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I



Michael Bratman is rightly celebrated for his planning theory of intention.� On this theory, intentions are characterized by the role they play as elements in larger plans, the dual purpose of which is to extend the influence of our deliberation into the future, and to enable the intrapersonal and interpersonal coordination of our actions. Among the striking attractions of this account are the way it provides a rationale for distinguishing intentions from other mental states with which they combine – states such as belief and desire – and its ability to explain the norms governing the relationships amongst intentions, and between intentions and other mental states. If our plans are going to extend the influence of our deliberation into the future, then our intentions must resist reconsideration and translate into action; and if they are going to support intrapersonal and interpersonal coordination, they must be means-end coherent and consistent.

	In a series of recent papers, Bratman now proposes that we can draw on this theory to answer a range of fundamental questions about an agent’s endorsement of, and authority over, his actions.� There can be times when I intentionally do something, but without the wholeheartedness that characterizes “full-blown” agency.� My action can be guided by my desires, without my having identified with, endorsed, or given my authority to those desires. 

An agent moved by desires of which he is unaware, or on which he is incapable of reflecting, or from whose role in action he is, as we sometimes say, estranged, seems himself less the source of the activity than a locus of forces.�

When is it that I am determining what I do? When is it that my desires express what I take to be good reasons for action? And when is it that I am endorsing or identifying with those desires, and the actions that issue from them? These questions are not equivalent; nor does Bratman claim that they are. The first, he says, is a question about “agential authority”; the second, a question about “subjective normative authority”; and the third question concerns the agent’s “strong reflective endorsement” of, or “identification with” his desires.� However, he argues that these different questions have a single answer.

	Bratman’s answer follows a form pioneered by Harry Frankfurt.� My desires speak for me when they have the backing of appropriate higher-order attitudes of mine. In Frankfurt’s original version of this view, the relevant higher-order attitude was an attitude of desiring that my first-order desires are motivationally effective.� This kind of view, however, faces a familiar problem.� A higher-order attitude such as this seems equally open to the possibility that it does not speak for me either. This problem – we can call it the “authority-problem” – can only be escaped by a Frankfurt-style view if we can identify a higher-order attitude for which doubting whether that attitude speaks for me is itself ceasing to hold that attitude. Bratman argues that the authority-problem can be solved by appealing to an attitude the core of which is having what he calls a “self-governing policy”: a policy concerning which of my desires I will treat in motivationally effective deliberation as having objects that provide justifying reasons for action. If I have an attitude of this kind and then come to doubt that it speaks for me, then in so doubting I am abandoning that policy.�

	This proposal has considerable attractions. It pursues the Frankfurtian goal of giving us a non-homuncular causal account of agency, while offering a reply to the authority-problem. However, it improves on Frankfurt by closely connecting agential authority with subjective normative authority: on this account, I am determining my action when it is motivated by desires whose objects I have a policy of treating as normative reasons.� Furthermore, it draws on Bratman’s independently powerful account of the role of planning in human agency, by emphasizing the way in which self-governing policies are crucial to the cross-temporal organization of our lives, and the way in which this cross-temporal organization is a central feature of human agency. And, finally, it offers a natural way of integrating an account of my endorsement of my desires and actions into an account of my identity over time. For this endorsement is endorsement by attitudes which, in supporting the temporal organization of agency, constitute the ties of psychological continuity that make up the core of a Lockean account of the persistence of a single agent over time.� That is what gives these attitudes such a strong claim to say where I stand.

	Despite these attractions, this account fails. There is no stable reading of Bratman’s proposal on which the higher-order attitude he identifies is both necessary and sufficient for an agent’s endorsement of, identification with, or authority over her own attitudes and actions. We suspect it is neither. Our discussion is based on two simple examples.



II



The two examples illustrate different ways in which a person might have a self-governing policy and still fail to exhibit the kind of “full-blown” agency Bratman is trying to explain. 

	First, a person might act in accordance with a self-governing policy and yet be “moved by desires of which he is unaware, or on which he is incapable of reflecting”. For example, consider someone whose social encounters exhibit a pattern of propitiation or avoiding conflict. He is typically conciliatory in argument, always defers to others who are resolved to pursue an issue to the point of conflict and prefers solutions that are acceptable to others to insisting on his own view. It is natural to say that he has a policy of conciliation and conflict avoidance. And, since it is a policy of treating the avoidance of conflict as a good reason for choosing one course of action over another, it will count as a Bratmanian self-governing policy. This policy gives the agent’s social life its distinctive cast over time, rendering him predictable and reliable (as a friend, for example) precisely because his action is cross-temporally organized as conciliatory. The agent, however, may not consider himself an especially conciliatory person and may in fact reject that characterization of his actions. On each occasion the policy operates he may point to alternative justifications for his action. Occasion by occasion, each of these justifications may be plausible, but when we view the agent over time they do not constitute a policy. Rather, they look like ad hoc rationalizations for a series of actions that are rendered intelligible over time only when understood as the product of a policy of conciliation.

	Surely, cases such as the one just described are possible, if not the norm.� However, they generate a problem for Bratman. He is looking for 

a way to distinguish deliberation directed by the agent from reasoning processes in the agent that mimic such deliberation but are not directed or endorsed by the agent.�

But it looks as though self-governing policies will not supply the distinction he is looking for. In the kind of case just described, reasoning processes that are not directed or endorsed by the agent are themselves governed by policies that are not directed or endorsed by the agent. The agent is not aware of his policy, and would not endorse it if offered it as a justification for allowing himself to be motivated as he is. So acting from a self-governing policy does not seem sufficient for agential authority or endorsement of the kind Bratman is trying to capture.

	Now for our second example. A person might act in accordance with a self-governing policy and yet be moved by desires “from whose role in action he is... estranged”. Suppose you’re addicted to heroin, and after a while you hate it. You try to withdraw from your habit, but that is a disaster. You feel much worse than you ever did before, experience violent mood swings, cease to function competently in your job, make life a misery for the people close to you, and so on. Given all this, you decide that it is better to keep taking the drug, and manage your addiction. (You might be wrong about that, but that is what you decide.) Let’s call you a self-managing addict.�

	You present Bratman with a problem. For you want to take the drug, have a policy of taking the drug, and have a policy of treating getting the drug as a normative reason for action. So it seems you have a self-governing policy of drug-taking. However, you lack the kind of wholehearted endorsement of your own actions that Bratman’s account is supposed to capture: you remain “estranged” from your action. If so, having a self-governing policy that favours an action is not sufficient for giving your endorsement or authority to that action, in the sense that Bratman is trying to capture.�

	These examples – the self-opaque agent and the self-managing agent – suggest two ways in which having a self-governing policy is not sufficient for full-blown agency. The self-opaque agent raises the authority-problem for Bratman: my policy might not be one that “speaks for me”. The self-managing agent raises a different problem. This is someone who fully endorses his policy, but does not fully endorse the actions which that policy directs him to pursue. 

	In addition to this, it seems that having a self-governing policy is not necessary for full-blown agency either. We face novel situations: we vote, fall in love, recognize professional obligations, face bereavement, for the first time. We do not always come to these situations equipped with a cross-temporal policy concerning which desired objects to treat as reasons in our motivationally effective reasoning: these can be situations in which we only become aware of the force of such reasons for the first time. Of course, these may be occasions for forming such policies; but they need not be. I might think that this is the best way to cast my vote this time, but that I’d better think about it more carefully next time around, to see whether the reasons by which I have been swayed were any good. But this does not sound like the kind of “estrangement” from my action that makes it seem a mere “locus of forces”.
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We said above that the higher-order attitude Bratman appeals to is an attitude the core of which is having a self-governing policy. As we read him, he makes three additions to this core, and they might seem to help him deal with these problems.

	First, Bratman has already considered the self-managing addict example.� He accepts that this is a case in which you do not endorse the desire on which you act. For the reason you recognize to satisfy your desire for the drug derives merely from the fact that this action would (at least temporarily) remove the desire. Independently of this, you do not recognize any reason to take the drug. So he can simply stipulate that the self-governing policies that constitute the reflective endorsement of desires do not include such cases. The way in which the object of the desire is to feature as a justifying reason in motivationally effective practical reasoning must not derive merely from the fact that this action would remove the desire. It must not provide a merely-desire-removing reason, let us say.�

	In order for a self-governing policy “to have authority to help constitute where the agent stands with respect to his desires”, Bratman thinks two other things are required.� Your policy must be free from significant challenges from other relevant higher-order policies. (He calls this being “satisfied” with the policy.) And your policy must be reflexive: it must be a policy that your desire functions, by way of this very policy, as end-setting for practical reasoning. These two qualifications might be invoked to deal with our self-opaque agent. If you do not recognize your own policy of conciliation, it will not have this reflexive structure; and it will conflict with the policies you do recognize, thus failing to qualify as a policy with which you are satisfied.

	In addition, Bratman has a reply to the problem of singular commitments.� It is true that a person can form a one-off commitment to doing something, without forming a more general policy. And it would be too strong to say that, when someone does this, she is “estranged” from her desires. But that is because she will have a present-directed attitude that is the analogue of the cross-temporal policy emphasized by Bratman’s account: an intention that her desire functions this time, by way of this very intention, as specifying a reason that is not merely-desire-removing. This is a weaker form of commitment than is displayed by someone who has a self-governing policy. So Bratman still wants to say that it is only in the latter case that the agent identifies with the desire. But an agent who has singular commitments with this reflexive structure is not estranged from her desires.
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However, having noticed these additional features of Bratman’s account, we think the underlying problems for his view remain.

	To see this, return first of all to the self-opaque agent. The person we described earlier was someone who denies that he has a policy of conciliation. That might make it sound as though he has an opposing policy of steadfastness or advocacy with which this conflicts – in which case he would not count as being satisfied with his policy of conciliation. But that needn’t be the case. He might simply be someone who refuses to see himself as conciliatory, but without having some alternative policy with which a policy of conciliation would conflict. So the satisfaction condition does not rule out this kind of case. But nor is it obvious how the reflexiveness condition does so. The self-opaque person has a policy of conciliation, but is not aware of that. If so, then obviously he is not aware of having a reflexive policy. But why does that mean he cannot have a reflexive policy, of the kind Bratman describes: a policy that his desire for the avoidance of conflict functions, by way of this very policy, as end-setting for practical reasoning? If we can have self-deceptive policies, why can we not have self-deceptive reflexive policies?

	Thus, having the fully qualified attitude Bratman describes is still not sufficient for an agent’s endorsement of her own desires and actions. What else needs to be added? One way of ruling out the self-opaque agent would be to hold that endorsement requires having a self-governing policy of which you are aware. But that would err in the other direction. The formation of deliberate self-governing policies of which we are aware seems rare – much more so than actions that carry agential authority and endorsement. We do form policies to structure our lives around the reasons provided by the objects of some desires rather than others. We can choose to pursue lives of stable family-rearing or adventurous wandering; we can choose between careers and relationships, and follow these life-courses through consistently. Such choices do amount to the formation of policies concerning the reasons by which we will be motivationally guided. But these policies are rarely the object of episodes of deliberation of which we are aware. Even amongst philosophers, it must be rare for someone to resolve consciously, “I will count the interests of my children as motivationally effective reasons.” 

	What needs to be added to Bratman’s account in order to capture our endorsement of our own actions is not a kind of self-aware deliberation about our actions, but a kind of commitment to them – a commitment that we have towards the kinds of fundamental projects just mentioned, but that the self-opaque and self-managing agents lack. Bratman has not given us a complete account of this kind of commitment, since the four elements of his account – having a self-governing policy, being satisfied with it, making that policy reflexive and ruling out merely-desire-removing reasons – are not jointly sufficient for this commitment. But now we start to wonder whether he has even given us a partial account of it. Why should we think that these elements are necessary? The case of singular commitments has shown us that we do not need a self-governing policy, or satisfaction, for commitment. But once we notice this, we should ask why the reflexive structure described by Bratman is necessary either. Suppose our self-managing addict changes her mind about the merits of drug-taking, and comes to think that drug-taking is great. The reason she accepts for taking the drug is not longer merely-desire-removing. She becomes a wholehearted, enthusiastic, fully committed drug addict. Why couldn’t her attitude lack the reflexiveness that Bratman wants to find in cases of singular commitment? Might she not lack the intention that her desire for the drug functions, by way of this very intention, as specifying a reason? Indeed, don’t many of our wholehearted enjoyments of uncomplicated goods lack this reflexive structure?

	We find it hard to see why an agent should be thought to need either a self-governing policy, or satisfaction, or reflexiveness in order to endorse her desires and actions wholeheartedly. Turning to the last element in Bratman’s account, it does seem necessary that her commitment to acting on her desire does not come from the recognition of a merely-desire-removing reason. But to acknowledge that is simply to say this: when you regard your reason to do something as merely-desire-removing, your attitude lacks the feature – the kind of commitment – that constitutes your endorsement of the desire and action. But this leaves unanswered the crucial question. What is that feature? That is the question that Bratman’s account of self-governing policies was supposed to answer. But we now find that it has not done that. We have been told that this feature is lacked when the object of a desire provides a merely-desire-removing reason. But we do not have a positive account explaining what that feature is. 



V



We think that Bratman is right to emphasize that three essential features of human agency are these: it involves the cross-temporal organization of action; it is capable of being normatively governed, in the sense that our states of reason-recognition can be motivationally effective; and the kind of endorsement of action involved in “full-blown” agency amounts to the formation of higher-order attitudes towards one’s motivational states. It is tempting to try to tie these three features together in a single account of “full-blown” agency, maintaining that the higher-order attitudes in question are themselves attitudes of cross-temporal commitment to affording a motivational role to certain normative reasons. However, we have argued that this neat account is wrong. It may be the case that, if you are an agent, it must be a general feature of your actions that they are cross-temporally organized. But it is too strong to require that any particular exercise of agency must be the implementation of a cross-temporal policy. And if “full-blown” agency is thought of, with Bratman, as being transparent, then cross-temporal normative policies seem the wrong place to look to guarantee that transparency. 

	When an action is the expression of a cross-temporal policy of the kind Bratman highlights, that is significant. For my cross-temporal policies do constitute an important group of facts about the kind of person I am. However, they need not be facts about my endorsement or authority. For the kind of person I am may be someone who does not give endorsement or authority to central elements of his own personality. I might be the kind of self-opaque person described in Section III. Or I might be the kind of deliberately self-estranged person described in Section II. Self-governing policies do tell us something important about agents. But, for an account of agential endorsement and authority, we need to look elsewhere.
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