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SEVERAL REMARKS TO REASONS FOR ACTION
Keywords: reasons for action, desire, decision, promise, obligation, ordinary language.

The article presents the analysis of a problem of a choice of the reasons for action and of desire
(its  presence  or  absence)  as  criterion  of  this  choice.  In  particular,  it  is  shown  that,  really,  there  is  a
difference between the reasons for action which are depending on desires and the reasons for action
which not depending on desires. However the explication of the reasons for action which are not de-
pending on desires on the example of an obligation is possible in a standard case “X ought to do A in
C” where the rules of incompatibility, cancellation and balance of the reasons work. Besides, it is
shown this distinction of the reasons for action does not work in a case with promises.
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