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In this paper I argue that persons who entertain non-instrumental second-order
desires – desires to desire something – must have the deliberative first-order de-
sires they wish to have. The necessary connection between these types of desires
consists of the fact that the subjects that have them are not self-blind, i.e., if they
have the second-order desires, theymust be consciously self-acquainted with them.
I demonstrate that since the difference between the second-order and first-order
deliberative desires does not concern their intentional content, it is merely a ver-
bal difference. The upshot of this discussion is that it is not really possible to re-
cursively generate a set of non-instrumental deliberative desires. This significant
cognitive constraint is implied by the role of first-person self-acquaintance within
rational cognition.

I first present the characteristics of non-instrumental second-order desires. I then
explain why entertaining a desire that belongs to this type necessarily implies that
the person who has it must have the first-order deliberative desire she wishes to
have. I continue by illustrating the cognitive difference between the first-person
and third-person ascription of deliberative second-order desires. I conclude by sin-
gling out the differences and the connections between deliberative desires and
spontaneous desires that have the same content.

1 Introduction

A second-order desire is a desire that the person having it will desire that p be the
case or that she will act in a certain way. The formation of second-order desires
involves uses of the first-person pronoun or its mental analogue. First-person
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uses of “I” serve indispensable roles in human cognition (Castañeda 1966, 1967,
1968, Perry 1979, Lewis 1979, Chisholm 1981).1 According to Burge (1998), the in-
dispensability of the first-person concept to rational cognition consists among
other things in the fact that reasons must sometimes be rationally applicable
to immediately affect an attitude or an action.2 According to Shoemaker (1996),
first-person self-acquaintance determines a fundamental characteristic of ratio-
nal mental states. As he notes, considerations related to Moore’s paradox (Moore
1903) require one to acknowledge the fact that rational human creatures cannot
be self-blind. A self-blind creature can know his mental states only in the third-
person mode of knowledge (Shoemaker 1996: 30–31). According to Shoemaker
(1996: 31),

To deny the possibility of self-blindness is to hold that it is implicit in the
nature of certain mental states that any subject of such states that has the
capacity to conceive of itself as having them will be aware of having them
when it does, or at least will become aware of this under certain conditions
(e.g., if it reflects on the matter).

That self-blindness is not possible implies imperative constraints relevant to
the cognitive and epistemic architecture of rational beings.

Shoemaker’s main concern is the impossibility of self-blindness with respect
to the concept of belief. My goal in this paper is to point out the fundamental role
of first-person self-acquaintance with respect to another kind of mental state –
non-instrumental, second-order desires. First-person self-acquaintance with this
type of second-order desires entails that the person having them necessarily has
the relevant deliberative first-order desires. The third-person attribution of de-
liberative second-order desires does not involve a similar kind of necessary con-
nection.3

In the sections below, I first briefly state the commonly accepted features of
desires and similar pro-attitudes. I then continue by clarifying the nature of delib-
erative non-instrumental second-order desires. Finally, I explain why realizing

1Perry pointed out the cognitive value of the first-person use of “I” which functions as an es-
sential indexical. According to Lewis, the intentional content of a mental state consists of the
self-attribution of properties to oneself. Chisholm explicates the content of intentional states
in a similar way. However, these accounts do not address the ways in which the rational con-
straints related to first-person self-acquaintance determine the necessary connection between
some mental states.

2In what follows, I clarify why the feature pointed out by Burge is linked to the rational con-
straints related to first-person self-acquaintance.

3As will be clarified in what follows, my argument for the necessary connection between the
relevant second-order and first-order desires does not depend on Shoemaker’s argument.
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9 The first-person perspective and second-order desires

the relevant second-order desire entails that the same personwho has the second-
order desire must have the desired first-order desire. As I demonstrate below, the
upshot of this discussion is that it is not really possible to recursively generate a
set of deliberative desires. This seems to be a fact about human cognition. For the
difference between the second-order deliberative desire and the first-order delib-
erative desire does not concern their intentional content; it is merely a verbal
difference.

2 The features of desires

Desires are pro-attitudes that have at least the following features:

(a) The content of a desire determines its conditions of satisfaction.

(b) Desires are individuated by the subject having them and by their content.

(c) A person may have conflicting desires, that is, desires that cannot be satis-
fied together.

(d) Desires move the persons having them to aspire for their satisfaction.

The content of a desire represents what one desires. The content of a particular
desire is only one part of its individuating conditions. Two desires with the same
content are not identical qua particular mental states if different persons have
them. Condition (d) requires some clarification. In contrast to beliefs, desires do
not represent how things are but how one wishes them to be. Aiming at being
satisfied is a necessary (reflexive) characteristic of desires. It cannot consist in
having a separate desire [S]Dx the content of which is that Dx be satisfied. For
given that [S]Dx also aims at being satisfied, if aiming that Dx be satisfied con-
sists in a different desire [S]Dx, each desire must be connected to an infinite set
of separate desires. Since this supposition is incoherent, aiming at being satisfied
must be an intrinsic (reflexive) constituent of desires.

Aiming at being satisfied is equivalent to being moved to act in ways that
satisfy the content of the desire. However, an agent may have conflicting desires
Dx and Dy, desires that cannot be satisfied together. Therefore, being moved to
act in ways that satisfy the content of a given desire Dx does not entail that the
agent will eventually do something in order to satisfy Dx. She could choose to
satisfy a conflicting desire Dy. However, this is irrelevant to the fact that desires
intrinsically aim at their own satisfaction, i.e., that aiming at being satisfied is
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a necessary constituent of desires. Desires, all kinds of desires, move the agent
having them to pursue the realization of what their content represents.

In what follows I will assume that (a–d) are sufficient conditions for character-
izing a mental state as a desire. There is, however, an additional condition that
seems to be part of the concept of desire:

(e) Desires do not necessitate the realization of the states of affairs that satisfy
them.

There is a strong presumption to the effect that both first- and second-order
desires must satisfy condition (e) above. Yet, as I demonstrate below, at least one
type of second-order desires does not satisfy (e).

3 Features of deliberative second-order desires

I begin by briefly explicating the nature of non-instrumental desires, in order to
single out the relevant kind of second-order desire. An instrumental desire is a
desire the satisfaction of which is required in order to attain something else one
desires. The satisfaction of a non-instrumental desire is conceived as being good
in itself. The person having it does not desire what she desires for the sake of
something else.

Deliberative desires are desires persons have upon a process of deliberation.
After such a process, a person may choose to realize a given state of affairs or to
carry out a given course of action. Being moved to realize a given state of affairs
upon a process of deliberation satisfies the sufficient conditions of desires noted
above.

Deliberative desires differ from spontaneous desires. The starving person’s de-
sire for food, the caring mother’s desire to assist her suffering infant, the aroused
person’s desire for sexual intercourse, and the desire to distance oneself from pre-
carious situations are all examples of spontaneous desires.

Some spontaneous desires are animalistic or instinctual. However, spontane-
ous desires could also have been acquired in a process of training or education.

An irrational desire is a desire one knows to consist of an impossible state of
affairs and which would therefore be unsatisfiable. In what follows I assume that
deliberative desires are rational desires.

Finally, second-order desires are conscious desires. A person having a second-
order desire consciously desires that she herself desire that p be the case. She
reflectively knows that she has the second-order desire. Second-order desires are
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9 The first-person perspective and second-order desires

deliberative desires. Although some of them are instrumental, some are desired
for their own sake. For example, a person addicted to heroin has the spontaneous
desire to take the drug. She may also have the deliberative second-order wish to
desire to refrain from taking it. The desire she wishes to realize – to refrain from
taking the drug – could be something she conceives to be good in itself and not
merely for the sake of something else she desires.

4 Difference of content and separate existence

Second-order desires seem to be states that unanimously satisfy condition (e)
above. Consider first the connection between the individuation of a particular
desire and its conditions of satisfaction. Let Dp be Jill’s desire that her mother
will be separated from her violent, abusive father, and let DDp be Jill’s wish to
desire that her mother will be separated from her abusive father. Dp and DDp
do not have the same content, for the state of affairs that satisfies DDp does not
entail the state of affairs that satisfies Dp, and the state of affairs that satisfies
Dp does not entail the state of affairs that satisfies DDp. The state of affairs that
satisfies Dp is that Jill’s mother will be separated from her abusive father, and the
state of affairs that consists of Jill’s desire that her mother will be separated from
her abusive father does not entail that Jill’s mother will be separated from her
abusive father. Jill can desire that her mother will be separated from her abusive
father, even if Jill’s mother is not separated from her abusive father. Similarly, the
state of affairs that satisfies Dp does not entail the state of affairs that satisfies
DDp. Even if Jill’s mother is separated from Jill’s abusive father at some future
time, this does not necessitate the existence of Jill’s desire that her mother will
be separated from her abusive father.

According to condition (e), entertaining a desire Dp does not entail that the
state of affairs that satisfies it is realized. The fact that the state of affairs that
consists of having Dp and the state of affairs that satisfies Dp are different states
of affairs seems to provide a substantial reason for the unrestricted application of
condition (e). S having the second-order desire DDp and S having the first-order
desire Dp seem to be two distinct states of affairs. It seems that as far as their
objective content is concerned, there is no reason to claim that if a deliberative
second-order desire DDp is realized by S, S must also realize Dp. It seems that
deliberative second-order desires and the first-order desires that are their objects
could exist separately. As Hume (2000) (book I, part III, sect III) already claimed,
the distinguishability of the content of two mental states entails their separate
existence.
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The last claim seems to be supported also by the following consideration. It
is evidently possible to rationally desire that someone else desire to perform an
action X, or that she desire that p be the case. For example, after considerable
contemplation, Jill may conclude that her mother should be separated from her
abusive father. Say that Jill’s mother does not want to be separated from her hus-
band. Upon deliberation, Jill forms the desire that her mother will desire to be
separated from her abusive father. Clearly, her desire that her mother will desire
to be separated from her abusive father does not entail that her mother desires
this. But if one of Jill’s mother first-order desires could be the object of Jill’s delib-
erative desire without entailing the existence of Jill’s mother’s pertinent desire,
why can’t a similar desire – a desire that has the same objective content – be
the object of one of Jill’s second-order desires without entailing the existence of
her relevant first-order desire? In this case, the difference between the respec-
tive content of the first-order and second-order desires also seems to entail their
separate existence.

5 Self-knowledge and deliberative second-order desires

Frankfurt (1988) distinguished between two situations that, in his view, may be
described by “A wants to want to X”. In one of these situations, the fact that A
wants to want to X does not entail that A wants to X. The case of the psychother-
apist who wants to be moved by the desire to take the drug to better understand
his narcotic addict patients, but without desiring to X, exemplifies the first situ-
ation. It should be noted that the case of the psychotherapist is clearly one of an
instrumental desire. The desire to take the drug is not desired for its own sake,
but to provide a better understanding of narcotic addicts. The other situation that
could be described by “A wants to want to X” is a situation in which according
to Frankfurt (1988: 15), A wants the desire to X “to provide the motive for what
he actually does”. As Frankfurt notes (ibid.), in this case “A wants to want to X”
entails that “A already has the desire to X”. Frankfurt’s unwilling addict – the
narcotic addict that desires to desire to refrain from taking the drug – exempli-
fies the second situation described by “A wants to want to X”. It should be noted,
however, that in Frankfurt theory the concept of the will is not identical to the
concept of desire. In his view, the will is the desire that leads all the way to action.
My concern here is with cases similar to Frankfurt’s unwilling addict. I wish to
clarify why in this type of case “A wants to want to X” entails that A wants to X.

Let DDx represent a deliberative non-instrumental, second-order desire, and
let Dx represent the desired desire. Does the fact that a given subject S has DDx

216



9 The first-person perspective and second-order desires

entail that S has Dx? As I wish to suggest now, there are reasons to claim that
if a given person has DDx, she must also have Dx. Consider first the following
statements:

(1) Jill has the deliberative second-order desire to desire to refrain from
smoking.4

(2) Jill has no first-order deliberative desire to refrain from smoking.

On first approximation it seems that (1) and (2) are compatible. Yet, since Jill
is first-personally conscious that she desires to desire to refrain from smoking,
she must know what is involved in her desire to desire to refrain from smoking.
She must know the content of her desire, and she must be consciously moved to
realize what the content of her desire represents. The following statement must
therefore be added:

(3) Jill knows the content of her deliberative wish that she herself desire to
refrain from smoking, and she is consciously moved to realize what the
content of her second-order desire represents.

Are (1–3) compatible together? It is indisputable, I suppose, that having the
second-order deliberative desire to desire to refrain from smoking does not en-
tail that one has the first-order spontaneous desire to refrain from smoking. The
question is whether entertaining the relevant second-order desire entails having
the deliberative first-order desire to refrain from smoking. It can be shown that
if the desire is a deliberative first-order desire, (1–3) do not cohere together. In
order to see why, consider the two sets of statements below:

(4) Jill desires to drink water.

(5) Jill knows that water is not the same liquid as oil.

(6) Jill does not desire to drink oil.

and

(7) Jill desires to drink water.

(8) Jill knows that water = H2O, i.e., that it contains hydrogen.

(9) Jill does not wish to drink a portion of liquid containing hydrogen.

4I assume that Jill’s desire to desire to refrain from smoking is a deliberative non-instrumental
second-order desire.
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Statements (4–6) cohere together. However, if Jill is a rational person (7–9) is
not a coherent set. If Jill knows that the water she wishes to drink is a liquid that
necessarily contains hydrogen, her desire to drink water is rationally bound to
the desire to drink a liquid containing hydrogen. She cannot rationally desire to
drink water and desire not to drink a liquid that contains hydrogen.

Is (1–3) similar to (4–6) or to (7–9)? It can be shown that (1–3) is as incoherent
as (7–9). We may begin by noting that the claim that Jill could rationally enter-
tain the non-instrumental second-order wish to desire to refrain from smoking
without having the deliberative first-order desire to refrain from smoking in fact
means that she could be moved to have the first-order non-instrumental desire
to refrain from smoking while being indifferent as to whether she herself will re-
frain from smoking. This means that although Jill wishes to be in a state in which
she herself is moved to realize the act of refraining from smoking, a state that
she conceives to be good in itself, she is nevertheless not moved to refrain from
smoking. But is it possible for Jill to rationally desire to be in a state in which she
is moved to refrain from smoking, qua something desired for its own sake, while
being indifferent as to whether she refrains from smoking? The claim that this
is possible in fact means that Jill could be self-consciously and rationally moved
to be in a state which as she knows aims at being satisfied and is satisfied only if
the person that has it refrains from smoking, and nevertheless, her being in this
state does not involve her being moved to refrain from smoking. However, this
is incoherent. It seems that Jill could deliberatively wish to desire to refrain from
smoking qua something she conceives to be good in itself only if she conceives
the act of refraining from smoking to be a good act. However, given that a rational
person is moved to realize what she conceives to be good, this characterization
is in fact equivalent to depicting Jill as being moved not to refrain from smoking.

We can tackle this issue also from a different viewpoint by raising the follow-
ing question: What could explain Jill’s conscious wish to desire not to smoke?
Since Jill’s second-order desire is not an instrumental desire, and since it is a
rational self-conscious desire, the only thing that is able to explain this is her
being moved not to smoke. Stated differently, Jill could not self-consciously and
rationally be moved to desire not to smoke as something desired for its own sake
without being moved to realize what the desire she wishes to have is about. For
she must know that it is not possible to desire not to smoke without being moved
to realize a state of not smoking. In other words, by being rationally moved to
be moved to refrain from smoking she must be self-consciously moved to realize
what the desired first-order desire is about. She must be moved to refrain from
smoking; she must have the first-order deliberative desire she wishes to have.
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Jill could desire something and nevertheless fail to satisfy her desire. Shemight
also desire something and nevertheless act in ways that do not aim to satisfy
it, if she prefers to satisfy a conflicting desire, or due to the weakness of her
will. But the idea that Jill could fail to be moved to refrain from smoking even if
she is rationally moved to desire this qua something desired for its own sake is
erroneous. Although she could fail to refrain from smoking, by being rationally
moved to desire what she desires, Jill must be rationally moved to realize what
the content of the desire she wishes to have represents. She must have the first-
order deliberative desire that she desires to have.

6 First-person self-acquaintance and deliberative
second-order desires

What could be the grounds that motivate the supposition that it is possible for
Jill to deliberatively desire that she herself desire to refrain from smoking even
if she is not moved to refrain from smoking? I suggest that there are at least two
such grounds. First, one ismotivated to hold this supposition if one disregards the
crucial role of first-person self-acquaintance in deliberative second-order desires.
Second, this view seems to unjustifiably identify the mere concept of desire with
that of spontaneous desires. It disregards the fact that deliberative desires are pro-
attitudes similar to spontaneous desires, and that deliberative desires could have
the same intentional content as a given spontaneous desire, although they differ
from them qua mental state.

In this section, I address the first ground and in the next section I address the
second ground.

It is, I suppose, undeniable that Jill could entertain the deliberative desire that
her husband Ben desire to refrain from smoking, even if Ben is not moved to re-
frain from smoking. There is no reason to suppose that Ben is necessarily moved
to refrain from smoking just because his wife desires this. Moreover, Ben could
even know that his wife wishes that he will desire to refrain from smoking, and,
nevertheless, he will not desire to refrain from smoking. The fact that he is left
indifferent to what Jill desires does not indicate that he has any irrational de-
sire that cannot be satisfied. Rather, he should be described as someone who
has failed to implement Jill’s reasons and to be rationally moved to refrain from
smoking. In the same vein, let us presume, for the sake of argument, that it is
possible to third-personally attribute a second-order desire to a person by means
of some technique of mind reading that is based on some sort of perceptual ev-
idence. If Jill were self-blind, she could have third-personally established in this
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way that “this” person wishes to desire to refrain from smoking. In addition, she
could have established in a similar way that “this” person is identical to a given
person that does not desire to refrain from smoking, and that “Jill” refers to “this”
person. Let us presume for the sake of argument that this possibility to attribute
a second-order desire to a person on the basis of third-personal, perceptual infor-
mation without attributing to her the corresponding first-order desire is coher-
ent. It seems that this type of case does not differ from Jill’s deliberative wish that
her husband Ben will refrain from smoking. Nevertheless, Jill’s knowledge that a
given person that deliberatively wishes to desire to refrain from smoking is iden-
tical to the person that does not wish to refrain from smoking differs from the
self-knowledge that her utterance, “I wish to desire to refrain from smoking, but
I do not desire to refrain from smoking,” expresses. If Jill is self-blind, she will fail
to know that “I am Jill”, i.e., that she is the person that wishes to desire this, the
person that her use of “I” designates. As in the case of her deliberative wish that
her husband Ben desire to refrain from smoking, in this case, too, she may fail to
be immediately moved to refrain from smoking, even if she grasps the reasons
that motivate her deliberative second-order desire. However, this is not the case
if Jill knows that she herself is the person that wishes to desire not to smoke, that
is, if she says or thinks “I wish to desire not to smoke”. As Perry (1979) explained,
reference to oneself by means of the indexical expression “I” cognitively differs
from reference to oneself by means of other types of singular expressions. But if
Jill is first-personally conscious that she herself non-instrumentally wishes to de-
sire to refrain from smoking, her wish is irrational if she is moved to desire this
while deliberatively remaining indifferent as to whether she will refrain from
smoking. Consciously and rationally desiring that a given state of affairs be real-
ized is identical to being moved to realize it. Since desires necessarily move the
person that have them to satisfy them, it is irrational for Jill to self-consciously
desire to entertain a cognitive state that is satisfied only if she refrains from smok-
ing – a state desired for its own sake – while being indifferent to her refraining
to smoke.

According to Burge (1998: 253), “The first-person concept fixes the locus of
responsibility and marks the immediate rational relevance of a rational evalua-
tion to rational implementation on the attitude being evaluated – to epistemic
or practical agency”. Deliberative second-order desires exemplify the fact that
reasons must sometimes be applicable to affect an attitude or an action. Also in
the case of deliberative second-order desires, the first-person concept and its role
in rational agency is involved in determining the cognitive structure of rational
agents.
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7 Deliberative and spontaneous desires

Spontaneous desires have animalistic or instinctual character. One does not
choose to have them. In contrast, deliberative desires are based on reason and
reflection; they are generated by means of reflective deliberation, i.e., by examin-
ing how a given course of action is related to what one conceives to be good. So
far, I have claimed that a person who has the deliberative wish to desire some-
thing must have the corresponding deliberative first-order desire that she wishes
to have. However, this does not rule out the possibility of deliberatively wishing
to spontaneously desire that p be the case or to perform an action X without
spontaneously desiring this. A person may have a deliberative second-order de-
sire without having the relevant first-order spontaneous desire. She could fail to
spontaneously instantiate the first-order desire she deliberately wishes to have. If
there are some courses of action that one can carry out only if one spontaneously
desires to carry them out, it seems that a person could have a deliberative second-
order desire without having the (spontaneous) first-order desire that satisfies it.

It should be noted, however, that this possibility could be regarded as a coun-
terexample to my main claim here only if the person that has the deliberative
second-order desire does not entertain the corresponding deliberative first-order
desire. Yet, as I clarify in what follows, the paradigmatic examples of persons that
deliberatively wish to spontaneously desire to act in a certain way and neverthe-
less do not spontaneously desire this are not cases in which the person at stake
does not have the pertinent deliberative first-order desires.

Consider the following example: Jane and Ralph have been married for fifteen
years. Jane remembers having been physically attracted to her husband. How-
ever, although Ralph continues to be physically attracted to Jane, Jane now does
not spontaneously desire to have any sort of intimate physical relations with
her husband. She loves him deeply and has great respect for him. She also finds
him interesting and amusing and likes the life they share, but does not sponta-
neously desire to have intimate physical relations with him. When she now sees
him expectantly waiting for her, she remorsefully thinks to herself: “How I wish
I desired to have sex with Ralph!”. Let us suppose that Jane’s wish to desire to
have intimate relations with her beloved husband is a non-instrumental desire.
She desires this because having intimate physical relations with Ralph is part of
what Jane conceives to be good in itself. But it seems that in her current state
Jane does not desire to have intimate physical relations with her husband, even
though she deliberatively desires to spontaneously desire this. Hence, it seems
that she could first-personally self-ascribe the rational wish to desire to have
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sexual intercourse with her husband even though she does not desire to have
intimate physical relations with him.

In order to examine what is involved in this objection, it should first be noted
that although deliberative desires differ from spontaneous desires, they can have
the same content. A person may spontaneously desire not to smoke and delib-
eratively desire not to smoke. Spontaneously desiring not to smoke differs, qua
mental state, from deliberatively desiring not to smoke. Each of these mental
states has a different phenomenological character – they do not ”feel” the same.
Nevertheless, they could be together the states of one and the same person. The
fact that the deliberative and the spontaneous desires are distinct mental states
explains why a person can fail to spontaneously instantiate the desire she de-
liberatively wishes to have. But must she have the corresponding deliberative
first-order desire, even if she fails to spontaneously desire what she wishes to
desire?

As noted earlier, wishing to desire that a given state of affairs will be realized
while remaining utterly indifferent as to whether what its content represents is
realized is as irrational as consciously desiring to drink water, knowing that wa-
ter necessarily contains hydrogen, without desiring to drink a liquid containing
hydrogen. It seems to follow that if one is rationally motivated to desire a given
desire, one is necessarily moved to satisfy its content. In addition, if the second-
order desire is a non-instrumental one, the agent considers the realization of
what its content represents to be something that is good in itself. An agent could
wish to spontaneously desire to realize a state of affairs represented by a given
content, and she could fail to be spontaneously moved to realize it. But if her
wish to spontaneously desire something is a non-instrumental desire, she must
also conceive the object of the desire she wishes to have as something that is
good in itself. The goodness of what she desires does not depend on how she is
moved to realize its content. The fact that she fails to be spontaneously moved
to realize the content of the desire she wishes to have therefore does not entail
that she is not rationally motivated to realize its content. On the contrary, if her
deliberative second-order desire is non-instrumental, she must be rationally mo-
tivated to realize the content of the first-order spontaneous desire she wishes to
have, even if she is not spontaneously motivated to realize it.

For example, Jane fails to realize the spontaneous first-order desire to have sex-
ual intercourse with her husband. But does she also fail to have the correspond-
ing first-order deliberative desire, if she has the rational non-instrumental desire
to desire this? Say that a psychiatrist offered Jane a harmless drug that would
enable her to be physically, spontaneously, attracted to her husband whenever
the occasion arose. Would she be motivated to take the drug? I suppose that if

222



9 The first-person perspective and second-order desires

she deliberatively wishes to desire to have intimate physical relations with Ralph
as part of her motivation to realize and enhance her love for Ralph, she would
be motivated to take the drug, even if the conflicting feeling of indifference per-
sisted in her. Moreover, even if she is overpowered by her spontaneous feeling
of indifference and ultimately does not take the drug, she is rationally moved
to take it. But she is moved to take the drug because she is moved to realize a
process of maintaining voluntary and pleasing intimate physical relations with
Ralph. In other words, Jane’s mental state exemplifies the constitutive properties
of a deliberative first-order wish to have intimate physical relations with Ralph. If
Jane’s deliberative wish to desire to have intimate physical relations with Ralph
moves her to take the drug, she must also be ascribed the deliberative desire to
have intimate physical relations with him. Although there are, on the one hand,
manifest similarities between Jane’s past spontaneous attraction to her husband
Ralph and her deliberative preference to have voluntary and pleasing intimate
physical relations with him, there are also manifest differences between the two
states. Jane’s former physical attraction to Ralphwas a spontaneous state that she
did not choose to have. She simply had it. In contrast, her current interest in hav-
ing pleasing intimate physical relations with Ralph consists in the reasons that
would move her to take the drug. Nevertheless, if she has the non-instrumental
deliberative second-order desire to spontaneously desire to have sexual inter-
course with Ralph, she must have a deliberative first-order desire with the same
content.

In view of the above, the case of the indifferent wife and similar cases are there-
fore not cases in which the person who deliberatively wishes to spontaneously
desire something does not have a relevant deliberative first-order desire.

8 Conclusion

We are naturally constituted to spontaneously desire certain kinds of goals. We
do not choose to have the spontaneous desires that we do in fact have, and we
choose not to have some of the spontaneous desires that we have. But we also
possess the capacity for rational deliberation that could move us to pursue the
realization of certain goals. Jill has not chosen to experience her current sponta-
neous desire to smoke. But the claim that her deliberative desire to refrain from
smoking is not based on her rational capacity to choose is mistaken. Although
her spontaneous desires to smoke or to refrain from smoking cannot be depicted
as states she deliberately realizes, she could certainly be depicted as a person
who deliberatively prefers to refrain from smoking. However, it is incoherent to
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suppose that a person who self-consciously prefers to desire not to smoke qua
something desired for its own sake could fail to realize the deliberative wish to
refrain from smoking. No similar incoherence characterizes the case in which a
person third-personally ascribes to an agent a desire that someone will desire
something.

The difference between the first- and third-person ascriptions of the relevant
second-order desires therefore indicates the limits of the third-personal relation
to oneself. It reveals one sense in which first-person self-acquaintance has an
indispensable role in rational cognition and rational conduct.
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