawinig tistinction raises a question, and
potential mystery, about how these apparentlyrdistypes of requirement are related to
each other. And WS allows a simple answer: thegghyou are rationally required to do
are just some of the things you ought to do. Aswight put it, rational requirements are
wide-scope oughts- they are oughts which govern certain combinatiofrattitudes.
Thus the appearance that oughts and rational exgaints can come apart is deceptive.

Your irrationality in not intending to stand in éns just your failing to do one of the

* Sometimes the point is put by distinguishing bemvevo senses of ‘ought’: sometimes the ‘ought’ of
reasons and the ‘ought’ of rationality (Kolodny 80809), sometimes the objective ‘ought’ and suijec
‘ought’ (Schroeder forthcoming). In this paperyl to use ‘ought’ only for what you have conclusive
reason to do.

® | follow the now common practice of also usinggbti as a noun, by analogy with ‘reason’. An ouight
what you have when you ought to do something.



things you ought to do — namely, [intend to stamtine, if you intend to ride the
rollercoaster and believe that standing in lineasessary for riding]. There is thus no
need to postulate two distinct normative relatidhse:ought relation and the rational
requirement relation. The latter is subsumed utfteformer.

For the reasons just sketched, many writers hage httracted to the standard
Wide-Scope account. Versions of it have been def@iy John Broome, Jonathan
Dancy, Stephen Darwall and R. Jay Wallace, amanthsirs® But it has come under
increasing fire in recent years. Niko Kolodny, Jus&az, Andrew Reisner, Mark
Schroeder and Kieran Setiya have all offered farcaljections to it. In this paper |
discuss three of these objections. Each turnss iown way, on the point just made: that
WS is a claim about what you ought to do. | condbdt these objections show this
claim to be unsustainable. What you are rationauired to do need not be something
you ought to do. The standard Wide-Scope apprdachftils. But this concession does
not by itself undermine what | take to be the guididea of the Wide-Scope approach.
The guiding idea is that the instrumental princigla constraint on certagombinations
of attitudes — on intending the end but not intagdhe means. This simple idea can be
developed in ways that avoid commitment to WS &eddentification of rational
requirements with oughts. In this paper | develog defend such a view. For reasons
which will become clear, | call this the Wide-Scdpeasons view.

Although the Wide-Scope Reasons view does notifgeational requirements
with oughts, it does not simply postulate distitygtes of requirement. The view is

embedded within a broader framework in which raglaequirements are explained in

® Broome 1999, 2001, 2002, 2004, 2005; Dancy 20@0wall 1983, 2001; Wallace 2001.
" Kolodny 2005, 2007, 2008; Raz 2005; Reisner uriphbtl; Schroeder 2004, 2005, forthcoming; Setiya
2007b.



terms of reasons. Very roughly, the framework ghgsthe attitudes you are rationally
required to have are those which, relative to ymliefs, you ought to have.
Consequently, it allows that there are many casagich you ought to have the attitudes
you are rationally required to have. It thus rermanbject to versions of the three
objections. However | argue that the view has &s®urces to answer these objections.
My case for this depends on two claims. First,dhgctions each require a certain
assumption about the nature of the reasons to gowifil the instrumental principle. In
terminology to be explained presently, they asstiraethe reason state-giverrather
thanobject-given Second, on the view defended here the reascomply with the
instrumental principle is object-given. If so, thi&ye view is not susceptible to these
objections. The paper thus amounts to a defengediVide-Scope approach to
instrumental reason.

| will proceed as follows. In section 1, | introduthe influential Normativity
Problem: the challenge of saying what reasons teréo comply with the instrumental
principle. | argue that previous discussions prestimat the reason must be state-given,
and give a couple of reasons why we should inste&péct the reason to be object-given.
In section 2, | explain the Wide-Scope Reasons aed/argue that it allows the reason
to be object-given. In sections 3, 4 and 5, | skiwat this move allows us to escape two
further problems — the Transmission Problem andtheDemon Problem. In section 5,

| consider an objection to my proposal.

1. The Normativity Problem



The first objection to be considered is deceptiwhgple. WS is a claim about what you
ought to do. And claims about what you ought tao® or entail, claims about what you
have conclusive reason to do. Thus WS entailsttieaé is conclusive reason for you to
[intend to do M, if you intend to do E and belidhiat doing M is necessary for doing E].
However there is conclusive reason for you to doetbing only if there is a reason for
you to do that thing. And there is a reason for ggdo something only if something is
your reason to do it. So if you ought to complyhwiVS, somethingnust be a reason for
you to do so. But it is unclear what this reason isis uncleawhyyou ought to comply
with WS. This is théNormativity Problem

Niko Kolodny has done most to develop this probfdre considers two answers
to the question, ‘why satisfy WS?’ and argues coawgly that neither is satisfactory. |

will briefly review these arguments.

First answer The reason to satisfy WS is that doing so hasungental value.
Satisfying WS will lead you to achieve other thirygsl ought to

achieve.

The first answer admits of weak and strong readidggending on how we
understand its second claim. On the strong readihgnever you satisfy WS you will
also achieve something else you ought to achiemgh®weak reading, a disposition to
satisfy WS will lead you, over the long run, to @ste more of what you ought to achieve

than you otherwise would (Broome 2005: 332-4).

8 Kolodny 2005: 542-7, 2007: 238-41, 2008. See Blsmme 2005: 334-5. Note that Kolodny typically
offers these arguments as part of a general casesaighe idea that we have reason to satisfy kedca
‘rational requirements’. On the instrumental prpieiin particular, see 2008, sec. 6.



Second answer The reason to satisfy WS is that doing so is ¢tiste of

intention.

This answer also allows two readings, dependingam we understand the idea
that satisfying WS is constitutive of intention. @ strong reading, satisfying WS is
constitutive of intention in that it is not poss&lb violate WS. On the weak reading, it is
the disposition to satisfy WS which is constitutofantention. Any agent with an
intention will be disposed to satisfy WS with resip@® that intention.

Both answers face parallel problems. On the one kt@e strong reading of each
answer seems false. The first because there a@e raghich you satisfy WS but do not
thereby achieve anything else you ought to achireexample, when you intend to do
M, even though you ought not intend to do M. Theosel because violation of WS
seems intuitively possibfeOn the other hand, neither weak reading suppoBs WS
implies that in every case ytave conclusive reason to [intend to do M, if yotend to
do E and believe that doing M is necessary forgl&h But on the weak readings, each
answer offers, at most, a reason tallsposedo satisfy this conditional. And a reason to
be disposed to comply with WS does not imply aoede comply with WS in every
case. There can be reason to have a dispositioniietere is not reason to exercise it in
every case. A fortiori, the weak readings do ntdldssh that in every case there is

conclusive reason to comply with W3,

° This seems to be agreed by most participantssal#bate and | simply assume it here. For a contra
view see Finlay (2008).

19| understand both answers as first-order normafiaiens about the reasons we have. So in rejething
second answer | do not mean to rule out that threrg be a form of explanation of WS which appeals to



| agree with Kolodny that these are significarthpems for these answersl
want to make a further observation. Both answees plutative reasons to satisfy WS
which are, in recently popular terminologyate-giverrather tharobject-givenAs it is
ordinarily presented, this is a distinction betwéega kinds of reasons for attitudes. A
reason for an attitude is object-given if it depgnd the appropriate way, on properties
of the object of that attitude. A reason is stateg if it depends, in the appropriate way,
on properties of the attitude — typically, on batisedf having the attitude. Perhaps the
best known instance of this distinction is theididton between pragmatic and epistemic
reasons for belief. Pragmatic reasons to belieatpthre state-given reasons to believe
thatp. They are ways in which it would be good or betiefito have the belief that
Epistemic reasons are object-given reasons toveeliatp. They are evidence thpt-
the object of belief — is true. But the distincticem also be drawn for many other
attitudes. For intentions, it is vividly illustratdoy Gregory Kavka’s toxin puzzle (Kavka
1983). A million dollar prize for intending to dkran unpleasant toxin makes it
beneficial to intend to drink the toxin, but nothase of properties of drinking the toxin.

It thus offers a pragmatic or state-given reasantend to drink the toxin. In contrast,

constitutive norms of intention. For example, sugpthap is the reason to comply with WS. This may in
turn call for explanation — we can ask, ‘whypia reason to comply with WS?’ And the answer te thi
second-order question may, for all that has beehhsae, be that it is a constitutive fact abotimion
thatp is a reason to comply with WS. The argument oulgg out that the first-order reason to comply
(thatp) is that doing so is constitutive of intention.rFarther relevant discussion see Kolodny 2005:-544
6. | thank an anonymous referee for urging me daifgi this point.

1 Kolodny also considers the suggestion that comglyiith principles like WS is simply worth doing in
itself. He finds it ‘outlandish that the kind ofyahic tidiness that [WS] enjoins should be set gfide

such final ends as pleasure, friendship and knayee@007: 241). However even if we thought thatréh
was something worthwhile about coherence, it isl harsee how this could be important enough to make
sense of the strictness of instrumental reason.pacerWedgwood 2003: 217.



the fact that drinking the toxin will make you siskan object-given reason against
intending to drink it?

The distinction between object- and state-giversoas is not typically applied to
reasons for combinations of attitudes, like WS, thatextension is straightforward. A
reason for a combination of attitudes is objecegiif it depends, in the appropriate way,
on properties of the objects of the relevant atétu It is state-given if it depends, in the
appropriate way, on properties of the relevant daation of attitudes — typically, on
benefits of having that combination of attitudes.

With this distinction in hand, we can see thahbaitthe answers Kolodny
considers offer putative state-given reasons téocomto WS According to the first,
the reason to comply with WS is that a certaingatof attitudes would be
instrumentally valuable. The idea is that the valtibaving that pattern of attitudes
provides a reason to have them. According to thers® it is that this pattern of attitudes
is constitutive of intention. If you are not at$éaisposed to satisfy WS, you are not an
agent with intentions. Both answers thus appepftaperties of the recommended pattern
of attitudes, not of the objects of those attitudes

This should give us pause, for at least two remageinst, many philosophers deny
that there are state-given reasons for attituttesbelief and intention. For example,
some philosophers think that the billionaire’s offenot a reason to intend to drink the

toxin. They concede that the offer provides reasamantto intend to drink the toxin and

2 My terminology follows Parfit 2001. The distinctids imprecise as it refers to an ‘appropriate way’
reasons to depend on properties of the objectte.sthere is no consensus in the literature afmwtto
state the distinction more precisely. For relewdistussion see Pink 1996; D’Arms and Jacobsen 2000;
Parfit 2001; Rabinowicz and Rgnnow-Rasmussen 280dtton-Lake 2005; Hieronymi 2005; Olson and
Daniellson 2007.

13 Kolodny 2005: 551 claims that reasons to compl$nW¥'S would have to be state-given. | will argue
that, whether or not this true about WS, it istnoé¢ of all Wide-Scope views.
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to try to cause yourself to intend to drink it. By think that, strictly speaking, it
provides no reason to intend to drink the toXifthe corresponding claim about reasons
for belief is even more widely accepted. For examplany philosophers think that even
if Pascal’'s wager establishes that believing in Gasl infinite utility, this does not,
strictly speaking, provide reason to believe in (®dther, it provides reason to want to
believe in God, and to try to cause yourself togvel this'> So a commitment to state-
given reasons is not a trivial one for Wide-Scopers

Second, and more importantly, the instrumentalqgipie is supposed to be the
principle that underwrites our judgment that meand-incoherence is irrational.
However if WS is grounded in state-given reasdris,unclear that it can play this role.
Even if we grant that there are state-given reggbey are not central to judgments of
rationality. It seems unfortunate, rather thantioraal, that you are unable to intend to
drink the toxin on the basis of the billionaireten. The point is clearer still with state-
given reasons for belief: it need not be irratiadieabelieve something which there is great
reward for believing. By contrast, object-givenseas do seem relevant to rationality.
For instance, it is irrational to believe somethivitgen you are aware of compelling
evidence against it. And it seems irrational tema to drink the toxin, since you are
aware of compelling reasons not to drink it (an@soompelling object-given reasons
not to intend to do so).

If this is right then the two answers Kolodny cadess are not good candidates to
be the reason to comply with WS, even leaving agidgoarticular difficulties he finds

with them. They could not ground the judgmentsi@tionality that the instrumental

4 Pink 1996, Audi 2001: 257, n.7, Shah 2008, sec. 7.
5 There are even suggestions to this effect in P&5886: 152). For a more recent example, see Shah
2006: 493-7.
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principle is supposed to explain. Still, it is unmising that these are the answers
Kolodny considers, and which other writers havenlteenpted by. For it is very unclear
what an object-given reason to comply with WS might WS is intended to apply in all
circumstances. So an object-given reason to complyit would have to be some
feature of the objects of the attitudes it is coned with — doing E, that doing M is
necessary for doing E, and doing M — that holdny @rcumstances whatsoever. It is

very unclear what this feature might $e.

2. Two Responses

The Normativity Problem is thus a deep challeng@/tde-Scope accounts which accept
WS. WS demands an object-given reason, but itseusality makes it difficult to find
one. But the problem is not fatal to the Wide-Scapproach as such. For not all Wide-
Scope accounts accept WS. As | put it above, ticirguidea of the Wide-Scope
approach is that the instrumental principle comssra certain combination of attitudes —
intending the end but not intending the means. thiglidea can be developed in ways
that do not involve WS. In this section, | consitdeo such ways. | begin by considering
Broome’s recent view that the instrumental pringeigl a claim about what rationality
requires, not about what you ought to do. | wiltena reason for dissatisfaction with this
position. This will help to motivate my preferredrsion of the Wide-Scope approach,
which will be defended in the rest of the paper.

Broome (2005) holds that:

18 There is one obvious candidate: the entailmemnfiite claims that you do E and that doing M is
necessary for doing E to the claim that you do Mb(Bne 1999: 409). However there are well-known
difficulties with the appeal to this entailment.eS&allace 2001: 18-20; Bratman forthcoming a, b.
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(WSgR) You are rationally required to [intend to do Myou intend to do E and

believe that doing M is necessary for doing E].

If this claim is to be distinct from WS, Broome mdgny that the things you are
rationally required to do are just some of thedBigou ought to do. He must think that
the rational requirement relation is distinct fréme ought relation. This allows him to
deny that there must be reasons to comply withx§V&nd thus evade the Normativity
Problem*’

There is a broader picture motivating this move.tQis picture, rationality is an
“internal” matter, requiring the coherence of yoon-factive mental states. Reasons are
“external” — they are typically non-mental fact§which you may be unaware. As such
you need not be irrational in failing to respon@mv¥o conclusive reasons. The
possibility is well illustrated by a famous exampfeBernard Williams'. If your glass
contain petrol but you believe it to contain gionpymay be rational to intend to take a sip
although you have no reason to dd%And once we accept that reasons and rationality
can come apart in this direction, it is hard to th&emotivation for insisting that
irrationality must nonetheless involve flouting seas. We are thus led to a picture on

which there is a distinction in kind between reas(and thus oughts) and rationality.

" Note though that Broome (2005) does not in faclydéat there are reasons to comply withdA/$e is
agnostic. The point is that formulating the priteim terms of rationality means that its fate @ n
contingent on there being such reasons.

18 For the example, see Williams 1981. For appetldosimilar examples in motivating a distinction
between reasons and rationality see Broome 2001t P@01; Schroeder 2007, forthcoming; Setiya 2807
2007b; Wedgwood 2003. For skepticism about thendisbn, see Dancy 2000: chap. 3; Kolodny 2005,
esp. 555-6.
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In outline, | accept this picture. Rationality aeéisons can indeed come apart in
these ways — rational requirements are not jusessmbpe oughts. So | do not take it to
be an objection to Wi that there may not be reasons to comply with @very case.

But acknowledging this is not enough to solve tloerhativity Problem. The problem
arises if there aranycases in which there is a reason to comply withrN\tHhit it is
unclear what this reason is. And the view thabral requirements are wide-scope
oughts is not the only view of the relation betweeasons and rationality which entails
that there are such cases. In what follows | skatetuch weaker — and | think attractive
— view of this relation which also has this consate. Broome’s move is thus not
sufficient to evade the Normativity Problem. It@algquires rejecting this attractive view.

The sort of view | have in mind can be motivated-égonsidering Williams’
case. Why is it rational to intend to take a sgnfrthe glass? The following points seem
pertinent. First, you believe that there is gin &ndc in the glass. Second, things are
otherwise such thdt there was gin and tonic in the glass, there wbelgood enough
reason to intend to take a sip. That is, it seenfetpart of the explanation of the
rationality of this intention that it is formed response to a consideration which, if true,
would be sufficient reason for it.

So this kind of case suggests that the rationafign attitude turns on the
propositions you believe which, if true, would lodject-given) reasons for and against
it. (The reasons must be object-given since, asdnalbove, it does not seem irrational to
fail to respond to state-given reasons). Follovagek Parfit (2001), we can call such
propositionsapparent reason’ On this kind of view, the rationality of an attie turns

on the weight of the apparent reasons for and agairAn attitude or pattern of attitudes

19 0Or better, ‘apparent object-given reasons’. Is #ection | will take this qualification as given.
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is rational if supported by adequate apparent regssnd rationally required if supported
by conclusive apparent reasdfighis kind of view has two principal attractionstsF, it
allows us to preserve something of the intuitivedynpelling idea that rationality is a
matter of responding correctly to reasons. Ratipna a matter of responding correctly
to apparent reasons — considerations which wouledsons if true. Second, it allows us
to explain rational requirements in terms of reasdiie view thus answers the question
of just how reasons and rationality are relatetheflatter is not just a special case of the
former.

If something like this view is correct, the retréadVW &g only puts off the
Normativity Problem. The view understands ratidyah terms of apparent reasons,
which are considerations which are reasons if thaeif, as W&r says, you are rationally
required to be means-end coherent, you must beliewvgs which, if true, would be
reasons to be means-end coherent. Furthermorkitidi®f view makes it very plausible
that in certain ideal circumstances what you atiemally required to do will coincide
with what you ought to do. In particular, it makeplausible that in circumstances in
which you have only true beliefs and all relevaotmormative information, you will be
rationally required to do something only if you dugp do it** If so, you will have
conclusive reason to comply with \Wwhen you have complete non-normative

information and no false belief. But we still dot kmow what this reason 8.

2 These formulations are closer to those in Schrofedthcoming than Parfit 2001. They thereby avoid
problems for Parfit due to Jacob Ross and discuss8dhroeder forthcoming. Thanks to an anonymous
referee for suggesting | take account of theseessu

2L Cf. Schroeder's ‘very weak ought test’ in forthdom) sec. 2.2

22 A parallel point is made in Setiya 2007b. Setipées that WS avoids the Transmission Problem (see
below) only if we also give up the kind of viewmaftionality sketched here. See also Schroeder
forthcoming, 2.2.
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As | have said, | take the conception of ratiogaditetched here to be attractive.
It would be very puzzling if rational decision hadthing essential to do with what there
is reason to do, even in ideal epistemic conditibtzavever it would take at least another
paper to develop and defend this view. Insteacll singue that attachment to the Wide-
Scope approach does not require us to give it bhprelis a Wide-Scope account of the
instrumental principle which preserves these commes between reasons and rationality
but answers the Normativity Problem. | will explday returning to our motivating
example.

You intend to ride the rollercoaster and beliewa #tanding in line is necessary
for doing so. Suppose that this belief constitkteswledge. It is then very plausible that
you should either give up the intention to ridestse intend to stand in line. If we ask
why you should — that is, if we ask for a reasdhe-answer that immediately presents
itself is simply that standing in line is necessfanyriding. | suggest that we take this
answer at face value. The reason to [intend talgtahne, if you intend to ride] is simply
that standing in line is necessary for riding. Tiaist is, as | shall put it, a Wide-Scope
reason — a reason against a particular combinefiattitudes. More generally, | suggest

the following:

(WSRy) The fact that doing M is necessary for doing B onclusive reason to

[intend to do M, if you intend to do E}.

WSR, preserves the guiding idea of the Wide-Scope appredhat the

instrumental principle is a constraint on a combaraof attitudes — and has just the

2 A claim very close to this is suggested, but refedded, in Setiya 2007b: 661-2.
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advantages over Narrow-Scope views that WS dodsdt Bves us a straightforward
solution to the Normativity Problem — the reasoifintend to do M, if you intend to do
E] is just that doing M is necessary for doin§’E.

Unlike the Wide-Scope principles WS and \¢SNVSR, does not purport to give
a fully general account of instrumental reason. Wag those principles applied in all
cases, WSRapplies only in cases in which it is a fact thaind M is necessary for doing
E. It says nothing about cases in which you falbeljeve that doing M is necessary for
doing E. However if we accept that reasons andmaltity are connected in the way
sketched above, we get a more general account.néthet not an attitude or pattern of
attitudes is rational depends on the weight ofajygarent reasons for and against it.
WSR; tells us that the fact that doing M is necessarygtong E is a conclusive reason to
[intend to do M, if you intend to do E]. So if ybelieve that doing M is necessary for
doing E then, if your belief is true, you have @aso [intend to do M, if you intend to do
E]. So you have an apparent reason to [intend td dbyou intend to do E].
Furthermore it is plausible that this apparentweasill typically be conclusive, as the

reason it is explained by is conclusive. If so:

(WSRy) If you believe that doing M is necessary for dpkh, you are rationally

required to [intend to do M, if you intend to do®]

%t is generally accepted that reasons are fantsileat a fact (thgt) can be a reason for an agent even if
that agent does not believe tipaHowever it might be insisted that the relevastdalo have to bear some
kind of epistemic relation to the agent for whoreyttare reasons. Perhaps they have to pass thraugh a
‘epistemic filter’ (Dancy 2000: 57-9, 65-6). If this right the antecedent of WSWill need to be modified
to take account of it. For present purposes westiak with the simpler formulation.

% More needs to be said about the weight of appaeasons to establish that WSBllows from WSR.

But a sketch of an argument can be provided.dtfemiliar idea that you ought to do A if you haeason

to do A and no reason not to do A. By analogys plausible that you are rationally required to2did you
have apparent object-given reason to do A and parapt object-given reason not to do A. Now whem yo
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WSR: tells us that it is irrational to fail to intend atyou take to be the necessary means
to your intended ends. It is violated in every casehich WS is violated®® The
conjunction of WSRand WSRI call theWide-Scope Reasons view

There is a potential lacuna in this account. Aave emphasized, rationality
requires responding only to apparebject-giverreasons. So WSRollows from WSR
only if the fact that doing M is necessary for apl is an object-given reason to [intend
to do M, if you intend to do E]. But it is plausgiihat it is. | consider this point in a little
more detail below, but for now we can make threatgoFirst, it is a fact about the
relationship between doing M and doing E, not altbatintentions to do E and to do M.
It does not involve any properties of these intamgj and so it is hard to see how it could
be a state-given reason. Second, it is not a raasartue of the benefits of [intending to
do M, if you intend to do E], in the way that stagigen reasons typically are. This must
be so if we agree with Kolodny that the reasonaimgly cannot be purely instrumental.
Third, it seems to be the kind of consideration gan directly respond to, in the way
characteristic of object-given reasons. If youmatéo ride the rollercoaster and know

that standing in line is necessary for doing sa, e thereby in a position to either form

believe that doing M is necessary for doing E yauehapparent object-given reason to [intend to dd M
you intend to do E]. Thus you will be rationallygréred to [intend to do M, if you intend to do Hjless
you also have apparent object-given reason natterd to do M, if you intend to do E]. But it iesy hard
to see what could be an object-given reason njatend to do M, if you intend to do E]. (As we dheee
in section 5, it is not hard to see whattate-giverreason might be). On the conjecture that ther@mare
such reasons, WSRoes indeed follow from WSRWhile inconclusive as it stands, this argumené¢ast
lays down a challenge: what might be an objectigiemson not to [intend to do M, if you intend tH]?
| develop this line of thought in work in progresthank John Broome, Mark Schroeder and an
anonymous referee for pressing me on this point.

% However there are cases in which you comply witB:Mbut not with WSR If you do not believe that
doing M is necessary for doing E then you complihwi/Szk but you neither comply with nor violate
WSR,. WSR, simply does not require anything of you in thagecal' here is a possible advantage to WSR
here, as some find it is implausible that you came to comply with the instrumental principle byigg
up a belief (Schroeder 2004: 346).
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the intention to join the line or else give up thention to ride. In this respect it is like
the object-given reasons to intend to ride theerotlaster — such as that riding would be
exhilarating — and unlike state-given reasons, siscthe reason to intend to drink the
toxin.

In this section | have developed a version of thdeéAScope view which answers
the Normativity Problem without giving up what k&ato be an intuitive connection
between reasons and rationality. It is a centeahtlof this view that the reason to [intend
to do M, if you intend to do E] is object-given,tratate-given. Although we lack a
precise way of drawing this distinction, W8ks enough in common with paradigm
object-given reasons to make it plausible thatui¢ at all, WSRis true as a claim about
object-given reasons. In the next two sectiongliartthat this claim is also the key to

answering two other important objections to Wide{Scaccounts.

3. The Transmission Problem

The Transmission Problem turns on the familiar faat practical reasons transmit from
ends to means. For example, if you have a reasexei@ise, you have a reason to jog, as
this is a way of exercising; if | have a reasoibéan England, | have a reason to take a
plane, as this will get me to England. More gengréhe followingmeans-end

transmissiorprinciple seems plausible:
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(Ty) If you have a reason to do A and doing B is a sigffit means to doing A,

you have a reason to do’B.

WSR; says that when doing M is necessary for doing iEhave conclusive reason to
[intend to do M, if you intend to do E]. One wayaomply with this reason — and thus a
sufficient means to doing so — is to intend to doAviother way is not to intend to do E.
So given T, WSR, seems to imply that if doing M is a necessary meardoing E, you
have a reason to intend to do M, and a reasororintend to do E® This implication
holds even if you do not intend to do E. It depeoly on your having a reason to
[intend to do M, if you intend to do E], and yowkauch a reason, WgBlaims,
whether or not you intend to do E.

WSR thus appears to have the surprising consequeatéthany action which
is a necessary means to some end, you have a reaistend that actioft. If hiring an
assassin is necessary for killing the president,hawve a reason to intend to hire an
assassin, whether or not you intend to Kill thesjlent; if taking all your green books off
the shelf is necessary for putting them on the,rgofi have a reason to intend to take all
your green books off the shelf, whether or not ydand to put them on the roof. It

seems unlikely that reasons are so easy to com& by.

27 A means is sufficient when it constitutes or catee end. In the examples in the text, jogging titrnss
exercise, taking a plane causes being in EnglanialNmeans are sufficient in this sense. For gplam
breaking eggs is only a part of making an omelétigjng a ticket merely facilitates going to thesh
Transmission principles hold for insufficient meaos, but their formulation poses problems. Thepdém
case of sufficient means is all that the Transmis$iroblem needs.

% Raz (2005: 12) argues for this conclusion alongjlar lines. However it is unclear that Raz’s argunn
is precisely the one presented here.

% Note that WS has even more generous consequesidado@s not require the restriction to actionscivh
are necessary for some end.

30 Schroeder (2007: 92-97) argues that an asseltidritiere is reason to do A is ordinarily
conversationally appropriate only when thersiggificantor weightyreason to do A. Thus an assertion
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As Setiya has argued, this objection can be sthemgd (Setiya 2007b. See also
Greenspan 1970, Schroeder forthcoming). If thezaraultiple means to an end, the
reason for each need not be as strong as the resagtie end. The strength of the reason
for any particular means will depend on how goad d@s a means, and on the other
reasons for and against it. However if a meangegssary for an end, the reason in favor
of it must be at least as strong as the reasotiméoend. This gives us a second means-end

transmission principle (Schroeder forthcoming):

(T2) If you have a reason to do A and doing B is a&essary means to doing A,
you have a reason to do B which is at least aggtas your reason to do

A.

Now suppose that intending to do M is necessarfifitending to do M, if you intend to
do E]. For example, suppose that you intend to gnok are psychologically incapable
of giving up this intention. (This may seem stranye seems at least possiblepnd
suppose that buying cigarettes is necessary fokisigmoW SR tells us that you therefore
have conclusive reason to [intend to buy cigareitg®u intend to smoke]. And given
that you are unable to comply with this reason imyng up the intention to smoke, T

seems to imply that there is conclusive reasontend to buy cigarettes.

that there is reason to do A is liable to soundddl there is onlyveakreason to do A. This observation
may go some way towards meeting the objection.cBoterns remain. For we might well wonder what
could make it true that whenever doing M is necgsfa doing E, you have a reason to intend to do M
(and a reason not to intend to do E). The meandaandlone simply does not look substantial enaiegh
explain such reasons. If there is no reason to,dehly should there be any reason to intend to do M?
3LIf you are not convinced, consider a case in whiéhiankfurt-style intervener wants you to intend t
smoke and has the technology to ensure that yoe thés/intention, but will intervene only if he tiis that
you are going to give up this intention. Cf. FramkflL988.
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The Wide-Scope approach thus seems susceptibleeisian of the initial
problem for the Narrow-Scope view. N8aimed that if you intend to do E, you ought to
intend the believed necessary means to doing E.Was shown to be false by counter-
example. It might be that you intend to smoke lught not intend to buy cigarettes — for
example, if you ought not to be smoking. The peabhere is parallel. It might be that
you intend to smoke, cannot give up that intentimrt,ought not intend to buy cigarettes
— for example, if you ought not to be smoking.hié Wide-Scope approach implies

otherwise, the Wide-Scope approach fails.

4. Answering the Transmission Problem

To answer the Transmission Problem we need a ptettivay to deny that the means-

end transmission principles &nd T, can be applied to WSRIt is here, | will argue, that

32| will note two replies | think unsuccessful. Ejrdohn Broome has suggested to me thas $Shown to
be false by the following kind of example. You otghsee the doctor and taking the day off work is
necessary for doing so. However if you took the dfiyvork you would sit around watching TV and
would not see the doctor. Thus you ought not thkeday off work even though it is necessary fondoi
something you ought to do. However such examplesoddhreaten the following modified principle,
which leads to just the same problem for the Wideg® approach:

(T.*)  If you have a reason to do A and doing B istb@tnecessary and sufficient means to doing A, you
have a reason to do B which is at least as strerygar reason to do A.

In Broome’s example, taking a day off work is noffigient for seeing the doctor. However in Setg/a’
example, intending to buy cigarettes is both nexmgsand sufficient for [intending to buy cigarettés/ou
intend to smoke]. For brevity, | will continue tavk with the unmodified 7 The examples | discuss can
easily be modified so as to bear off. T

Second, an anonymous referee has suggested tatthdlproblem depends on the contentious
principle that you have reason to do A only if yare psychologically capable of doing A. Howeves thi
dependence is indirect at best. All that you aselpslogically incapable of doing is giving up theention
to smoke. But the objection does not assume thatigonot have reason to give up this intentiosirttply
applies the transmission principle fd the Wide-Scope claim that you have conclusdason to [intend to
buy cigarettes, if you intend to smoke]. For sifrgou do have conclusive reason to give up therition
to smoke, despite the inability to do so, it isretxarder to see how you could have conclusive retso
intend to buy cigarettes. But that is a problemtifier Wide-Scope view, not the objection. On theepth
hand, it may be that the rationale for the transioisprinciple depends on a version of ‘ought’ iregl
‘can’. If so, and if this fails for psychologicahpacity, this may provide a deeper rationale feratgument
below that means-end transmission principles caimngéneral be applied to reasons for attitudes.
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attention to the distinction between object- ardesgiven reasons is important. The
transmission principles seem compelling if we ustierd them solely as claims about
reasons for action. But if we take them also tdyafipreasons for attitudes, things are
more complicated. | will argue that although stgite=n reasons transmit from ends to
means, object-given reasons do not. So if WiSR claim about object-given reasons,
the problem is avoided.

It will be useful to begin by clarifying what theahsmission principles say when
applied to reasons for attitudes. Taken togetherptinciples say that when there is a
reason for an attitude (or combinations of attig)déhere is also reason for attitudes
which are necessary or sufficient means to thaudé (or combination of attitudes). This
raises the question of what it is for an attitual®é a means to another. | will say that an
attitude B is a sufficient means to an attitude Rew having B will cause or constitute
having A. And | will say that B is a necessary me#tmA if you are unable to have A
unless you also have B. Similar remarks apply &soas for combinations of attitudes.
So the question to address is whether reasonsriiaasross these connections between
attitudes. For simplicity, | will initially take asxamples cases in which one attitude is a
sufficient means to another, but nothing essentrals on this.

State-given reasons do conform to the transmigwiociples. There is state-
given reason for an attitude A when there are ptagseof that attitude which make it in
some way good to have. Suppose A has such prapéertien if some further attitude B
will cause you to have A, B has properties whiclken&in some way good to have. B is
such that it will cause you to have A, which it iebbe good to have. That is a benefit of

having B. So means-end transmission holds for-gfiaen reasons:
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(Ts) If you have a state-given reason for attitudend attitude B is a necessary or

sufficient means to attitude A, you have a stateigireason for attitude B.

Examples confirm the point. Suppose it would maam ®iappy to believe that she
deserves an A on her biology final. And suppose @@hielieve this if she also believes
that her teacher made a mistake. Then insofaress #ve benefits to having the former
belief, there are also benefits to having the tdiedief. The state-given reason to believe
that she deserves an A transmits a state-givenmdadelieve that her teacher made a
mistake. Or suppose that the belief that you otmidtink the toxin will lead you to
intend to drink the toxin. Then as there are bésédi intending to drink the toxin, there
are also benefits to believing that you ought faldthe toxin. The state-given reason to
intend to drink transmits to a state-given reasobelieve that you ought to drink.
Object-given reasons are different. There is noantae that there will be object-
given reason for an attitude B just because itedllse you to have an attitude for which
there is object-given reason. This is perhaps ettal we consider epistemic reasons,
which are object-given reasons for belief. SuppgbaeSam will accept that humans
descended from apes if she also accepts thastperi of God’s plan for the world. For
Sam, the latter belief is a means to the formet.sfie could easily have epistemic reason
to think that humans descended from apes withotihfaepistemic reason to think that

this is part of a divine plaf.

33 Setiya (2007b) appeals to this point about episteeasons in motivating his ‘cognitivism about
instrumental reason’. Setiya argues that we shootibrstand the demands of instrumental reason as
demands of epistemic reason, on the grounds tlgteapc reasons do not transmit along means-eed.lin
My claim is that this fact about epistemic reasiarjsist an instance of a more general point abbjeat-
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The point does not depend on the fact that sudonsaare epistemic, rather than
practical. Analogous points can be made about tlgjgen reasons for desire. Object-
given reasons for desire turn on the desirabilitsheir object. But a desire thptcan
lead to a desire that although it is desirable thgtbut not thap. For example, a desire
to repeatedly wash your hands might cause a diesseek psychological help. The
desire to repeatedly wash your hands is thus a srnteahe desire to seek help. But this
hardly shows that seeking help is desirable ontgpieatedly washing one’s hands is.
Object-given reasons for desire do not transmigimeans-end lin€s.

Now consider reasons for intention, which for ourgmses are the crucial case.
There is object-given reason to intend to do A afligere is reason to do A. But the fact
that an intention to do B is a means to an intentitodo A does not ensure that there is
reason to do B if there is reason to do A. Meartseamnections between intentions need
not mirror means-end connections between actiomsnding to do B may be a means to
intending to do A although doing B is not a meandding A. In such cases there can be
object-given reason to intend to do A but not obgieen reason to intend to do B.

Consider an example, this time of a necessary meétarsy has reason to give
money to charity; he can afford it and the moneyMao a lot of good. He therefore has
object-given reason to intend to give money. Howélary is psychologically incapable
of intending to give the money unless he also wdeo tell all his colleagues about it. So

intending to tell is a necessary means to intentbrgjve. It does not follow, though, that

given reasons, and thus that we can avoid the gmohllithout cognitivism. For discussion of cognigivi
see Bratman forthcoming a and b.

34 Note though that there is another sense in whiglmight say that reasons for desire do transmitgalo
means-end lines. If it is desirable tipatandq is a means tp, then to that externf must also be desirable —
so there will be object-given reason to desire ghdthe difference between this principle and theggle
considered in the text is that in this case thenséato a state of affairs or action — the objda desire —
and not to the desire itself. Nothing | say hergtsdoubt on this very different principle.
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Harry has object-given reason to intend to tellkriA@as an object-given reason to intend
to tell only if he has a reason to tell, but hecheet have such a reason. For although
intending to tell is necessary for intending toggitelling need not itself be necessary for
giving. Suppose, for instance, that the opportututgive comes before the opportunity
to tell. Then the reason to give will not transtoita reason to tell, and there may be no
other reason to tell — perhaps telling his collesgwill only irritate them. In such a case
Harry will have object-given reason to intend teegbut no object-given reason to intend
to tell, although intending to tell is necessanyifaending to give> Object-given
reasons for intention do not transmit from endsieans>°

As we have seen, this is an example of the manergépoint that object-given
reasons for attitudes do not transmit from endad¢ans. The following principles are

false:

(T4) If you have an object-given reason for attitudarfl attitude B is a sufficient

means to attitude A, you have an object-given ne&sioattitude B.

(Ts) If you have an object-given reason for attitudarl attitude B is a necessary

means to attitude A, you have an object-given ne&sioattitude B.

% Harry may havetate-giverreason to intend to tell. This intention is plalgia means to giving to
charity, and so would have beneficial consequendes.crucial point is that this reason is not obggeen
— it derives from benefits of intending to tell whiare unrelated to whether he ends up telling.

% As with reasons for desire, we can acknowledgéh@meense in which object-given reasons for
intention transmit along means-end lines. If thisrebject-given reason to intend to do A and dding a
means to doing A, then there will be object-giveason to intend to do B. But in this case the méesatts
doing A, not to intending to do A. Nothing | sayr@deasts doubt on this principle either.
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But if so, and if WSRis a claim about object-given reasons, therepisreipled way to
avoid the Transmission Problem. The problem tumagmplying means-end transmission
principles to WSR But if WSR, is a claim about object-given reasons, the reduire
transmission principles are false — as the exawiptarry shows, object-given reasons
for intention do not transmit along means-end lineis only if WSR is a claim about

state-given reasons that the problem ariées.

5. The Evil Demon Problem

| now turn to the third objection. The Wide-Scopeara that there is conclusive reason to
[intend to do M, if you intend to do E] seems todogiivalent to the claim that yawght

to [intend to do M, if you intend to do E]. Howewge can describe situations in which it
seems that you oughot [intend to do M, if you intend to do E]. For exalepsuppose
that an evil demon threatens to kill you unless lgoth intend to do E and do not intend
to do M. Here the demon'’s threat seems to makesitase that you ought not [intend to
do M, if you intend to do E]. But it is difficulbtsee how it could be the case both that

you ought to [intend to do M, if you intend to d§ Bnd that you ought not. And as

3 we might wonder whether there is a way to rehadithe objection. | noted (n. 35) that Harry may
have state-given reason to intend to tell his aegllees about his donations, as this intention iscassary
means to giving the money. It might be wonderedthéreit does not also follow from the fact thatrihés
object-given reason to [intend to buy cigarettegou intend to smoke] that there is state-giveasom to
intend to buy cigarettes, in Setiya’s case, asishésnecessary means to complying with this reason

This would follow if wherever there is object-givesason for attitude A, and attitude B is a
means to attitude A, there is state-given reasoatfdude B. But it is not clear why we should egtthis.
Harry’s case does not motivate it. In Harry's ctimestate-given reason to intend to tell does ndvd
from the fact that this intention is a meangtendingto give. It turns on the fact that intending tb iea
means taiving. In the smoking example, by contrast, intendinbug cigarettes is not a means to
performing any action that there is reason to perféA\nother possible motivation would be the thaugh
that wherever there is object-given reason fotuatéi A, there is also state-given reason for alit. But
this is also questionable. It is not always goodemeficial to have attitudes which are supportediject-
given reasons. (cf. Danielsson and Olson 2007: 51%)
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saving your life seems far more important thanmieans-end coherence of your
intentions, WSRseems to be subject to counter-example (Reisrmrilished. See also
Broome 2005: 324-5, Feldman 1986: 124).

This argument calls for greater care in the statgrmof WSR. An initially
tempting move is to retreat to the claim that them@merely some reason — not necessarily
conclusive — to [intend to do M, if you intend to B]. However this response would not
account for the strictness of instrumental reattomould not explain why means-end
incoherence is irrational. Strictness was the nabgmotivation for the claim of
conclusiveness in WSR

However strictness does not require the Wide-Sceason to be, as | shall put it,
conclusive simpliciter. It does not need to be tosige out ofall the reasons, both
object- and state-given. As we have seen, ratignddies not require conformity to
apparent state-given reasons. It requires confgromily to apparent object-given
reasons. So we explain strictness as long as thde-8¢ope reason is conclusive out of
the object-given reasons. It does not need to helagsive out of both the object- and
state-given reasons. | thus recommend that we stashel WSR as the claim that the fact
that doing M is necessary for doing E is a reasdmtend to do M, if you intend to do
E] which is conclusive out of the object-given ra&as — for short, a conclusive object-
given reason.

So understood, WSRs not threatened by the evil demon case. The d&mo
threat provides only a state-given reason — thiahtfing to do E but not intending to do
M will save your life. So this is a case in whitlete is conclusive object-given to [intend

to do M, if you intend to do E] and conclusive stgtven reason not to. (We can
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stipulate that the threat provides your strongedgésgiven reason). But this is perfectly
intelligible. It just means that the object-givesasons come down in favor of one
response and the state-given reasons come dowmsagat response. Arguably, the
same thing happens in the toxin puzzle: the unplgasss of the toxin provides
conclusive object-given reason against intendindritak, but the benefits of so intending
provide conclusive state-given reason to intendkiiok.

What ought you to do in these situations? Strigglgaking, | need not take a
stand on this question. The attitudes you oughttee are those for which there is
conclusive reason simpliciter— that is, conclusieé merely out of the object- or state-
given reasons but out afl the reasons. Thus whether you ought to intenditd ¢the
toxin, or ought not [intend to do M, if you intetaldo E], depends on whether the state-
given reasons in these cases are weightier thavbfket-given reasons — a point on
which | can be neutral. However | will register myuition that in both these cases the
state-given reasons outweigh the object-given resf8df that is right then you ought to
intend to drink the toxin and you ought not [intdnddo M, if you intend to do E], as the
objection suggested. But that is not incompatibté wour having conclusive object-
given reason to [intend to do M, if you intend ). It is therefore no counter-example

to WSR, as we are now understanding it.

6. |sthe Reason Really Object-Given?

| have explained how the Wide-Scope Reasons viewgses to answer three important

objections to the Wide-Scope approach. It has begucial claim that the reason to

3 For discussion of how object- and state-givenarasnay be weighed, see Reisner 2008.

29



comply with WSR is an object-given reason. In this section | cd&san objection to
this claim, which arises from a point of disanaltgyween WSRand paradigmatic
object-given reasons.

In paradigm cases, object-given reasons to intemid tA derive from reasons to
do A, and object-given reasons against intendirdpté derive from reasons not to do A.
For example, the fact that it is a nice day owat reason to take a walk, and so a reason to
intend to take a walk. The fact that you have akstd grading due tomorrow is a reason
not to take a walk, and so not to intend to takelk. This connection between reasons
for action and intention holds for some putativel@vscope reasons too. Consider
Jonathan Dancy’s suggestion that reasons agaipsthygy are reasons against a
combination of actions — approximately, againgirtglothers that some action ought to
be done while not doing it onesélflf this suggestion is right then there is alseason
not to hold hypocritical intentions — not to [inteto tell others that they ought to do A
while not intending to do A oneself]. This would &svide-scope reason and it would
clearly be object-given, since it derives from as@n against a combination of actions.

These examples may suggest that object-given redsomtentionsalways
derive from reasons to act. On that assumptiopbgect-given reason to [intend to do M,
if you intend to do E] must derive from a reasofdo M, if you do E]. This presents a
potential problem for the Wide-Scoper, since ias clear that there are reasons to [do
M, if you do E], in the conditions in which W3Rpplies. When doing M is a necessary
means to doing E, you cannot do E unless you aldd,cand so cannot fail to [do M, if

you do E]. But many philosophers hold that if ihist possible to fail to do something,

39 Dancy 2000: 54. Dancy’s example is of believingtthn action is wrong but doing it oneself, butet it
that his point has wider application. Of coursejouss qualifications would be needed before these
descriptions amounted to a plausible characteomaif hypocrisy. But the basic idea is all we nbetk.
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there can be no reason to do that thing. Thesegaphers accept afmlation constraint
on practical reasons: there is reason to do A ibiilys possible not to do A° This
constraint entails that when doing M is necessarylbing E, there is no reason to [do
M, if you do E]. So if object-given reasons forantion must derive from reasons to act,
there is no object-given reason to [intend to dafiMipu intend to do E] either.

| cannot here address the plausibility of theatioh constraint. Instead, | will
argue that accepting it does not preclude thinkirag there is object-given reason to
[intend to do M, if you intend to do E]. At leaswe accept the violation constraint, we
should deny that all object-given reasons for iitenderive from reasons for action. We
should think that object-given reasons for intemitan also derive from other properties
of an intended action.

Consider some action you are unable to perfornr eXample, seeing the show
that starts in an hour’s time one thousand milezsyaW we grant the violation constraint,
there is no reason not to see the show, as sderghbow is not something you can do.
However it is not impossible iatendto see the show, so the violation constraint does
not rule out reasons not to intend to see the sow.as you cannot see the show, it is
plausible that there is strong reason not to intergke the show. Because you cannot see
the show, intending to do so is a mistake. As suishplausible that the reason against
intending to see the show is just the fact thatgaunot see it.

It is further plausible that this reason is objgisten, for two reasons. First, the
fact that you cannot see the show is a fact alerinhg the show, not the intention to do

s0. Second, it seems clearly irrational to intendete the show if you believe that you

0 For a recently influential example see Korsga®@71 For discussion and further references seenLavi
2004.
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cannot do so. And we are assuming that rationality be understood in terms of
apparent object-given reasons. So if it is irradido intend to see the show you must
believe something which, if true, would be an obgigen reason against intending to
see it. The best candidate to be this reason ithe¢hat you cannot see the show.

So it is plausible that the fact that you cannettbe show is an object-given
reason not to intend to see it. But we are alsorasg), by the violation constraint, that
there is no reason not to see the show. So we atlagt that there can be an object-given
reason not to intend to see the show even thowegk th no reason not to see the show.
So not all object-given reasons bearing on intestiderive from reasons to act.

It may be objected that the fact that you cannettbe show is only a reason not
to intend to see it because this intention willdhdad consequences. For example, it may
lead you to waste time and resources taking ingf@eneans trying to see it. If so, then
the reason would be state-given, after all. Buhstansiderations seem not to tell the
whole story. Suppose an eccentric billionaire aff@targe prize for intending to see the
show. If the prize is large enough it may outweigiirer possible bad consequences of
intending to see it, so that intending to see Hosis better for you, overall, than not
intending to see it. If there are only state-giveasons in this case, we should expect
there to be no remaining sense in which you shoatdlecide to go. Making this
decision is the right decision, if we judge onlythg costs and benefits of intending to
go.

| submit that even in this case there remainsiaesen which you should not
intend to see the show. There is a partial anahegg with the toxin puzzle. In that case

there remains a sense in which you should not dhterrink the toxin, despite the
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benefits of doing so. Intending to drink the toidnrrational, as it is an intention to do
something you know you should not do. | suggedtititanding to see the show is also
irrational, as it is an intention to do somethimgknow you cannot do.

So at least if we assume the violation constramtneed to recognize object-
given reasons against intention which do not defrimen reasons against the action
intended. The fact that object-given reasons ftantion typically derive from reasons
for or against action does not show that W8&not be a claim about object-given
reasons. That doing M is necessary for doing Ebeaan object-given reason to [intend

to do M, if you intend to do E] even if it is ndsa a reason to [do M, if you do E].

7. Conclusion

In this paper | have considered three objectiortee Wide-Scope approach: the
Normativity Problem, the Transmission Problem drelEvil Demon Problem. Each
problem turns on the Wide-Scoper’s claim thateast in a significant range of cases,
you have conclusive reason to comply with the Wa@epe instrumental principle. And |
have argued for a view, the Wide-Scope Reasons, viweh answers these objections
without giving up on this claim. There is therefox@need to deny that there are
important connections between reasons and rattgnslich that in many cases there is
conclusive reason to do what you are rationallyiregl to do. And this is a good thing,
since | take such connections both to be intuiing to allow for explanatory work.

Of course further objections remain. Not all objats to the Wide-Scope

approach turn on the Wide-Scoper’s claim aboutaresas-or instance, some object to the
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symmetry the Wide-Scope view sees between intertlimgneans to your end and giving
up that end! And certainly much more needs to be done to vatdithe framework for
thinking about reasons and rationality that the &&tope Reasons view is embedded in.
But this work will have to be done on another ocmaswWhat | have argued here is that
the Wide-Scope Reasons view is the most promisengian of the Wide-Scope approach

to instrumental reasdf.
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