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sense of the question 'Why? ' is given application. 
Difficulty of defining the relevant sense and danger of 
moving in a circle in our explanations of ' reason for 
acting' and 'action'. 'I knocked the cup off the table 
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7. The question also refused application when the action 

was involuntary; but this notion cannot be introduced 
without treating as solved the very kind of problem 
we are discussing. Difficulties of the notion 'in-
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voluntary '. 12 
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and motive-in-general (He did it out of friendship). 
Motive-in-general can also be called' interpretative' 
motive. 20 
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man's actions. Still, we can now see that some chains 
of reasons for acting must occur if there is such a thing 
as intentional action at all. 33 
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CONTENTS vii 

§ page 
2.7. Is there ever any place for an interior act of intention, 

which really determines what is or is not going on 
under the title' such-and-such a kind of action'? 47 

2.8. Further enquiry into non-observational knowledge. 
Knowledge of one's own intentional actions-I can 
say what I am doing without looking to see. 49 

2.9. But must there not be two objects of knowledge-what 
I am 'doing', i.e. my intention, and what is actually 
taking place, which can only be given by observation? 
Phiiosophical views on will and intention which have 
arisen from this problem. 5 I 

30. An example to prove that it is wrong to try and push 
the real intention, or act of will, back to something 
initiating the movements that then take place. 5 3 

3 I. Attempt at solution by comparing the facts which may 
falsify a statement of intentional action to the facts 
which may make an order fall to the ground. Inade-
quacy of this solution. 54 

32. Example of man with a shopping list: the relation of 
this list to what he buys, and of what he buys to a list 
made by a detective following him. The character 
of a discrepancy between the list and what is bought 
in the two cases. Is there such a thing as 'practical 
knowledge' in the sense of ancient and medieval 
philosophy? 56 

33. This notion can only be understood by first under­
standing what Aristotle called ' practical reasoning'. 
The practical syllogism is not a form of demonstration 
of what I ought to do. It is a different kind of reason­
ing from that of the proof syllogism, but this has been 
misunderstood in modern times. 57 

34. Practical syllogisms are not confined to ones that 
look parallel to proof syllogisms. The starting point 
for a piece of practical reasoning is something wanted, 
and the first premise mentions something wanted. 6 I 



viii INTENTION 

§ 

35. Occurrence of evaluative terms in the first premise of 
practical syllogisms given by Aristotle. Not every 
statement of a reason for acting shews practical 
reasoning. 'I want' does not rightly occur in the 
premises, but the first premise must mention some-
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