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                    Abstract
According to William Alston, we lack voluntary control over our propositional attitudes because we cannot believe intentionally, and we cannot believe intentionally because our will is not causally connected to belief formation. Against Alston, I argue that we can believe intentionally because our will is causally connected to belief formation. My defense of this claim is based on examples in which agents have reasons for and against believing p, deliberate on what attitude to take towards p, and subsequently acquire an attitude A towards p because they have decided to take attitude A. From the possibility of intentional belief, two conclusions follow. First, the kind of control we have over our propositional attitudes is direct; it is possible for us to believe at will. Second, the question of whether what we believe is under our control ultimately depends on whether our will itself is under our control. It is, therefore, a question of the metaphysics of free will.
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                    Notes
	See Alston (1989), especially p. 136.


	Alston explicitly states that, in arguing for doxastic involuntarism, he does not concern himself with free will or free action. See Alston (1989), p. 121. Thus what Alston means by ‘voluntary control’ is control through the will, not control over the will. He is concerned with executional control, not with volitional control.


	I first argued for the possibility of intentional belief in Steup (2012). Here I pursue the argument given in the 2012 paper in greater detail and defend it against objections.


	For arguments to the effect that advocates of compatibilism cannot consistently reject doxastic voluntarism, see Steup (2000, 2008), and (2012). For recent critical responses to my arguments in support of this claim, see Booth (2009) and (2014), Peels (2014b), and Schmitt (2015).


	See Searle (1983), p. 85.


	One can, of course, intentionally put oneself in a situation in which one will sneeze. For example, one can on purpose inhale some dust, thereby making oneself sneeze. But from the fact that one can do that, it does not follow that, in sneezing, one carries out a prior intention to sneeze.


	In his (1989), p. 123, Alston writes “If the sphere of my effective voluntary control does not extend both to A and to not-A, then it attaches to neither. If I don’t have the power to choose between A and not-A, then we are without sufficient reason to say that I did A at will, rather than just doing A, accompanied by a volition.” This passage reads almost like an endorsement of an incompatibilist notion of voluntary control. Thus Peels takes Alston to be endorsing a libertarian conception of voluntary control. See Peels (2014b), p. 2. However, since Alston—see his (1989), p. 121—is explicit about not addressing the metaphysics of free will, the passage must be construed as being concerned solely with what I have called ‘executional control’. Cf. Chuard and Southwood (2009), p. 605. And as far as executional control is concerned, Alston is certainly right. One is free to do what one wants to do if and only if, should one decide to \(\upvarphi \) it is within one’s power to \(\upvarphi \), and should one decide to refrain from \(\upvarphi \)–ing, it is within one’s power to refrain from \(\upvarphi \)-ing. Asserting this much is perfectly compatible with denying libertarian free will. Suppose, in deciding to \(\upvarphi \), the agent’s will is not free. The question still arises: can the agent do what she wants to do? Alston’s point is that, no matter whether or not her will is free, she is free to do what she wants to do only if both is within her power: to \(\upvarphi \) and to refrain from \(\upvarphi \)–ing.


	See Alston (1989), p. 122.


	By ‘basic’ control, Alston has in mind the kind of control one exerts when one moves one’s arm. To do so, one need not first do something else. Rather, one can move one’s arm at will. See Alston (1989), p. 119.


	We have, for example, non-basic yet immediate control over whether the light is on. Obviously, a volition by itself is not sufficient for turning on the light. But we can turn on the light in one uninterrupted intentional act by doing something else, namely flipping a switch. See ibid, p. 122.


	Ibid, p. 122.


	I restrict this claim to normal cases for obvious reasons. Someone who is suicidal might be able to walk in front of an oncoming truck, and someone who whishes to impress others by demonstrating indifference to pain might be able to stick a knife in his hand.


	The restriction to normal cases is necessary because psychopaths are not constrained by moral reasons, and agents prone to compulsive self-destruction are not constrained by considerations of self-interest in the way normal people are.


	It would be unfair to accuse Alston of having overlooked deliberation cases altogether. He does consider them, and he claims that they do not support the claim that belief can be intentional and thus under the control of our will. His primary argument for doxastic involuntarism, however, is based on cases in which our evidence is decisive and thus constrains our will. In subsequent sections further below, I respond to what Alston has to say about deliberation cases.


	It might be argued that, whereas the constrained reason explanation is correct for the second datum, causal inefficacy is the correct explanation of the first datum. For my response to this line of though, see Steup (2012).


	A well known example illustrating causal deviancy is due to Chisholm (1966), p. 37. Suppose a nephew is setting out to kill his uncle. Driving to his uncle’s house, he gets increasingly nervous, loses control over his car and runs over a pedestrian, thereby killing him. The pedestrian happens to be his uncle. The nephew’s act of killing his uncle was caused by his intention to kill him. But in killing his uncle, the nephew did not carry out a prior intention to do so. This shows that ‘being caused by an intention to \(\upvarphi \)’ is not sufficient for \(\upvarphi \)-ing intentionally.


	This case is due to Hans Rott, who described it in his talk “Negative Doxastic Voluntarism and the Concept of Belief” at the Workshop on Doxastic Agency & Epistemic Responsibility, Ruhr Universität Bochum (June 1–2, 2014).


	The possibility of believing for non-evidential reasons is explored and defended in Schleifer (2014).


	Obviously, the issue of implicit intentionality is complex and deserving of in-depth examination that goes well beyond the few thoughts I offer in this section. For further discussion, see Steup (2012), Sect. 7.


	
Alston (1989), p. 125.


	Another objection to my defense of intentionality is that the phenomenology of action and that of belief differ. We are frequently aware of intentions to act, but we are never aware of intentions to form a particular attitude. For my response to this objection, see Steup (2012), pp. 158–161.


	
Booth (2014).


	Ibid.


	
Peels (2014b), pp. 20–21.


	For detailed arguments to this effect, see Steup (2000, 2008), and (2012).


	For an excellent discussion of when, if libertarianism is true, the will is free, see Van Inwagen (2005). According to Van Inwagen, libertarian free will is possible only when an agent experiences conflicting reasons or motivations. On this approach, it is difficult to see why epistemic reasoning should be barred from affording agents the opportunity for libertarian decision making. Epistemic reasons can, after all, come into conflict with each other just as much practical reasons.


	See Peels (2014b), p. 21.


	Alternatively, it might be argued that the ability to delay action is a necessary condition of deep metaphysical freedom, consisting of both executional and volitional control. Perhaps this is what Peels ultimately has in mind. If so, the argument would be that, since the adoption of propositional attitudes cannot be delayed, belief cannot be free in the libertarian sense. Since this paper is on doxastic intentionality, not the metaphysics of free belief, articulating my reply to it must await another occasion.


	For an alternative argument for the conclusion that we can believe at will, see Peels (2014a). For arguments to the effect that it is logically impossible to believe at will, see Williams (1976) and Winters (1979).


	See, for example, Chuard and Southwood (2009).


	Predecessors of this paper were presented to the Philosophy Department of the University of Southern Denmark, at Robert Audi’s spring 2013 action theory seminar at the University of Notre Dame, the Doxastic Freedom and Normativity Workshop, Universität Regensburg (September 19–21, 2013), organized by Hans Rott and Verena Wagner, the Doxastic Agency & Epistemic Responsibility Workshop, Ruhr Universität Bochum (June 1–2, 2014), organized by Andrea Kruse and Heinrich Wansing, and the International Conference on Epistemology and Cognitive Science, Xiamen University, China (June 28–29, 2014). For helpful comments and discussion, I am indebted to the audiences on these occasions, particularly to Robert Audi, Richard Feldman, Tim Kraft, Andrea Kruse, Connor McHugh, Nikolaj Nottelmann, Rik Peels, Wlodek Rabinowicz, Hans Rott, Miriam Schleifer McCormick, Heinrich Wansing, and Verena Wagner. For insightful comments, I also wish two thank two anonymous referees.
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