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IMIRQDUCTlOli 

There i s nothing new here for a t rained philosopher, 

who may indeed c r i t i c i s e the order of inquiry and find that 

Some of the flavoured arguments have been passed over i n 

s i l e n c e . I t i s important to r e a l i z e tha t our e s s e n t i a l pa r t 

of the i n t e l l e c t u a l d i sc ip l ine t ha t philosophy offers l i e s 

i n acquiring a r a t i o n a l and dispassionate a t t i t u d e to pro­

blems of a l l k inds , in being prepared to judge each i ssue 

presented on tne n e r i t s of the evidence tha t can be offered 

in i t s favour and most important of a l l , in being wi l l ing 

t o remain in a s t a t e of uncertainty where th is i s a l l 

t ha t the evidence can warrant . This t o l e r a t i o n of ambiguity 

i n a very io^jortant i n t e l l e c t u a l v i r tue which, l ike a l l 

v i r t ue s has to be acquired by p r a c t i c e . Only in t h i s way can 

vie les rn to accept the conclusion. In flussell«s words, " a l l 

human knowledge i s uncer ta in , inexact and p a r t i a l " (fiuman 

knowledge (London dc Mew lork 1 9 ^ ) P.527. 

With these few words l e t a» get i n t o the introductory 

chap te r . 

In the ea r ly stages cf c i v i l i z a t i o n , in the pr imit ive 

s o c i e t i e s , that brought aen 's a t t en t ion were focused on t t e 

obvious r e g u l a r i t i e s of nacore v iz . night and day, the seasons, 

b i r t h and death e t c . The na tura l tendency of men of th i s age 

was to a t t r i b u t e a l l these changes to some conscious ago ic ies . 
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Accordingly they a t t r i bu t ed to the povjsr of gods or demons 

for every n i t i cab ie na tu ra l event . The emancipation from 

t h i s kind of animist ic thinking case very gradual ly. 

AS the na tu ra l science developed i t gave a very d i f f e r ­

ent kind of e:qplanation to the na tu ra l events . The changes in 

the -world, according to the s c i e n t i s t , are due to causal 

r e g u l a r i t i e s that operate quite independently- of anyone's 

conscious choice or purpose. This s c i e n t i f i c approach 

succeeded in expla ining, p red ic t ing and con t ro l l ing na tu re . 

But a t the ear ly stages of sc ience , i . e . in the seventeenth 

century , t te a t t en t ion was mainly focused on the physical 

world. The c l a s s i c a l physics and astronoa^y tha t developed 

u n t i l l the end of the 19th centari^ displayed the mater ial 

world as a system of p a r t i c l e s moving and in t e r ac t i ng in 

accordance with na tu ra l laws. 

The r e s u l t of t h i s approach had a ser ious se t back on 

the human freedom since our bodies are a par t of physical 

n a t u r e . I f oar bodies are par t of t h i s great machine nature 

then in what sense human beings can be aaid to be free ? 

But i f we exceotpt ourself from the causal r e g u l a r i t i e s human 

beings are in no way a subject for sc ience . 
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The science tha t developed l a t e r than physics and 

astrorioJAjr namely Cheoiistry genet ics , psychology, biology 

e t c . t e l l the same s to ry . Al l workings of the human body 

are necessar i ly dependent on cheaical r eac t ion . The process 

of d iges t ion , r e s p i r a t i o n , growth and development, the 

VD rking of brains and nerves e t c . have the chemical basis 

i d e n t i c a l with tha t of the animal and tht; inorganic world, 

following th3 ordinary laws of physics and chemistry. 

A.nd so the developixsnt of physica l sciences have 

created problems on tha concept of human freedom. I t has 

brought doubt on the common sense d i s t i n c t i o n between act ions 

and even ts . I t does so by showing that a l l the events that 

go to make up act ions are physical happenings. 

So there i s a debate about free w i l l and physical 

determinism. I t i s a debate about whether there i s freedom 

of choice for human beings or whether a l l we do i s determined. 

That i s to ask ourselves (1) Are we able to decide freely 

whether we wi l l take t h i s or that or some other apparently 

possible course of act ion ? or (2) Are what we c a l l our 

free choice j u s t the inevi table consequences of past s t a t e s 

of the world and of ourselves so tha t there are never infac t 

any genuine a l t e rna t i ve s before us ? 
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In t rying to answer these preliminary questions ve 

quickly learn tha t they do not have unequivocal answers, 

Deterrainists find tha t they have d i f f i cu l ty in saying how 

t h e i r deter(ainis t ic claims can be tes ted and the Advocates of 

f r e e - w i l l , l i b e r a t r i a n s , have d i f f i cu l ty in f i t t i n g the i r 

idea of what counts as free choice i n t o what seem to be the 

everyday conditions of human ex i s t ence , Bence the confusion. 

The chief a ia of the following chapters are to reach 

soffie understanding of what i s a t issue in the free w i l l 

deba te . Ke need to knew what i s claitasd by the deterrainists and 

the l i b e r t a r i a n s and why f ree -wi l l problem i s a problem. What 

the chapters cannot, show are the vastness and cofaplexity 

of th i s debate, Kot only i t has a long his tory but i t s subject 

matter i s etcbeded with numerous other phi losophical probaLems. 

Such as mind-body problem and with other branches of knowledge 

such as physical sc iences . 

I t i s an a n a l y t i c a l approach. We must dot expect to 

find ourselves vi th a neat arrangement of problem s t a t ed 

and an answer to i t . In the phi losophical Inves t iga t ions 

Wittgenstein sa id : "The Phi losopher 's treatment of question 

i s l ike the treatment of an i l l n e s s " (Luduis Wit tgens te in , 

PhiloBophical Inves t iga t ion , tran.G.E.M.Anscombe, Bas i l 

Blaekweii , 1968 p .255) . 
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There are two poin ts to take from the remark. The 

f i r s t i s tha t j u s t as an i l l n e s s indicates tha t sooiething 

has gone vrong v i t h the body, so may a phi losophical p ro-

bleai indicate tha t SOOBthing i s vTong v i th our th inking. 

The second point i s about the treatmBnt of the i l n e s s , and 

by analogy of a phi losophical problem. For i l l n e s s t rea ted 

successful ly i s not given an ansver. I t goes avay. 

And so our discussion on the topic is kept under the 

following heads : -

1) Explanations in Natural Science 

2) Meaning and c r i t e r i a of Determinism 

3) Meaning and c r i t e r i a of F r e e - v i l l and 

If) Limits of Physical Determinism and Human Freedom, 



II - Hsa&J'̂o 



EXPLMJATIOHS IN NATURAL SCIENCE 

A s c i e n t i s t searches for the lavs of na tu re . The 

basic assa(i5)tion of science i s tha t there are the lavs 

of na ture . Then vhat i s a lav of nature ? I t i s a general 

statement about the universe vhich i s t r u e . We kno\-j that 

these statements or theories are mathematical pDopositions 

vhich have been in te rpre ted c o r r e c t l y . The lavs of nature 

do not prescr ibe but , ra ther they describe vhat happens. 

A lav of nature it; but a descr ipt ion of vhat ac tua l ly 

takes p l ace . In con t ra s t to t h i s , vhenever a human lav is 

passed, then i t must be possible to v io la te the lav . The 

reason tha t the lav of nature cannot be disobeyed since the 

lav of nature i s only a carefu l record of vhat ac tua l ly 

happens, not only of the pas t , but a lso of the present and 

most important of a l l of the future and that there i s no 

possible vay of v io la t ing i t . This; lav of nature i s not 

a pure mathematical l av , but an in te rp re ted one. I t presuanbly 

deals-not ^itbh vhat nature i s , but v i t h our a b i l i t y to 

coH5)rehend na tu re . 

Lav. 

Before ve proceed further l e t me add a l i t t l e on 'Lav ' . 

Science es tab l i shes empirical general izat ions from observed 

facts ^id then explains these genera l iza t ions in terms of 
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an acceptable bodî  of theory. For example Boyle 's lav 

or the lavs of chemical combination or the Lav of supply 

and demand in the s o c i a l sciences are such genera l i za t ions . 

The use of tbe term 'law* in science seems ra ther artoitrsiry 

and we s h a l l not d i s t ingoish here between general iza t ions 

which are ca l led laws and those vhich are not considered 

as laws, A law "is a t r u e , cont ingent , universal ly quant i ­

f ied condi t lo fa l statement which s a t i s f i e s c e r t a i n far ther 

condi t ions - to r a l e out vacaousness, t r i v i a l i t y , eccen­

t r i c i t y e t c . which nobody has yet successfully foraula ted . 

(W.Kneale, ' i i a tura l Laws and contrary to Fact condi t iona l s . 

Analysis Vol. 10 (1950) repr in ted in M.Maedonald (ed) 

Philosophy and Analysis (Oxford 1955). 

Let us Qonsider the lavj governing a stone that is 

ttii'ovn i n t o the a i r . The law of Gravitat ion s t a t e s tha t 

a i l objects heavier than the a i r f a l l i f not supported. 

So the stone that was thrown in to the a i r w i l l drop. The 

s c i e n t i s t w i l l t^ l s us that the stone i s an object heavier 

than a i r , and tha t a l l objects heavier than a i r f a l l i f 

not supported. This law, e s s e n t i a l l y due to Gal i leo , is of 

considerable i n t e r e s t s ince , i f we neglect a i r r^esistance, 

the law appl ies to any physical object , be i t a heavy stone 

or a f e a t t e r . 
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^as^se. 

The search for causal laws i s daeply t i ed up v i t h our 

subconscioas tendency. In our l ives ve search for motivating 

forces for a l l our ac t ions . We sâ i t ha t a man i s i r r a t i o n a l 

unless he has had a good reason or cause for vhat to d id , 

We are constant ly s t a t i n g vhat caused us to act in the 

vay we did . for exaoiple I voted the Congress because i t ' s 

Foreign Policy? and Financia l Befortns in t t e i i lect ion Manifesto 

vere be t te r than any other p o l i t i c a l p a r t i e s , or I believe 

in the United Nations because 1 bel ieve tha t i t i s our only 

hope for peace, or I lova tennis because rn^ father taught 

me to love tha t gase , In a l l above cases something happened 

in the pas t tha t caused the act ion in the p resen t , or If 

ve ask why does a ballon r i s e ? t t e answer i s that i t i s 

because of tbB a i r pressure l i f t ed i t . In a l l cases we search 

for an event which brought about the r e s u l t : which we c a l l 

the cause of i t . 

Thus cause i s generally understood as anything 

producing an e f f e c t . I t i s the e s s e n t i a l condit ion of 

the existence of e f f e c t . £o causa l i ty i s understood as 

a phi losophical category denoting the necessary genetic 

connection between phenonana one of which i s ca l led 

cause which determined the other i s ca l led the e f f e c t . 
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There i s a difference .between the complete cause 

and the specif ic cause. The complete cause i s the sum 

t o t a l of a l l the circumstances necessar i ly give r i s e to 

the e f f ec t . The spec i f i c cause i s the sum t o t a l of circum­

stances in the presence of many other cii'cutnstances 

a l ready ex i s t i ng in the giv^n s i t u a t i o n even before the 

appearance of the ef fec ts and providing tne conditions 

for the action of the cause. The establishment of a coo^jlete 

cause i s possible only in cooparatively sio^)]© cases , 

and usually s c i e n t i f i c inves t iga t ion i s d i rec ted towards 

the disc losure of the specif ic causes of a phenooBnon. 

Materialista maintains the ob jec t iv i ty and universa l i ty 

of cause regarding causal r e l a t i o n s as r e l a t io r s between 

objects themselves, ex i s t i ng outside and independent of 

consdiousness. Subjective idealista e i t h e r denies causa l i ty 

a l toge the r , seeing i t only the ordinary sequence of huaian 

sensat ions as in Hume or recognising causa l i ty as a necessary 

r e l a t i o n considers that i t i s introduced in to the world of 

phenomena by the cognit ive subject and that i t has the 

a p r i o r i character ^s in Kant. 

Causal i ty in Hume;-

According to Hume r e a l i t y was only a stream of 

impressions whose causes are unknovn and unknowable. He 
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considered the problem of the existence or non-existence 

of the objective vorld as inso luble . One of the fundataental 

r e l a t i o n s es tabl ished by experience i s the r e l a t i on of 

cause and e f f ec t . I f one phenomenon precedes another i t 

cannot be deduced tha t the forcnsr i s . t h a cause and the l a t t e r 

i s the e f f e c t . Even the most frequent r epe t i t i on of the 

l ink ing of events i n tiine does not give knowledge-- a hidden 

force with the telp of v-hich one object produces the o ther . 

Thus Eame denied the objective character of c a u s a l i t y . 

According to Buoie, the straatn of cur itapressions i s 
J 

not absolute chaos, Soa© objects appeared to us a b r igh t , 

v ivid and s t ab le and therefore he fiKdntained tha t th is 

was su f f i c i en t for p r a c t i c a l l i f e . 

Hua^ propounded tvo thes i s - one about the nieaning 

of the irford ' cause ' and the other about the source of our 

b e l i e f s concerning causal connections, To him the vorS 

' c a u s e ' tneant a l l causal statements i a p l i c i t l y general . 

For exanrple X i s the cause of X i s to sa^' t ha t the sequence 

X followed by Y i s an instance of the genera l fact that 

events of the type X are invar iably followed by events of 

type Y, 
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By causal b e l i e f s Hume maintained that ve can never 

cone to b3 l ie*e that an evenjt X i s the cause of another 

event 1 merely by observing these tvo events . The facts 

re levan t to causa l i ty i s oiaservation. X and Y (vhere X 

i s the cause of ^ by observing these tvo events) aie 

s p a t i a l l y adjacent and teii5)oraly antecedent to each other . 

This regular sequence ve have noticed in the pas t leads 

us to the be l ie f tha t froa the type of ev^nt X, Y foiiov.. 

There i s no necessary connection. The connection here i s 

tne invariable r e l a t i o n . Therefore s c i e n t i f i c cause does 

not involve necess i ty . The cause onl^- describes how the 

universe moves. I t does not necess i t a te the e f f ec t . As 

A. J . ivyer says 'Cause has no necessi t i ' but science takes 

i t as necessi ty or as a hidden f o i 'ce ' . Thus HUDE define 

a CkUE£ to be : 

"An object precedent and contiguous to another, 

and where a l l the objects reseinbling the fcrmer 

are placed i n l ike r e l a t i ons of precedency and 

cont igui ty to those objec ts , tha t resemble the 

l a t t e r . I f t h i s def in i t ion be esteemed defect ­

ive because dravn from objects foreign to the 

cause, we may subs t i t u t e t h i s other def in i t ion in 

i t s place v i z . 'A cause i s ©n object precedent 

and contiguous to another, and so united with 

i t , that the idea of the one determined the mind 

to form the idea of the o tner , and the impression 

of the one to form a more l ively idea of the other" 

Trea t i se , p .170. 
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For Hume causal r e l a t i ons are therefore , not matters 

of d i rec t observation. The only reason ve can have for 

be l ieving that A was or v d l l be the causa of i3 i s tha t ve 

have observed or have reason to bel ieve tha t events of 

some type to vhich b belongs, have been regular ly folloved 

by events of soaie type to vhich B belongs. But regulesrly 

does not J© an here by invariably' . Our judgeraent tha t A i s 

the causa of B i s not normally, based on a known invar iable 

Sequence of B l ike events on A l ike events . Our judgements 

are based on approximate r e g u l a r i t i e s , on genera l iza t ions 

vi th many exceptions, on sequences knovn to occur only in 

a proportion of cases , ev-en sooBtimes a small propor t ion. 

But vhat typ i f ies causal lavs i s that i f ve are furnished 

c e r t a i n information about the present moment, the lav v i l l 

give us information about the future . The g r av i t a t i ona l 

lav we s ta ted governing t te tossed-up stone i s i n e x p l i c i t 

form giving us information about the pa s t , present and 

fu tu re . 

I f we carefully analyse the simple case of f a l l i ng of 

stone i f thrown and tha t of a simple case ve can find tha t 

the pa t te rn of explanation i s the saise. For example i f ve 

ask a s c i e n t i s t hov he explains the trecmdous amount of 

energy released by che Atom-bomb on Hiroshima-Nagasaki, his 

explanation oiay be very lengthy but he w i l l take recourse 
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t o a large number of physical t h e o r i e s , dealing v i t h 

atomic phenomena, the materials used, the making processes, 

and the la^^s used in designing the bomb. These ai-e , 

the accepted lavs that vere used in designing tne bomb 

because past experience has led us to assign high 

c r e d i b i l i t y to them. In addi t ion he w i l l supply us v i t h 

the pa r t i cu la r s of the bocib l ike the dimensions of 

the bomb, the amount of the various materials tha t vent 

i n t o i t , and how these materials are d i s t r i b u t e d . Then 

he w i l l prove that i t follova from the theories that bomb 

of the given spec i f ica t ions re leases a trea»ndous amount 

of energy. 

The lav we s t a ted governing the tossed-up stcaie i s 

in e x p l i c i t form giving us information about pa s t , present 

and fu ture . But i t i s easy to change th is i n t o a causal 

l a v . Suppose we s t a t e merely that the accelera t ion i s equal 

to minus g rav i t a t i on , i t w i l l be objected tha t t h i s i s not 

a causal law since in i t there i s no "cause". But ve can 

say tha t the accelera t ion i s caused by a ' g r a v i t a t i o n a l f o r c e ' , 

i . e . by a force that causes t t e g r av i t a t i ona l acce le ra t ion . 

Then how do ve observe tire force ? By observing the accele­

r a t i o n . How strong i s the force ? J u s t strong enough] to 

bring about the acce le ra t ion . This may seem superfluous 



bat th i s i s vhat Kevton exactly d id . In every type of 

motion ve can observe the accelera t ion and the mass of 

the moving p a r t i c l e , he then postulated a force causing 

the accelera t ion of s t r eng th . Since in many types of 

motion the accelera t ion i s inversely propor t ional to the 

mass of the moving pa r t i c l e Wewton accounted for a 

constant force governing tna motion. In our example even 

t h i s s a t i s f ac t i on i s missiong. The accelera t ion i s 

independent of the mass of the f a l l i ng body-, but there 

i s no d i f f i cu l ty in overcoming t h i s i f we accept th^t 

the accelerat ion i s cons tant . Then the postula t ion tha t 

the g r av i t a t i ona l force i s proport ional to the mass 

of the f a l l i ng body i s t r u e . Together m th the fact 

t h a t the accelera t ion i s cons tant . The only possible 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n for t h i s kind i s tha t ve take that our 

lavs be in the form of causal laws. 

There have been many philosophers who have t r i ed to 

take the fact tha t s c i e n t i s t s use causal laws and draw 

far- reaching conclusions froiri them. I t i s to be noted 

that the only legi t imate conclusion to be drawn from the 

existence of causal laws i s that s c i e n t i s t s l ike to put 

t he i r laws i n t o causal form. 
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Al l s c i e n t i s t s do bel ieve and i i ins te in has repea t ­

edly emphasized tha t Lcience mast s t a r t vi th facts and 

end with f a c t s , no matter vhat t heo re t i c a l s t ruc tu res 

i t builds in bet\v^en. F i r s t of a l l the s c i e n t i s t i s an 

observer. Next he t r i e s to describe in complete genera l i ty 

what he saw, and ^/hat he expects to s^e in the fu ture . 

Next he makes predic t ions on the basis of his theories 

which h© checks against fac ts again. So tne basic purpose 

of science i s to form theories which w i l l explain the 

facts of oui' Universe, 

Yh^,% ^s Fagt .? ; 

I t i s taken for granted that a s c i e n t i s t s t a r t s with 

hard facts and buiid up theor ies . But i t i s doubtful that 

can there be a i a c t en t i r e ly divorced from t h e o r e t i c a l 

i n t e rp r e t ac ions , we caight ffeel that \/hen we see a t a b l e , 

we have a hard fact but in ac tua l i ty we have cade use of 

c e r t a i n theor ies thoroughly accepted and ass imila ted that 

WG use tha^a sub-consciously. There i s nothing in our v iusal 

image that makes i t log ica l ly ce r t a in that we see a so l id 

ob jec t . 

In fact under ce r t a in circumstances as in dreams and 

oiirages, one can put his hand through a seen t ab l e . I t i s 

a theory based -n pas t experience tha t ce r t a in v i sua l isuages 
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are associated vitib soUd ob jec t s . One can a lso assume tha t 

the top of the t ab l e looks four-sided froa a l l points of 

view, but that while i t looks l ike a rectangle from above 

the angles w i l l vary as one walk around i t . In other words 
• 

one can assune ce r t a in pr imit ive op t ica l laws. VJhile there 

are pri tai t ive hard facts in our experience, oar repor t of 

our experience always contain an int t j rprotat ion of what 

\;e think and vhat we saw. 

We can a lso d i s t inguish betw^^en objective and sci<3ntific 

f a c t s . An objectivvJ fact is an event or fragotent of r e a l i t y 

t h a t i s an object of man's p r a c t i c a l ac t iv i ty or knowledge. 

A s c i e n t i f i c fact js the r e f l ec t ion of an objective f a c t . 

In human consciousness. That i s ics descr ipt ion in a def in i te 

language. S c i e n t i f i c facts are the basis for t h c o r i t i c a l 

construct ions which would be impossible without theai. As an 

ind iv idua l phenooienon or ev*^nt the fac t i s necessarily' 

connected with other fac ts through various r e l a t i o n s . Scien­

t i f i c knowledge should give as f u l l a pic ture as possible 

of f a c t s , with a l l t he i r i n t e r r e l a t i o n s and in terconnect ions . 

An aggregate of s c i e n t i f i c facts forms a s c i e n t i f i c desc r i ­

p t ion , A s c i e n t i f i c fact i s inseparable frocn the language 

i t i s expressed in and therefore from the tiernis in which 

the concepts are formulated. 

An i d e a l i s t i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the facts going from 

tiume and eiapirical c r i t i c i s m t o neo posi t iv ism t r e a t s facts 
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as something ex i s t ing only in man's sensa t ions . According 

to th i s conception the vorld i s ssen as an aggregate of 

i so l a t ed f a c t s , elements of sense experience connected with 

each other thrpugh the subjec t . 

^ac ts and Theory. 

Theory i s a^ system of generalis«:5d authentic knowledge 

vhich gives an i n t e g r a l picture of the r e g u l a r i t i e s and 

e s s e n t i a l i t i e s of r e a l i t y . The terra theory has d i f fe ren t 

connotations as ppposad to a hypothesis . Theory d i f fe r s 

from hypothesis s ince i t mentally r e f l e c t s and reproduces 

r e a l i t y . At the same time i t i s inseparably linked vith 

p rac t i ce vhich places pressing problems before knowledge 

and requi res i t to sol-ve them. For th i s reason p rac t i ce or 

hypothesis or i t s sufHaiarised r e s u l t s are par t and parce l of 

every theory. Both s c i e n t i f i c and soc ia l theories are deter-

tnined by the h i s t o r i c a l conditions in which they o r ig ina t e , 

by the h i s t o r i c a l l y given level of production, tecnnology, 

experiment and science and also the dominant s o c i a l order , 

which may favour or contraryly haorper the creat ion of 

s c i e n t i f i c theory. Thus only in tne 19th centux-y with the 

emergence of marxisa, socio logica l views turnsd in to s c i e n t i f i c 

theory of the laws of s o c i a l developfiient. Theory may and 
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ac tua l ly do play a big ro le in s c i e n t i f i c knoviedge and 

the transforoiation of socie ty by revolat ionary means. Thus 

vh i l e appearing as a genera l i sa t ion of the cognit ive 

a c t i v i t y and r e s u l t s of p rac t ice theory i s conducive to t r ans ­

forming nature and soc ia l l i f e . 

If the mathematical tecord of a fact is expressed as 

X = 3.5 then a theory may be an equation l ike xy - z-* = t - 20 

I f ve al lov th i s then the only difference between a fact and 

a theory i s that a fact i s something that v?a already knov, 

vh i l e a theory a l so s ta t . i s things not yet observed. Again, 

though not in a l l cases , a fact repor t s a s ingle event , 

while a theory repor t s an unlimited number of events . A fact 

i s always a s ingle thing l ike ' t he re i s a son in the sky 

now, and a theory i s generally a statement l ike ' the sun 

r i s e s every 2h h o u r s ' . 

The S c i e n t i s t makes some observations (even with planned 

experiments) and records these in the mathemc^ticai language 

devised oy the theore t i c i an . The theore t ic ian t r i e s to 

formulate a general mathematical proposi t ion , incorporat ing 

these f a c t s . Then he develops t h i s theory mathematically 

der iving ce r t a in predicticyns oi f a c t s . 

Explanation and Predict ion in Natural Sciencesi 

Ccience makes predict ion from the es tabl ished laws. 
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That neans that i f ve knev the theories in time and had 

a l l present ly knovn fac ts avai lable to a s , vie could have 

predicted that his pa r t i cu l a r event of sotuething'very much 

l ike that voald taKe p lace . Tiiis kind of explanation that 

Science offers le t us c a l l good s c i e n t i f i c explanat ions . 

I f ve accept the Sc ien t i f i c explanation i s co r rec t 

that i s tha t every fact in the universe i s guided e n t i r e l y 

by lav then the future i s determined. But ve know tha t 

a l l scient-if ic facts are subject to soiall e r r o r s , governed 

by s i a t i s t i c a l l a v s . Hence the bes t ve can ever hope to 

achieve i s to explain vhy something very much l ike vhat 

faappend did happen. The same explanation voald apply i f a 

s l i g h t l y d i f fe ren t event took p lace . This may be a good 

explanat ion , 

Sut atimes ve find that Borne explanations are bad 

explanations or pseudo-e>.planations. In fact i t i s only a 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . For example i f ve say tha t a c e r t a i n lady 

i s inef fec t ive as a medical p r a c t i t i o n e r . The explanation 

could be that 'she i s a woman, and a l l %>fomen have weakness 

for men and tha t i s vby she i s ineffect ive as a medical 

p r a c t i t i o n e r . I t is true that she i s a voiffiin and i t i s 

equally true that vomen have weakness for men but abso­

lu te ly nothing follows from t h i s about her effect iveness 

as a rSBdical p r a c t i t i o n e r . So we have incomplete explanat ions. 
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In a compfe te explanation the event to be explained i s 

deduced from ce r t a in theories and from knov̂ n f a c t s . In 

an incofflpiate explanation son^ theory or fact is omitted. 

Suppose ve say 'Al l men are crooked and t h a t ' s vhy Johny 

i s crooked' . The missing fact i s th^t Johny i s a man. 

This i s r a the r t yp ica l or incomp]g te explanat ions . The 

misjsing factor i s so obvious that ve do not bother to supply 

i t . There are so many more complex cases of jbncomplete 

explanat ions . In fact a s c i e n t i s t to explain a c e r t a i n f ac t , 

i s most l ikely to get only an incomplete explanat ion. The 

theor ies of Ccience are so strongly i n t e r r e l a t e d t h a t ev-n 

a r e l a t i v e l y simple explanation may make ase of a l l the theories 

of a t l e a s t one given branch. When a b io logis t explains a 

c e r t a in fact about micro-organisais, the b io log i s t i s l ike ly 

to use the observations make through a microscope and his -

b io log i ca l theor ies but he i s unlikely to s t a t e the op t i ca l 

lavs governing the microscope eventhough these are needed 

for a f u l l explanat ion. That i s .why i t i s hard sometimes to 

judge vhather a s c i e n t i f i c explanation i s adequate ? 

What then explains the predic t ive power of s c i e n t i f i c 

genera l iza t ions ? iilven i f t\;o s c i e n t i s t s agtfee as to vhat ve 

can expect from our theor ies , they may disagree as to the 

predic t ive pover on the basis of varying vie\,?s as to the 

p o s s i b i l i t y of f inding the necessary fects to apply the 
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theory. For example New ton *s laws t e l l us a l l about the 

future of the so lar system i f we know j u s t where the 

p lanets are a t a given tnoro'̂ nt in r e l a t i o n to the sun. 

Errors in predict ion m&y be due to the inaccuracy of the 

law on the one hand and on the other hand i t aay be due 
to the inaccuracies in determining the posi t ions of the 
p l ane t s , which can be reduced but never e n t i r e l y eli tninated. 

I t i s well known to anyone that the so-cal led roanding 

e r r o r s may becooe very s ign i f i can t in a long computation, 

Eimilarly a very small er ror in ca lcu la t ion may be magni-

fied as the r e s u l t i3|\ used over and over again. In t roduc­
ing a small e r ro r of observation i s ill© intipoducing 

a ca lcu la t ing e r ro r i n t o the ca l cu la t ion of p r e d i c i t i n g . 

The problem of predic t ing i s further complicated by 

the celebrated Oncertainit^? p r i n c i p l e . When we come to 

atomic and sub atomic phenooiena, we find tha t our aiBthods 

of observing and measuring are so crude that we cannot help 

d i s tu rb ing the system to be observed. According to the 

ancer ta inty Pr inc ip le ther-;.' i s an absolute l imi t to the 

accuracy v?e can achieve. This shows' that whether our laws 

are s t a t i s t i c a l or causa l , there are severe l imi ta t ions to 

the accuracy of our p red ic t ions . 

Again we have l imi ta t ions on our powers of ana lys i s . 

To derive predict ions from a given theorii often requires 
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long and d i f f i c u l t mathematical arguments. Given Nekton's 

l av s , i t i s eas>- to show ho-w t̂ ao bodies move r e l a t i v e to 

each o ther , each a t t r a c t i n g the other one, ijut vhen ve ask 

the saiDe question for three bodies , the ansver has s t i l l 

not been found in complete gene ra l i ty . 

I t i s a lso sean that though the time element does not 

a f fec t p red ic t ab iUty in p r i nc ip l e , i t doss affect the 

p r a c t i c a l problem. I t i s true that vitti oar present theories 

ve can predic t tomorrov 's weather. But i f i t takes oar 

calculat inj i machines a f u l l month to carry out the necessary 

p red ic t ion , then i t i s a very l i t t l e p r a c t i c a l use, Though 

machines saves time a t t imes, the pos s ib i l i t y of machines 

taking more time than i t takes for the event to happen cannot 

be ruled out . For example in the case of pred ic t ing human 
dec i s ions . 

Explanations and Predict ions Distinf^uished. 

Do explanations realy explain facts ? For example 

the lavf of g rav i ta t ion as exemplified in the f a l l i n g of 

a stone r e a l l y explains anything since every vhy is not 

able to explain and give the answer. In fact our explanations 

amounts to showing that the nev; fact f i t s i n t o the general 

pa t te rn of knowledge avai lable to us . But i f we expect 

something of th i s s o r t t o happen iii the future too we are 

coming to p r ed i c t i ons . On the bas is of past experience we 
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formulate a general theory as applying not only to the 

past and the present but a lso to the future and on th is 

bas i s ve make a predic t ion to the e f fec t that the event 

in question wouli take p lace . 

Then vhat i s the e s s e n t i a l difference betveen an 

explanation and a p red ic t ion . While the explanation re fe r s 

to soflBthing already known to be t r u e , the predic t ion i s a 

coamitment to knoxdng -what i s going to happen in the fu ture . 

This may be a difference supe r f i c i a l l y from out-s ide but 

i f v?e look at the i n t e rna l l y of explanations and predict ions 

ve f a i l to find any e s s e n t i a l d i f fe rence . In e i t h e r case 

ve have a general theory avai lable -which must be v e i l 

confirmed. We have fac t s vhich ve can s t a r t v i t h and ftom 

the theor ies and f^cts known to us x.'e ̂ duce a c e r t a i n nev 

f a c t . Here the logic of the problem i s concerned, there i s 

no e s s e n t i a l d i f fe rence . 

However the difference betveen explanation and pre­

d ic t ions ve can account for in the fact tha t vhi le explana­

t ions are r e t ro spec t i ve , predic t ions are prospect ive . Expla­

nat ions are re t rospec t ive since i t cons i s t s in reveal ing the 

essence of the object studied showing that the object tha t 

i s explained obeys a ce r ta in lav or l avs , ii.xplanation i s 

c lose ly connected v i t h d e s c r i p t i o n . But predic t ion i s pros­

pect ive since i t looks towards the future v i th s c i e n t i f i c 
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mulate a general theory as applying not only to the past 

and the present bat a lso to the future and pred ic t that 

the event in question vould take p lace . 

I t i s a l so to be noted tha t there are no general 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c features of a l l explanat ions . Every expla­

nat ion i s d i f fe ren t froia t t e next , d i f fe ren t in purpose 

and so usually d i f fe ren t in s t r u c t u r e . Explaining soo^thing 

i s not to ia5)ly that we could ha-ve predicted i t , nor i s 

i t to in5)ly that ve can predic t future cases l ike i t . But 

a predic t ion i s often possible without any explanation being 

intended at the same t ioB. 

Tp SuflB Upi 

We s ta ted i&ith the basic assumption of science tha t 

there are lavs of na tu re . On the discussion of i t ve saw 

vhat i s 'Lav;' and that led us to the search for cause l 

l a v s . Me a l so discussed the cojnplete cause and the spec i f ic 

cause. Then we saw the d i f ferent views on causal i ty t h a t 

of materialism vhich maintains the objec t iv i ty and univereal i . 

ty of cause while subject ive idealism which denies c a u s a l i t y . 

Whereas Hume recognised causa l i ty as a necessary r e l a t i o n . 

Be dea l t in d e t a i l s Hume's c a u s a l i t y . For Eums a cause i s 
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an object precedent and contiguous to another and so united 

v'ith i t , tha t the idea of the one determined the mind to 
form the idea of the o ther , and therefore causal r e l a t i o n s 

So 

are not matters of d i r e c t observation, and te» bas is h is Ke 

s t r e s s on invar iable r e l a t i o n and r e g u l a r i t y . 

We preceded to understand tlie terminologies that 

underline ths above discossion v i z . , about Fact and Theory. 

And \se came to the conclusion tha t ' a fact i s always a s ingle 

th ing while a theory i s generally a s ta tement . 

Then we concentrated on explanations and predic t ions 

in na tu ra l sc iences . We sav of good and bad explanat ions . 

And our concern was whsthor a s c i e n t i f i c ej^planation i s 

adequate ? Via sav many d i f f i c u l t i e s in the adequacy of 

s c i e n t i i i c explanations and predic t ions l ike inadequacy of 

law, inaccuracies of fac ts a t hand, rounding e r r o r s , e r rors 

in ca lcu la t ion and the uncercainity p r inc ip l e . 60 ue caa® 

to the conclusion t h a t oar lavs x^'hether stat&diticai or 

causa l Suifer frois severe l imi ta t ions in predic t ion and i t s 

accuracy. 

And f inal ly ve dis t inguisned between explanations 

and p red ic t ions . And we saw tha t while the explanation 

r e f e r s to something already knov;n to be t rue , the predic t ion 

i s a commitment to knowing what i s going to happen in the 
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fu ture . Ana a predic t ion i s possible v i thout any explanation, 

Which now leads us to the need to understand the meaning and 

c r i t e r i a of determinism. 



CfiAPIER - I I I 



MEAiaiNî  MiD CSirEiiElA OF DETMIMIHISM 

In ordinary parlance we could make a d i s t i nc t i on 

between two kinds of events tha t places a l l the occurences 

of our universe exclusively and exhaustively i n t o two 

c l a s s e s , namely ' ac t ions and events ' . Vihen we think of 

human act ions we intend to think of bodily moveoiants and 

phys ica l changes tha t take p lace . For example voting in 

an e l e c t i o n , making promises signing a contract or deed, 

choosing a pair of s h i r t s catching a t r a i n , paying a b i l l 

e t c . All these c e r t a i n l y involve physical mogements and is 

ofcourse the outcoo© of human decisions and choices . Exam­

ples of events or happenings are ec l ipses of the sun or 

moon, showers of r a i n , earthquakes, hear t bea t s , sunrise 

or sunset e t c . tha t occur characterjfefitically without human 

in t e rven t i on . 

We a l l feaiow tha t some events are within our f u l l 

con t ro l and soa^ p a r t i a l l y within oar con t ro l and some not 

within our con t ro l . The happenings of the world t ha t occur 

according t o the Laws of nature and even th i s could be con­

t r o l l e d by applying the s c i e n t i f i c knox^ledge. Only the 

f i r s t group i s a f i e ld for choice. The other two requires 

more than choice to be brought under our con t ro l . The psoblem 

of free w i l l has ar isen in par t from put t ing under c r i t i c a l 

sc ru t iny the naive d i s t i nc t ion betv;een actions and happenings 
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or events ^i th which ve have s t a r t e d . The necessi ty for 

th i s c r i t i c a l scrut iny has ar isen from tvo main sources 

namely the groi-ith of na tu ra l science and some considera­

t ions about the future events , l o ther«i i s the debate 

about free w i l l and determinism. 

The debate can often and in confusion since ve do 

not take the trouble to get c l ea r about the neanings of 

the terms used in the ques t ions . As i s the case , before 

we can tackle the main issue vie have to ask a vhole range 

of preSiiminary questions l i ke what exactly i s to count 

as 'choosing freely* in a s i t u a t i o n ? And what precisely 

i s 'determinism' ? How can we know i f SOQKJthing i s an 

• inevi table consequence* of what precedes i t ? e t c . and so 

our a t t en t ion s h a l l focus in t h i s chapter on the meaning 

and c r i t e r i a of determinism. 

To say tha t the human act ion i s determined means 

t h a t a) ' even t s ' have causes i . e . , an act ion or event i s a 

member of causal sequences that i t follows tha t with causal 

necess i ty from the precedent factors which are iden t i f i ed 

as i t s causes, b) determinism implies that the agent 'could 

not have done other-wise . That i t was impossible to choose 

an a l t e rna t ive course of ac t ion . In th i s argument the question 

about the log ica l s t a tus of 'could ' a r i s e s . What kind of 
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•could not have done • ? I s i t a l o g i c a l coald ? We s h a l l 

discuss i t in the chapter on Free ^ i l l . 

For our purpose we st ial l keep the meaning of de ter ­

minism as that 'we are causally determined m every respect . 

I f follows from th i s that ve do not choose freely and so 

are not responsible . 

Var i e t i e s of Determinism;-

There are a t l e a s t five v a r i e t i e s of determinism 

we might examine naoffily: 1) Logical determinisai 2) psycho­

l o g i c a l determinism 3) Theological determinism k-) E th ica l 

determinism and 5) Piiysical Determinism. 

We sha l l j u s t pass by the f i r s t four v a r i e t i e s of 

determinism and discuss in d e t a i l our topic i . e . , the 

physical determinism. 

Logical Determinism: 

The pr inc ip les of logic are presupposed in a l l 

human thought and discourse . They appear t o be necessary 

and t r u e . Let us begin with the three Lavs of Thought l a id 

down by A r i s t o t l e , 
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1. The Law of Ident i ty (A i s A ) 

2 . The Lav of l*) on-contradict ion (Nothing can be both 

A and not - A ) 

3 . The L&v of Excluded Middle (Everything i s e i t h e r 

A or not-A). 

They are fundamental because i f they vere not t rue , 

none of the other t ru ths could be formulated or even thought 

of. In everything ve say v;e presuppose that A i s A, For 

exampfe i f ve speak of a t a b l e , ^e are presupposing tha t 

the table i s a t a b l e . I f the table were not a table thtjn 

vhat could we even be ta lking about ? Again i f v;e say tha t 

a Square i s a c i r c l e , ve are in ef fect saying tha t the 

figure i s both four-sided and not foun^sided which i s to 

con t rad ic t ourse lves . That i s , we are v io la t ing the Law 

of Kon-contradiction which says that nothing can be both 

A and not-A. 

As we have s t a t ed the three laws, they have to do 

with th ings , r e l a t i o n s , proper t ies e t c . in the world. 

Sometij^s, they ar-j forraulated as t ru ths about p ropos i t ions . 

Law of Iden t i ty : I f p then p 

Law of Non-contradiction ; Hot, both p and not-p 

Law of Excluded Middle : i l i ther p or not-p 
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In other words: i f a proposi t ion i s t r ue , then i t 

i s tKue: No propositon i s both true and not - t rue and every 

proposi t ion i s e i the r true or n o t - t r u e . There i s an advan­

tage in th i s formulation in that the three laws can now 

be used as ru les of inference in the log ica l deduction of 

p ropos i t ions . 

The man in t^a s t r e e t who says 'What i s the use of 

worrying ? \ihat w i l l be, w i l l bo» i s ce r t a in ly true and 

indeed i s a t ru th of log ic . Thus we end up in t t^ hard 

fora of. 'determinism* namely ' fa tal isoj* which s t a t e s e i t he r 

empty l o g i c a l t ru ths that cannot bear on the r e a l i t i e s of 

experience or e lse realies on false or inco25)lBte premises. 

By looking at the f a t a l i s t argument we can see that though 

i t i s log ica l ly true i t t e l l s us not|)ing about our r e a l 
world. For exaasple the s a i l o r who says tha t i t i s point less 
for hia to learn to swim because i f he i s not going to be 

drowned, the ^ 1 1 w i l l be unnecessary and i f he i s going to 

be drowned, i t w i l l be use less , i s not simply r e i t e r a t i n g 

tbe log ica l t ru th t ha t the future vi 11 be as i t i s going 

to be. He i s neglect ing an important fac tual t r u t h namely 

tha t the possession of the s k i l l majr- actuall>' save his l i f e . 

Thus re ly ing only oh accepted pr inc ip les of c l a s s i c a l 

l o g i c , the log ica l determlnis ts t ry to e s t ab l i sh tk&t i f 

any event in the future w i l l in fact occur, then i t i s true 

file:///ihat
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a t any time, p r io r to or subsequent to the event , tha t 

i t occurs . Thus i f proposi t ions about the future can be 

t rue or f a l s e , the events to which they refer «iust occur 

by necess i ty . 

Psvcholpeical Deter minis m: 

Psychology i s a science dealing witn the laws govern­

ing the or igin and functioning of the psychic r e f l ec t ion 

of objective r e a l i t y of man's a c t i v i t y and behaviour. I t s 

na tu ra l s c i e n t i f i c bas is i s the theory of the ref lec tory 

mechanisms of the b r a i n . 

The defenders of psychological determinism r e f e r to 

thw working hypothesis of psychology tha t there i s no 

ment&l s t a t e without a corresponding b r a i n - s t a t e , t ha t 

the b r a in - s t a t e i s to be regarded as explanation of the 

mental s t a t e . The successive aenta l s t a t e s have no quant i ­

t a t i v e measurable r e l a t i o n s and that to the preceding 

mental s t a t e . Thus the chain of physical causation i s un­

broken. 

Theological DetermlnisBi 

God i s omnicient. He therefore knov/s what 1 am going 

t o do before I do i t and there i s nothing for me to do ex­

cept what He knows 1 am going to do. This doctr ine of the 
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foreknowledge of God i s held t o exclude the freedom of 

man's choice . But to deny that God has foreknowledge would 

be derogatory t o His d ign i ty . 

E th i ca l Determinismt 

A man's charac te r determines his ac ts and he i s 

responsible for the act of h is ovn. He coaaiittsd i t because 

being man he i s he could not have done otherwise. Al l our 

i n s t r u c t i o n , re-proof and correct ion of others pre-supposes 

that they oay be determined by such inf luences . Thus the 

whole ou t f i t of e t h i c a l categories may be read in determini­

s t i c terms and indeed are so read by many e t h i c a l thinkers 

beginning with Socrates who held tha t r i g h t ideas determine 

r i g h t conduct. 

Since our main concern being physical Determinism we 

s h a l l not discuss at length the above types of determinisms. 

Only a bare l ine thought i s given. Of course the arguments 

from the above d i f fe ren t sources are not and do not e s t ab l i sh 

the notion of determinism de fac to , which we s h a l l not 

dea l with . And so now we s h a l l focus our a t t en t ion on what 

physical Determinism i s ? 

PffifSICAL DETERMINISM. 

Physical Determinism i s the view tha t every even t in the 

universe i s the inev i tab le outcome of previous condi t ions , i t 
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i s imp l i c i t in t h i s formulation of determinism i s that 

Every event has a cause, i . e . , ev^ry event in the universe 

i s the inevi table outcome of previous condi t ions . 

To say that an event has a cause i s to say that 

there are universa l laws together with statements about 

i n i t i a l conditions preva i l ing at pa r t i cu l a r t imes, and that 

from these two together we can p red ic t an event which we w i l l 

c&ll sun e f f ec t . For exan5)le given that under thdi conditions 

x , y , a , iron expands when i t i s heated, and given tha t con­

d i t i o n s x , y , z , p reva i l and tha t th i s i s a case of iron being 

heated, we can make the predict ion tha t iron w i l l expand. 

Here we ha^e a typ ica l causal r e l a t i o n . The so-ca l led 'cause* 

i s then the event re fe r red to in the statement of causal 

cond i t ions . And these conditions are regarded as being su f f i ­

c ien t to explain the e f f ec t , i f i t i s a ful-blooded causal 

explanat ion, 

Vte may therefore formulate the idea of a cause 

as aji Suff ic ient Condition, tha t i s , as a s t a t e of a f fa i r s 

which i s suf f ic ien t to produce a ce r t a in e f f e c t . But the 

notion of a su f f i c i en t condition i s not without i t s problems. 

I f we think for a moment of a l l the necessary condit ions which 

together would count as a suf f ic ien t condition for , say the 

proper functioning of a car we w i l l r ea l i ze what kind of 

problems ttasse a r e . The numerous pa r t s of tho machine must 

be cor rec t ly assembled, and they must be working w e l l . They 
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must be a i r in the tyres and o i l where i t i s needed. Then 

v,e might vant to go on to say tha t even given tha t one had 

a machine in per fec t ronning order, the suf f ic ien t conditions 

of i t s proper functioning aiust include that tbere be a s u i t a ­

ble surface on v/hich to r ide i t , and a r ider e t c . Thus a 

statement of ' i n i t i a l condi t ions ' could become i n f i n i t e l y 

expandable and the idea of a su f f i c i en t condition o^aningless. 

The only s i sp ly s t a t ed su f f i c i en t condit ions are those 

descr ibing negative e f f e c t s . For exatnpie, to s t a t e that 

one one has removed one of the v/heels' of the car i s to 

s t a t e a su f f i c i en t condition for i t s not functioning proper ly . 

Therefore, what ve may understand frotn the discussion 

of a cause as a su f f i c ien t condit ion i s tha t i t s e f fec t 

must follow i t s occurrence, iiince i t s occurrence is seen 

as su f f i c i en t to guarantevi tha t e f f e c t . We might therefore 

say that given c e r t a i n i n i t i a l condit ions that i t i s ra ining 

here i s a su f f i c ien t condition for toy garden pa th i s being 

wet . The i n i t i a l conditions t t e t have to p reva i l can be summed 

up by saying that the path must be exposed to the r a i n , or 

t ha t the ra in must have access to the path. And so i t must 

not have been covered by a waterproof covering i t or arranged 

fortiany people to hold umbrellas over i t , or invented a 

low-level h o t - a i r device that evaporated the ra in j u s t before 

i t reaches the path . 
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Cotning back to the basic assumption of the science 

t h a t every evsnt has a cause i t vas believed that events 

occurred in orderly pa t te rns vihich could be formulated as 

causal or na tu ra l l avs . On the bas is of tuesy la^js and 

knowledge of the ac tua l causes a t vork accurate prediictions 

•would be cade, i n p r inc ip le any event could be predic ted . 
I t vas only the lack of knowledge of the laws or the present 

causes tha t litnited p red ic t ion . The theory asser ta in ing 

universal causation and t o t a l p r e d i c t a b i l i t y has been cal led 

determinism. 

For the de te rmin is t s , human actions are events as 

p red ic tab le as any other type of evont j u s t as the behaviour 

of water heated 100° centigrades can be predicted so in 

p r inc ip le the behaviour of tha persons too . The determinist 

vould admit that at the moment the l a t t e r so r t of predict ion 

cannot be made r e l i a b l y because ve lack the necessary exact 

lavs of human behaviour. But i t i s believed tha t the soc ia l 

sciences may find such laws and correct predict ions v?ill 

become poss ib le . 

The de terminis t ic notions f i r s t appeared in ancient 

philosophy and were most c lear ly postulated by Atomism. The 

conception of determinism was subs tan t ia ted and developed 

by Natural science and ma te r i a l i s t i c philosophy in the modern 
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ticBBS. Baplace,Bacon, Spinoza e t c , championed the cause of 

de te rminis t ic philosophy. Their determinism was necessar-ily 

machanistic and abs t rac t in confirtaity with the leve l of 

contemporary Natural Science, They believed tha t the forms 

of c ausa l i t y to be absolute and governed the laws of mach4nics. 

They iden t i f i ed causa l i ty aad necessi ty and dented the obje­

c t i ve character cf chance. 

The primit ive soc i e t i e s a t t r i bu t ed the observable 

na tu ra l changes to conscious agencies l ike the power oi 

gods or demons. But the r i s e of na tu ra l scienee gave a very 

d i f fe ren t kind of i n t e rp re t a t i on to the na tura l events . To 

the na tura l s c i e n t i s t s the changes in the universe are the 

outcome of causal r e g u l a r i t i e s tha t operate qui te independ­

ent ly of anyone's conscious choice or purpose. 

In the early stages of development of na tu ra l 

science a t ten t ion was on the physical world. The science 

tha t developed daring the nineteenth century shows that 

tne material world as a system of p a r t i c l e s moving and i n t e r ­

act ing according to t t e laws of na tu re . 

A nineteenth century mathematician Pierre de Laplace 

believed that our bodies are a pa r t of the physical na tu re , 

the workings of the human body necessar i ly depends on chemical 

r e a c t i o n . Digest ion, r e s p i r a t i o n , growth and development 
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can a l l be shovn to have a cheaical basis i d e n t i c a l v i t h 

t ha t of the animals or p lants or of the organic vor ld . Thas 

even the workings of oar brain and nerves on vhich actions 

and conscifcasness in a l l i t s "forms depend on the ordinary 

lavs of physics and chemistry. He vrote thasj 

"We ought then to regard the present s t a t e of 

the universe as the ef fec t of i t s antecedent 

s t a t e and the cause of the s t a t e that L& to 

follow. An in te l l igence knowing, at a given 

i n s t a n t of time, a l l things of vhich the univer­

se c o n s i s t s , vould be able to comprehend the 

act ions of the l a rges t bodies of the world and 

these of the l i g h t e s t atoms in one s ingle formula, 

provided Ms i n t e l l e c t were su f f i c i en t ly powerful 

to subject a i l data t o ana lys i s ; to hiaa, nothing 

would be under ta in , both past and future would be 

present in his eyes . The human mind in the perfec t ­

ion i t has been able to give to astrono.'ny affords 

a feeble out l ine of such an i n t e l l i gence" C;^uoted 

in Free Wil l , D.J.0. 'Connor p . 1 0 ) . 

Sc i en t i f i c determinism therefore depends upon facts 

about human knowledge. The quotation from Laplace c i ted 

above i s the c l a s s i c statement of th is pos i t i on . In recent 
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times too t h i s detertntnist t he s i s has bean s t a t ed in such 

form. For exac?)le, Prof. BridgDffln,in The Logic of Modern 

Physics x^rrote, "By Determinism, ve understand the bel ief 

tha t the fatui^e of vhole universe or of an i so la ted par t of 

i t , i s determined in terms of a complete descr ip t ion of 

i t s present condi t ions" . Ana according to^Determinism f©Pfw>a>v>ns 

j4Qg4^2 Schliete "the future can be completely predicted from 

the present" '(Philosophy of Mature ( t r a n s , by A.Von Zepjeline) 

p .$8 . Thexefore i f we knov the exact descr ip t ion of the 

present condition of a system and the laws governing the 

system then we can p red ic t the future system. 

iiow lot us make a qu^ry about thu s t a tu s and j u s t i f i c a ­

t ion of de te rmin is t ic view thai., every event in the universe 

i s the inev i tab le outcome of previous conditions i . e . , every 

event has a cause. That every event has a cause i s a view 

which i s coaaaonly held and through which we tend to regulate 

a l l or most of our a c t i v i t i e s . £o what I want to consider i s 

i t s ent i t lement to such widespread acceptance. What i s i t 

t ha t leads us to acknowledge the p r inc ip le so readi ly in our 

dai ly l ives ? 

Let us begin by a^Kipg what kind of claime *Every event 

has a cause ' ? I s i t a claim which depends on observation 

of what goes on in the \.;orld around us , the kind of claim I 

could check up on in the same way as I could check up on 

a c l a iu l ike every church has more than one door or i s i t 

a claim not dependent cai observation but on something e l se ? 
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The ansvei^ i s tha t the claim seems to be able 

t o be of e i ther kind in that i t snay depend e i the r on 

observation or not on observation. I f i t can be tes ted 

by the acquis i t ion of kno\^ledge through observation then 

given ce r ta in features i t i s an empirical hypothesis. 

That i s a theory based on observed f a c t s . But, i f t h i s 

part icuiai- claim does not depend on observation of \jhat 

takes place in the vor ld , then i t i s a metaphysical claiffl. 

Metaphysics i s sometioffis described o-s th«s study of 

*vhat i s t h s r e ' , bat t h i s can be confusing since the 

physical sc iences , in studying the physical universe, also 

study vhat is t he r e . The metaphysician dis t inguishes 

between physical facts and other kinds of fac ts and although he 

does not ignore the f i r s t i t i s v i t h the second Kind tha t 

he i s most concerned. One way of recognizing a cistaphysical 

question i s by recognizing that i t i s one vhich probably 

cannot be s e t t l e d by observation of the physical vor ld , 

and indeed, is ndt put forvmrd as a question to be s e t t l e d 

in that vay but only by vhat has been cal led the systeoiatic 

exerc ise of the understanding. We may think therefore of 

metaphysics as seeking an understanding of the conceptual 

scheme through vhich the world becooies i n t e l l i g i b l e to us . 
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The coftcept oi causality' beioac>s i-ith th i s scheme and a 

aiotaphysicai study of i t might consider vhat ve aiean by 

caasal l^y and examine j u s t how ve usu the causal pa t tern 

to organize oui' conception of the physical oiiiversc-. The 

exaalnaUon vould include an ai'^sessment of tbie scope and 

licnits of the concept and th is vould help our understand­

ing of i t s place in our schea^i of '-what i s t n s r e ' . This 

kind of aietaphyslcs has been cal led 'descr ip t ive metaphysics' 

by Prof. P. F. I t r avson vhicn aim to lay bare ttemosb 

general featurtiS of our conceptual s t ruc tu re and distingui^-^h-

es i t froci 'revisionaf> metaphysics ' . 

The posi t ive asser t ion that eve^y et,-jnt has a cause 
belongs v i th revisionary orataphysics vhich as i t s naaa 

suggests , i t aiais to provide as with nev or revised scnemes 

for understanding the vorld . The metaphysical systems of 

£ pinoza and ia ibnia ar^ the oioct obvious exaaiplas of r e -

visionary metaphysics. Spinoza's conception oi the universe 

.•las being one substance m th i n f i n i t e a t t r i b u t e s of which 

two, thought and extension ysm a revis ion of the Cartesian 

tvo-substanc'3 scheme vhich luf t us v i t h tne t r icky probiem 

01 explaining how tvo d i s t i n c t substances couid i n t e r a c t . 

Le ibn iz ' s revision of the tvo-suDstance scheme was a scheme 

of an i n f i n i t e nutnDer of di f ferent substtmces, and his 

so lu t ion of tre problem of Doscartss ' /-I '^alism was to-say 
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Shat the substances aev^ do i n t e r a c t . All the changes 

t h a t take place i s in accordance v i t h t te pre-es tabl ished 

plan. 

Neither Spinoza nor Leibniz vork on the assumption 

tha t empirical observation could prove the correctness or 

otherwise of the i r metaphysical scheoKJs, Certainly they 

r e f l ec t ed careful ly upon che physical vor ld . jiut i t was 

an underlying s t ruc tu re for i t s existence tha t they sought 

in t h e i r metaphysics. I t i s as i f aicfa a metaphysician 

says ; •Look, the ult imate nature of the world i s l ike t h i s : 

the vorld f i t s i n t o th is scheme that I put forward to you' 

And the scheme might include the claim that the causal 

p r inc ip l e s govern events in the vor ld . But the p l a u s i b i l i t y 

of the claim vould r e s t ra ther more in i t s coherence with 

es tab l i shed ways of thinking about the vor ld , than on 

Supporting empirical evidence. Yet the empirical evidence 

would not be en t i r e ly discounted as support . 

Here there i s a connection between a metaphysical 

claim and empirical s t a t e s of ai f a i r s in tha t the former is 

often intended as a fu l le r account or explanation of the 

l a t t e r but t te connection i s not e a s i l y e luc ida ted . That 

d i f f i c u l t y cannot be tackled now. At th is stage we should 

simply note that the ' /metaphysician's main task i s to argue 
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povierfully for his analysis or scheme, in order to shov; 

t h a t however f an tas t i c i t s s t ruc tu re may appear as when 

Leibniz conceives of us a l l as vindowless monads that do 

not i n t e r a c t i t never theless dust be j u s t as he says and 

any apparent contradic t ion of i t by physical facts i s not 

a genuine contradic t ion but the r e s u l t of our inadequate 

knowledge of the underlying r e a l i t y . The metaphysician does 

not ignore s t a t e s of a f f a i r s t h a t obtain in the physical 

universe , but his concern i s not \cith a s c i e n t i f i c i n v e s t i ­

gation of tham. 

£fflpir4,ffa;L, ..GJkajjns; 

Nov l e t us see vhat i s the s t a tu s of the 

deter tninis t ic claioi tha t 'every event has a cause* ? When 

i t i s a s c i e n t i f i c or empirical claim i t depends on obser­

vation and so put forvard as an empir ical hypothesis . I t 

has been argued by, Prof. Popper that a l l empir ical s t a t e -

iBB nts must be f a l s i f i a b l e . This demand a r i s e s from a pro­

blem of jus t i fy ing the conclusions of inductive arguments. 

For instance i f ve have the premiss 

Every mule that has been observed has a heart 

And conclude from i t t h a t : 

hvary mule has a h e a r t . 

Here ve havejuroped to a conclusion from the many times exami­

nat ion of mules and the i r having h e a r t s , iiut most of the dead 
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mules of the past and most of the unborn mules of the future 

are inaccessible to examination. 

Thus Poppers argument i s tha t laws such as 'Every mule 

has a hea r t ' and 'Every event has a cause ' e t c , can never be 

conclusively ver i f ied hence they are to be admitted to the 

c l a s s of empirical statements which must be able to be tes ted 

by observation. One single contrary instance would ba enough 

to fa l s i fy a universal s tatement. So one case of a mule without 

a hear t would e n t i t l e us to say tha t 'Jivery mule has a hear t 

i s f a l s e . ' 

Then what count as an uncaused event ? How would we 

discover i f a given event had occurred m thout a cause ? 

Most of the time in dal ly Mfe we unhesi ta t ingly assign to 

events and their causes . And i f we come across something 

mysterious that seems to have happened out of the blue, then 

our commpn-sense tendency i s not to a s se r t the absence 

of causes but to assume causes and asse r t our ignorance of 

what they a r e . Vie do not seem to have any c r i t e r i a for 

recognizing an uncaused event . There i s no way of e s tab l i sh ing 

e i t h e r i t s t r u th or i t s f a l s i t y and i f th is i s so tnen i t i s 

not acceptable as an empirical hypothesis. This kind of 

c r i t i c i s m of causa l i ty and determinism has sometimes evoked 

a sense of r e l i e f in would-be l i b e r a t a r i a n s . But ofcourse, 
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th i s i s a debate -we are examining and so the de terrain i s t 

bas r e p l i e s to make to his c r i t i c s , 

A sioipler though less far-reactiing c r i t i c i s m of 

s c i e n t i f i c deterministo a r i ses from considering exact ly 

vhat ve mean by saying tha t e w n t s of a c e r t a in type are 

p r e d i c t a b l e . The standard exampltjs of such events are those 

vhich f a l l v i t h in a well eveloped science l ike physics or 

astronoiky. I t i s comoion knowledge tha t the range of events 

t ha t can in p rac t i ce be predicted i s very l imi ted. Never­

t h e l e s s , i t has sometimes been suggested tnat these l imi ­

t a t ions can be progress i \e ly removed by increasing our 

knOT/ledge of the lavs of nature or by ia^rovin^ the techni-

cques of observation by which we c o l l e c t our data or by 

improving our methods of ca lou la t ion . In o ther words, that 

these l imi t s are mere de facto p r a c t i c a l r e s t r i c t i o n s on 

our present knowledge and are not r e s t i ' i c t ions ' in p r inc ip le» , 

Then what conditions must be s a t i s f i ed before we 

would accept a claim tha t a given event had been predicted ? 

I t i s easy enough to l i s t the e s s e n t i a l ccmditions. To 

j u s t i f y a claim tha t I had predicted a ce r t a in event E tha t 

had occurred a t time T2, I should have to show: 
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1. that a time T1 pr ior to T2 I had described £ and 

s t a t ed that i t vould occur a t T2 

2 . That a t time Tl I possessed evidence tha t ^justified the 

predict ion and 

3 . t ha t 1 ac tual ly deduced from th is evidence by a val id 

process of inference, the statement embodying the pre­

d i c t i o n . 

In the above i f only (1) alone was s a t i s f i e d then \je 

should ao t be -wiLlinj^ to say tha t iS had been predicted in 

any s c i e n t i f i c sense . I t i s only a forecast or prophecy. 

Buc i f both (1) and (2) were s a t i s f i e d , than the statement 

embodying the pradic t ion had been drava frooi the evidence 

by a legi t imate process of reasoning. Thus predic t ions may 

vary in a number of vjays. They may be more or less accu­

r a t e in the i r descr ipt ion of the event and in the time to 

vhich i t i s assigned,and the descr ip t ion may be more or 

l e s s complete. Moreover predic t ions may be the outcorra 

of varying s o r t s of inference . A c r i t i c oiight be prepared 

to deny to any ostensible predict ion the s t a t u s claio^d 

for i t on the ground that the descciption of r. or the time to 

which i t was assigned w§.s too vague or too inaccurate or 

because the argument by which the predic t ion x̂ as drawn from 

i t s evidence was log ica l ly unsa t i s fac tory . 
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These c r i t e r i a are reasonable enough but they are 

qui te i!i?)recise. Moreover, the i r impression i s auch that 

ve have no way of removing i t . As a consequence, ve cannot 

maintain the close connection tiiat i s commonly supposed 

to ex is t between the concepts of deteroinisffl and pred ic t ­

a b i l i t y although we s e t t l e on pragmatic grounds the c r i t e r i a 

t h a t . a r e acceptable in pract ice in any branch of sc ience . 

Any ostensible predic t ion may sa t i s fy to a greater or l e sse r 

degree the standards mentioned above. There are no •well-

es tab l i shed ru les of logic or.common use tha t enable us to 

say in any disputed case •whether a gi-ven candidate to the 

t i t l e i s a genuine predic t ion or no t . I t is a matter of 

more or less ra ther than yes or noi We vould l ike to have 

de f in i t e ru les that vould give us a def in i te ansver to 

the question - What i s a g&Jiuine predic t ion ? Predic t ions 

are not na tu ra l features of the a^orld vo recognize and 

c l a s s i f y . They are hunan performances and i t i s ve T̂ ho 

decide what should count as such a performance. 

Pred ic tab le in P r i n c i p l e : -

l e t us now look at the more elusi•v^^ notion of 

"Predictable in p r inc ip l e " and i t s supposed relevance to 

determinism. To c a l l c e r t a in types of events "predictable 

in p r i n c i p l e " . Instead of simply c a l l i n g them " p red ic tab le" 

tends to minimize the important difference between e^vents 
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knox^ledge were greater or our techniques of ca lcula t ion 

more e f f i c i e n t . Theire are many kinds of events l i ke t i d e s , 

ec l ipses e t c . than can be exact ly foretold by the present-day 

s c i e n t i s t s but tha t were not accurately predic table or 

even predic table a t a l l by s c i a i t i s t s of e a r l i e r tioKis, 

And there are many types of happenings or events l ike 

earthqua&es, volcanic eruptions e t c , tha t are not predictable 

by contea^orary s c i e n t i s t s but siay become so in the fatore 

given b e t t e r techniques of observation and ca l cu la t ion . 

Are ve to say tha t these are "predictable in p r inc ip le" ? 

To say that a c e r t a i n event that ve cannot nov 

predic t i s never theless predic table in p r inc ip le may be 

merely to make the hypothetical statement l ike i f ve had 

the necessary evidence and could make su i t ab le deductions 

from i t , we should be able to describe the event in advance 

and say when i t would occur. We could have done i f ve knew 

enough. But such statements are true only because they are 

empty of ccMitent, 

I s there any sense of "predictable in p r i n c i p l e " tha t 

i s not vacuous ? Suppose we use the phcase to describe those 

events tha t are not a t present predic table but are reasonably 
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s imi la r to events ve can now p r e d i c t . For example given 

t h a t meterologtsts can predic t the weather in the i r 

v i c i n i t y for, saj? t\^?entyfoar hoirsf' ahead, ve might say 

tha t the local weather i s predic table in pr inc ip le over 

the next s ix months. We vould mean by th is that the events 

we cannot now pred ic t are c lose ly s imi la r to those we can, 

t ha t the laws of nature operate and tha t s imilar oBthods 

of observation and computation are required. But in such 

cases , there i s no important difference between those events 

p red ic tab le in p r inc ip le and those predic table in p rac t i ce . 

The f i r s t c l a s s i s larger than the second only to the extend 

t h a t reasonably forceable improvements in our predic t ive 

techniques w i l l bring events tha t cannot now be predicted 

v i t h i n our range. And that such improveoKsnts can be forseen 

i s a hypothesis tha t l ike any other can be confirmed or 

refuted by events . Lo the claim tha t a i i events are pre ­

d ic table i.'j e i t h e r false or empty of content . What l i e s 

within the range of human knowledge depends among other 

things on oar senses and our powers of reasoning, J3o doubt 

there are many things tha t are true about the universe 

and tha t l i e forever beyond the boundaries of human sense 

and reason. Perhaps our qual i f ied p r inc ip le of determinism 

i s one of these. 
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THE ££iMfeE QF MUST. 

Coming back to the idea of a cause as a su f f i c ien t 

condition i t follows tha t ' f f a cause i s a su f f i c ien t 

condi t ion, then i t s e f fec t most follow. That i s to say 

t h a t i f i t i s ra in ing then the ground must be v e t . Then 

the question here i s that 'What i s the sense of 'oiust' 

here ? 

There are severa l senses of the word 'tnast ' but we 

need not examine a l l of theo here . Consider the following 

reasoning: 

I f he i s a bachelor , then he must be unmarried. That 

'must ' i s a log ica l 'tnust' because i t follovs frotn the mean­

ing of the word 'bachelor* that the person to \tfhoffi the t i t l e 

co r rec t ly applies must be unmarried. I t i s logical ly t r u e . 

Let us examine the stateoient ' i f i t i s ra in ing the 

path must be wet I I t i s not a log ica l 'oiust' batoause i t 

does not follow from tr^ maaning of the word ' r a i n i n g ' t ha t 

the garden path must be wet. There may be d i f f i cu l ty in 

t h i s tha t someone might say tha t 'wetness ' i s p a r t of the 

meaning of the word ' r a i n i n g ' . This i s co r r ec t , but i t i s not 

thereby log ica l ly true t h a t because i t i s ra in ing then the 

garden path i s wet, Ihe t e s t of our statement i s made by 
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asking whether we would know tha t i t was always true withcsit 

having to go and look. And ve do not know sole ly by examina­

t ion of the meanings of the words that the statement i s t rue , 

we have to check kt by observation and so i t i s an eoipirical 

and not logical, »fflust«. The t ru th of th i s kind of statQtient 

i s known i a a d i f fe ren t way froa the t ru th of statements such 

as ' c i r c l e s never contain s t r a i g h t l ines, ' or bachelors are 

ttnmarried or »a l l swans are b i r d s ' e t c . In the case of the 

l a t t e r statements we do not have to inspect c i r c l e s , bachelors 

and birds lo t e s t for t ru th . Thus an empirical 'oiust' i s 

not l ike a log ica l 'must' and i f an event i s causally 

determined i t i s not tha t i t follows log ica l ly froa i t s 

causes . Logical connectiers hold between s ta tements , not 

between even ts . I f we now ask how we come to lay that a 

given event must follow upon a pa r t i cu i a r cause, the reply 

is found in the universa l i ty of na tu ra l laws. Because the 

sun always has r i s e n , organisms do always d i e , ra in makes 

things «et and so ,:on and we coa^ to say tha t they 'must' do 

s o . But i t i s always log ica l ly possible tha t they may do 

otherwise. These are matters of na tu ra l necess i ty , i n con­

t r a s t to those of l og i ca l necess i ty . , 

Here ve should be aware of a possible confusion of 

arguing logical ly using empirical ly grounded s ta teoBnts . 

V?hen we do th i s then log ica l r e l a t i o n s hold between those 
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statements of empirical f ac t , but the s t a ten^n t s themselves 

are not log ica l t r u t h s , ¥e may for instance argue tha t a l l 

elephants are grey. Jumbo i s an elephant and therefore Jumbo 

i s grey. The tixree statements employed here are empirical 

but the r e l a t i o n between-the s ta ts ments i s a l og ica l one. 

physical and Logical necess i ty ; 

What has t h i s to do Uith causal deteroiination ? 

I t i s in t h i s respect t n a t i f 1 say tha t the ra in i s t)ss 

cause of the gSEden pa th ' s being wet or that because 

i t i s ra in ing then the garden path mast be ve t 1 am not 

saying tha t i t i s log ica l ly necessary that the garden path i s 

v e t . The statetaent ' i t i s r a i n i n g ' does not e n t a i l the 

s ta tement ' the garden path i s v e t ' . And to say ve care 

causa l ly determineci in a l l we do i s not to say tha t i t i s 

l og ica l ly necessary that ve do a l l vre do. Again, i t i s a 

physical or na tu ra l necess i ty of vhich we speak and not a 

l o g i c a l one. 

Parti of the pre-Huais sophistry abosat na tu ra l necessi ty 

consis ted in the be l i e f that the causal aaxifn, 'Every event 

has a cause ' -was a log ica l t ru th of the sao^ kind as 'Bvery 

bachelor is an unoarried male*. This i s c lear ly not c o r r e c t . 

The idea of an event i s the id3a of somijthing happening and 
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t h i s idea does not include che idea tha t there mast have 

toeen a cause of tha t happening. Here ve should not be con­

fused v i t h 'event* and ' e f f e c t ' . 'Every effect has a cause ' 

i s c e r t a in ly a log ica l t ru th since i f something is an ef fec t 

then i t i s something vhich i s caused. Eventhough i t i s a 

l og ica l t r u th tha t every ef fec t has a cause, t h i s does not 

mean tha t a pa r t i cu l a r cause is logica l ly re la ted to i t s 

pa r t i cu l a r e f f e c t . When Descrates applied /Iheat to the melting 

of ths -wax, theie i s nothint> in the sentence 'H-d applied 

heat to the wax tha t t e l l s us ' the va>: mel ted ' . Yet ve do 

speak of tte connection here as in sosse sense a necessary 

one in tha t ve say ' i f he heated t te vax i t must have mel ted ' . 

Pa r t of Hume's concern was $;ith analysing what we mean when 

we speak of tha t necess i ty , £ince the connection is not a 

log ica l one i t cnust a r i se in sotue non-logical way. fiuae 

argues that i t a r i s e s from our observation of regular con­

junc t ions . I t i s by constant ly observing processes l ike the 

melting of was by heat and the wetting of paths by ra in that 

we come to sâ * that heat or ra in necessar i ly bring about 

these respective s t a t e s . For Hume says " . . . .when many uniform 

instances appear, ard the saaie object i s always JTolloved by 

the same event; we then begin to en te r t a in the notion of 

cause and connection". (David Hume, Enquiries.Ed. £ely3igge- , 

Clarendon Press , Oxford, 1966. p . 78) . 



Hi:uae concludes tha t when î e speak of na tura l 

necess i ty the connection betinftjen events \rfhicb vQ say •taust* 

hold i s siaiply the connection oar minds tend to make once 

we have observed regular ly ccnnected events . A l l our ideas 

are derived from sense impressions but there i s no sense 

impression of t te necessary conjoining of events . The only 

sense iaipressions •̂ e can discover are of objects themselves. 

But ve becoos so accustomed to the regular c cm J unction of 

ce r t a in pa i r s of events that t t ^ idea or impression of one 

member of the pa i r i s associated v i t b the idea of the other 

member and i t i s scarcely poss ib le , as Hume puts i t , to 

prevent the mind from passing from one to the other . There­

fore ve cooB to say that the one mast be connected ^lith the 

o ther . This analysis of na tu ra l necess i ty forms the foundat­

ion of Hume*s ovn views on free w i l l «nd determinism or as 

he nao^s them as U.berty and Necess i ty . 

In the Enquiries Concerning Human Understanding Easae 

s t a t e his views on Liberty and necess i ty . I t i s base on the 

observation the way in which we a l l behave to each o ther . 

Hume Says tha t ve expect r e g u l a r i t i e s in the beha-giour of 

our fellow men j u s t as we expect them in nature and a l l 

phys ica l events . Me make the same s o r t s of inferences about 
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people as about the r e s t of the physical universe and even 

those ol us vho assor t in vords that v© are exeo^t frooi 

these fiegulasiitles in oar act ions reveal in.oar~ prac t ice 

tha t we agree to ' the doctr ine of necessi ty* as he out l ines 

i t . 

By the »iloctrine of necessity* ha ojsans the bel ief 

t a a t c-*rtaia events v i l l always be folxovad b^ ce r t a in 

other even ts , a be l ief acquired through observation of the 

regular conjunction of those sv!3r4ts. iiis point i s iha t our 

behavtoor to others shows tha t j u s t us ve come to expect the 

production of a flao© frosa tne s t r i k i n g of a oatch so ue 

expect in our fellow a©n ce r t a in act ions to follow froo 

ce r t a in aiotives. We infe r fTota ©otive to action and from 

acticai to fflotive in the sataa vay as ve infer fi'ofn the stri.xing 

of a match to i t s burning and from i t s burning to i t s being 

s t ruck . 

His ej^planation of why 'we v i l i not acknowledge t h i s 

in vords , eventhough ve acknowledge i t in p r a c t i c e , i s that 

w© tend to think Vihen we observe things outside ourselves 

tha t we see oetween conjoined events a connection tha t i s 

more powerful and binding thass j ^ r e constant conjunction. 

tet when we r e l e c t on our own conduct we have no sanse or 

awareness of a sicatlar bin4ing connection between our motives 
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and oar ac t ions . And so we say tha t oar act ions are es&mpt 

from those connections because ^̂ 8 do not feel a l ink betT«r©en 

them. Bat in f ac t , Mume i s of the view tha t , i t i s the sase 

for everything and everyone and the regu la r i ty we observe 

in matters ex te r io r t o ourselves appl ies to ourselves as 

we l l . But in a l l things th i s r e g u l a r i t i y i s nothing more 

than constant conjunction between c e r t a i n events , and the 
tendency of our minds to in fe r from one to another of the 

conjoined events . This i s what necess i ty or necesisary conne­

c t i on amounts to on fiume*s ana lys i s . ^ 

I f human action i s and a l l changes in matter are 

e n t i r e l y subject to n a t u r a l necess i ty a question a r i s e s as 

to what wre mean when ve say we have l i b e r t y , Hume defined 

l i b e r t y hot as conduct tha t i s exempt from na tu ra l necess i ty , 

but as conduct in which we are free to do what we want to 

do . Ofcourse what ve vant to do i s necess i ta ted in the sense 

of necess i t a t ion he has outlined a l ready. But we say we 

are free when we are not r e s t r a ined from doing what we vant 

to do and when we are not a>a?)elled to do something we 

do not want. 

Pb.lections t o Hume's Hatural necess i ty and L ibe r tv i -

We could think of two possible objections tha t be 

made against Hume's account, The f i r s t objection i s tha t 
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say someone might say tha t l i be r ty cons is t s not in merely 

being able t o do what one vants to do but in actions which 

are exeaq^t from necess i ty and f a l l i n to occasions of chance. 

But Hume s e t s ^ o u t demolishing tte notion of daance saying 

tha t there i s no such thin^ because ' i t i s universal ly allowed 

t h a t nothing e x i s t s wi thoi t a cause of i t s exis tence*. 

Again Hume asser ted tha t 'Nothing e x i s t s without a 

cause of i t s existence* i . e . , 'Every event has a cause* 

which i s a log ica l t r u t h . Yet he offers no argument for tte 

a s se r t ion other than that i t i s ' un iversa l ly allowed*. This 

i s far from sa t i s fac tor j r . However, Hume's point i s t ha t i f 

nothing ex i s t s without a casase than there i s no such thing 

as chance. For chance consis ts of uncaused happenings. 

The second objection that might be made to Hume's 

account of l i b e r t y i s that a l thoigb everything may be 

caused, there are SOUB causes that do not necess i ta te and 

i t i s these tha t have to do with free ac t ions . Here Hume 

turns to the def in i t ion of a cause to counter the possible 

ob jec t ions , we cannot say what a cause i s without saying 

i t i s tha t which produces soo^thing, a necessary e f fec t and 

so to Speak of causes as not necess i t a t ing i s a con t r ad ic t ­

i o n , Tte ground of th i s arguc^nts i s firm. For i t i s to the 

l o g i c a l tauth of 'Every e f fec t tias a cause ' which Hume i s 

appeal ing. 
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All the time ve base to remember tha t Hams analyzes 

necess i ty as the regialar conjunction of ce r t a in events and 

the mstomary inferences ve make concerning thetn. Necessity 

i s no more than t h a t , 

TO SOM UPi 

Ue s t a r t e d with a d i s t i n c t i o n between * act ions and 

e v e n t s ' , which i f pa t under c r i t i c a l scrut iny ve end up in 

the free-will-determinism debate , which led us to the 

discussion en the osaning and c r i t e r i a of determinism. He 

s t a t ed the two divergent views on determinism and came to 

the view that determinism meant for us tha t 'we are causal ly 

determined in every respec t ' i . e . , we do not choose f reely 

and so we are not respons ib le . 

Then we j a s t skipped through the fbor v a r i e t i e s of 

determinism namely the l og i ca l determinism, Psychological 

determinism. Theological determinism and i^thical determinism. 

And we focused oar a t t en t ion on the Physical Detertninism a t 

l eng th . 

We a l so examined souse arguments for and agains t 

determinism and the gro^ds of the claim 'Every egent has 

a c a u s e ' . Although there was no conclusive outcome to our 

examination the case for determinism appeared to be less 

d i f f i c u l t to challenge than i t seemed to be . However, i t 

i s c l e a r t h a t , we cannot afford to dismiss the thes i s of 

phys ica l detersiinism. I t has to be taken ser iously and may 

very well be t r u e . 
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Our discussion a l so t r i e d to look at the notions of 

' s u f f i c i e n t condit ion*, Predictable in p r inc ip l e* . We also 

considered the 'metaphysical claicns and the 'eoqpirical 

c l a i m s ' , Mext we considered thts difference betveen the 'must ' 

of n a t u r a l necess i ty and the 'must ' of log ica l necess i ty , 

We looked a t Hume's analysis of tha t 'necessary connection ' 

which we speak of as holding betirfeen ce r t a in e-yents, and 

a l so a t his views on l i be r t y and necess i ty . 

HuoBS' analysis of na tu ra l necess i ty provided us with 

a polQt that w i l l acquire increas ing importance sia we go on 

with th i s enquiry: t ha t log ica l connecticms do not hold 

between events . But ^hat r e a l l y enables us to take the next 

s t ep i s sotsething tha t i s a consequence of Hume's account of 

l i b e r t y and necess i ty , Hume, as we have seen, believed that 

men are in noway exeo^t from necess i ty . He held that ''the 

conjunction between motives and voluntary act ion i s as r e ­

gular and uniform as that> between the cause and ef fec t in 

any p a r t of na tu re" , (Enquir ies , concerning human understanding 

p , 8 8 ) . 

Thus he was a deter minis t in so far as he thought tha t 

men are not in any way exeoi^t from n a t u r a l law. At the same 

time he held that t h i s does not mean tha t men are without 
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l i b e r t y because by l i b e r t y we mean * a power of act ing or 

not ac t ing , according to tte determination of the w i l l " . 

%or he sa id t h a t " i f we choose to remain at r e s t , we o a j ; 

i f we choose to move, we a lso may." That i s what i t i s to 

be f r ee , a t any r a t e for Hume. 

So for Hume, l i be r t y i s not opposed to necess i ty but 

to c o n s t r a i n t . This pa ts in question tixs assai^ption t h a t 

i f ve are wholly determined then we are not f r ee . This leads 

us to the coti^jatibility thes is or ' so f t determinism' as 

i t i s often ca l l ed . Bo a l o t depends up(» what we understand 

by the freedom of the w i l l . 



cMi'sm . IV 



A day rareiy passes in vhich ve do not make s t a t e ­

ments-blaming or Of** excusing son© aspect of either ouir 

ovn or someone e l s e ' s behaviour. Vie can remea^er numerous 

instances vheire we have either held a person responsible 

for vhat he has done in a certain si tuation or have excu. 

sed him from responsibili ty depending upon certain con­

ditions in existence before and during the commission of 

the act . For exao^le i f ve tî ere to learn that Tom, vhom 

ve know to be a Kleptomanic, has stolen a vatch, ve would 

most likely excuse his action and even va might take steps 

to see that he receives proper psychiatric treatment. On 

the other hand, suppose a room-mate named Bavi, whom ye 

know quite well has no record df a similar ossntal disorder, 

very methodically scheces and s teals (s^ prize camera then 

te t r ies to shif t the blame to someone e l se . In this case 

we would most likely to get annoyed and would take steps 

to bring him to just ice and punished soma way for his act . 

I f we were to just ify the different treatments we 

accorded to Too and Havi we might resort to an explanation 

along the following l ines . Tom is a poor chap. He could 

not help what he does when he s t ea l s . He i s not free to 
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r e f r a in from s t e a l i n g . He acts involunta r i ly when i t comes 

t o such th ings . In e f f e c t , he i s forced to do ^^hat he did 

Jus t as much as i f someone had made him s t e a l a t the point 

of a gun. Surely i f a person does something not of h i s own 

free w i l l . 

Ravi on the o t t ^ r hand acted on his own free wi. 1 1 , 

He ^ e w tti&t he was doing because te planned for days in 

order to perpe t ra te his crime and to get away with i t . He 

was not forced a t a l l . Be was free t o take or not to take 

i t . 

The L iber ta r i ans maintains tha t i t i s des i rable to 

r e t a i n our notions of moral p ra i se and blac^ in order to 

preserve meaningful d i s t i n c t i o n s between what i s morale 

r i g h t and morally wrong. Part of what i s meant by saying 

tha t a given act i s morally wrong in tha t the agent deserves 

moral blame and t h a t the act ought not to have been done. 

But how can cK)ral obl igat ions and moral pra i se or blame 

make any sense i f a i l of a person ' s act ions are caused by 

fac tors outside his control 7 I t would be senseless and 

grossly unfair to hold a person accountable fcsr ac t ions he 

cannot help coatmitting. I f we say that Hari ought not to 

have done X, we la^ly tha t he could have chosen to do other 

than X but f ree ly chose to do X anyway, T t o ^ f o r e inorder to 
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p r e s e n t jaan*s s t a t u s as a moral agent ,t?e must preserve the 

not ion tha t a freo act in one which or^xiates v i t h i n son» 

p a r t of the agent*s personiality vhich i s not nerely the 

product of heredity and environaent . factors ov»r vhich ha 

has no c o n t r o l . 

So a freeact i a defined "as orie which or ig ina tes 

so le ly i n tha t area of human persona l i ty vhich i s hot the 

r e s u l t of heredity and environa©ntal f ac to r s " (The Activity 

of Philosophy - Fred A, te'estphal p .132) . Any act \*hich 

happens because of the determining in|12uiences vrithin or 

wlthc^t the agent cannot be considered to be f r ee , The 

ordinsury man.at l e a s t bel ieves t h a t there i s soo^thing 

for ^hich he i s responsible even a f t e r allovances are made 

for his inhe r i t ed t r a i t s and possibly an unwholesome 

environoent. We can held Ravi responsible for s t a l i n g the 

caniera only i f he could have dona otherwise, 

I think the l i t e r t a r i a n claim runs something l i l ^ 

t h i s : 

I am free in those s i t u a t i o n s i n vhich I could have 

done otherwise. 1 do not siean by t h i s tha t one or some of 

the circumstances would have had to be d i f fe ren t in order 

for me to have done otherwise, but tha t i n prec ise ly the 

c i rcuas tances tha t obtained I could have done otherwise. 
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Having f ree -wi l l means not Jus t that there i s an absence 

of r e s t r a i n t or compulsion in the s i t u a t i o n but a l so that 

there i s more theui one course ac tua l ly open t o me. 

I^ t us place alongside t h i s claim the statement of 

determinism t h a t : 

Every event has a cause 

Every human acticm i s an event 

Every human action i s caused 

Any event tha t i s caused could not have happened 

otherwise t h ^ i t d id . 

^ *, No human acticm could have happened otherwise 

than i t d id . 

When ve. compare the l i b e r t a r i a n claim with tha t s t a t e , 

ment of determinism i t i s c lear that the Qore required by 

l i be r t a r i an i sm i s c(»itMned in the phrase ' there i s more 

than aae course ac tua l ly open to me. 

That requirement stands i n opposition to the de te r -

minist conclusion tha t *no human act ion can happen otherwise" 

The l i b e r t a r i a n says tha t doing what one we^ts to do withoat 

in te r ference i s par t of the n^anlng of ac t ing flreely. But 

genuine freedom of choice and action a l so oaans tha t there 

are genuine a l t e rna t i ve s before one, in that once choice 



i t s e l f i s not pre-deter mined. I t i s a refusa l t o count as 

a free action something vhich i s the inev i tab le outcome of 

previous circumstances. 

In to the, smooth seqaenc© of the determinis t argument 

the l i b e r t a r i a n must somevhere derive a vedge so tha t ve 

are not bound to accept the determinist conclusion. We know 

tha t the detereainist has a va l id form, fend so i t i s open 

nov to the l i b e r a t a r i a n t o question the t ru th of i t s premises, 

and thus to make so&te ground on vhich his o\<;n claim eiay 

s tand . 

The following questions v i z , : 

(1) Are act ions events ? and 

(2) Could I have done Otherwise ? 

c a s t doubts on the t ru th of any of the premises t i^n the 

business of wedge- dr iving has begun. 

I f a challenge to the asse r t ion tna t act ions are events 

can be upheld then a further question can be ra i sed about ' 

vhether human act ions can be classed with the events as f a l l i ng 

under the causal p a t t e r n . And so doubt can then be cas t on the 

determinis t conclusicm. . 

There i s another reason for choosing to look in some 

d e t a i l a t the ways in vhich philosophers have challenged the 
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asse r t ion that ac t ions are even t s . This reason i s tha t the 

issue i s of a type that i s cen t r a l i n many discussions in 

the philosophy of mind, Tt& kind of d i s t i nc t i ons tha t are 

dravn between act ions and events are involved in debates 

about mind-body problems, behaviourism, r a t i o n a l i t y , moral 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , the nature of artlsfeic c r e a t i v i t y and other 

phi losophical problems. 

I t i s not a t a l l d i f f i c u l t u n c r i t i c a | i y to accept the 

asse r t ion that 'Every human act ion i s an even t ' i PictoreBome 

commonplace act ions such as catching a t r a i n , greet ing a 

f r iend , paying a b i l l e t c . All these ce r t a in ly involve phy­

s i c a l movement and i f we search our minds to think of an 

ac t ion tha t does not involve physical movement we are in 

d i f f i c u l t y . Someone might suggest tha t coming to a decision 

about something could be an act ion tha t involved no physical 

movement - for one could be s i t t i n g i n an aroichair motionless 

and decide t o take the f i r s t bos to Gauhati ins tead of the second 

bus in the morning. But against t h i s i t might be argued that 

in making the decision one i s not in fact jsotionless '-=^^ 

s ince the making of a decision involves changes in the s t a t e 

of one 's brain and so involves physical movement. 
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Here ye most be ca re fu l , liae decis lc« may Involve 

movement i n the b r a i n , but tha^ i s not to say tha t the 

bra in moveaient i s the declslcai. A neurologis t misght be 

able to give a completely exhaustive descr ip t ion of the 

bra in movement, recounting i n d e t a i l the sequences of 

e l e c t r i c a l itqtulses and changes in nerves auad c e l l s t h a t 

took p lace . But t h i s account does not describe the decision 

i t s e l f i . e . , the decision to c a t ^ the f i r s t bus to Gaubati. 

Xn the morning.Xitfact the descr ip t ion of the events in t t e 

brain t e l l s us vbat happens in the b r a in . I t doss not 

t o l l us vbat a person does, i . e . vhat h is act ion i s ? 

In drawing the d i s t i nc t i on between act ions and even ts , 

i t i s often pointed out that the same bodily movements can 

be used in performing quite d i f fe ren t act ions and the same ̂  

act ion can be performed by means of qiiite d i f fe ren t bodily 

movetaents. So the movement of vaving an arm in the a i r may 

be a g ree t ing , a vaztiing, a gesture to d iope l i n s e c t s , a 

p l ea for a help or a number of other th ings . Obversely, the 

ac t ion of, Say, cas t ing one 's vote , may be ca r r i ed out 03^ 

making a mark on a paper , r a i s i n g c»ie»s band, shouting, 

moving to a p a r t i c u l a r place and so on. 

But Suppose we wanted to judge vbsther tvo physical 

even t s , say the bo i l ing of quan t i t i e s of water in copper 
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k e t t l e s were s i a t l a r , We voald probably ea^loy c r i t e r i a of 

measareo&nt, ve v i l l toeasure the amounts of water, the cubic 

c a p a c i t i e s of the k e t t l e s , the thickness of the copper, the 

degrees of the heat applied e t c . But i f we want to judge 

whether two s i ^ l a r act ions have been performed say whether 

X and I have both paid the i r deb t s , ve do not s t a r t measuring 

physical s i m i l a r i t i e s and changes par tdining to X and Y and 

t h e i r envirbnnehts. X might have paid his debt by remiting a 

cheque and I by handing over coin and ve s h a l l not show tha t 

they have perfora©d s imi lar act ions by comparing the physical 

events involved in the a c t i o n s . Thus we see t h a t the c r i t e r i a 

for judging whether two events are s imilar are d i f ferent 

s o r t s of c r i t e r i a from those ee^loyed to see whether two 

ac t ions are s imi l a r . 

In a paper ca l l ed '^be Antecedents of Action* (A.C, 

Mac I n t y r e , The Antecedents of Action, B r i t i s h Analyt ica l 

Philosophy, ed.VUHiams arid Montefiore, Koutledge & Kegan 

Paul 1966). Professor Alasdair Maclntyre has used exaQ?)les 

of t h i s so r t to enfioree tbe claim tha t t a l k about human 

ac t ions i s t a lk a t what he c a l l s ' a d i f ferent l o g i c a l level* 

from t a lk about bodily movements, fie says "To c a l l son^tbing 

an act ion i s to i nv i t e the appl ica t ion of a qui te d i f fe ren t 

s e t of predic t ions from that which we inv i te i f we c a l l some, 

thing a bodily movesent". 
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Mac I n t y r e , in the papei" uentioned above offers five 

i l l a s t r a t i o a s of the difference between ta lk about actions 

and ta lk about obdily movement. 

F i r s t l y , he coo^}ares the kind of answer normally 

given to the question 'yhy did yoiar/-<.arm move ? . -̂  

with the kind of answer normally given to 'Why did yoaf move 

your arm ? In the f i r s t case the answer i s about something 

tha t happened to cause the arm movement, some physical event . 

In the second case the answer i s sJaout some pusppose one has 

in mind, one*s in t en t ion in r a i s i n g the arm. 

Secondly, he observes tha t i f some says ' I moved my 

arm' , then i t i s aivays appropriate to ask a reason for 

t h i s . And when the agent gives reasons he has spec i a l autho­

r i t y in giving them for he has a unique knowledge of his 

own reasons . But in t h i s case of accoiaiting for 'My arm 

moved* there i s not t h i s spec ia l unique au tho r i ty . 

Thirdljr, he pointed out that i f someone says ' I moved 

arm*, such a statement generally speaking ru les cut the 

quest ion 'How do you know ? We do not normally require 

evidence tha t someone knows what he i s doing, l e t i t i s 

not out of place to ask for evidence when the statemant i s 

of the s o r t ' J^ arm moved* i . e , , when i t i s a bodily movement 
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ra ther than an ac t ion t h a t i s described, Mac Intyre asks 

as to imagine a p a r t i a l l y a^aiesthetized man, lying so tha t 

he cannot see his arm d i r ec t l y saying »% arm mo-ved*. We 

might then ask 'HOVJ do yoa know ? and then the ans\^r • I sav 

i t i n til© mirror ' voald make sense. 

The a f t h mas' of bringing oat the difference between 

act ion concepts and event concepts in to ccmsider borderl ine 

eases .vhsre we are oncertain as to vhich mode of discourse 

to eo^loy. There are occasions vhen the body seems to cont ro l 

vhat i s going on and ve are ansare of how to describe vhat 

takes p lace . Mac I n t y r e ' s contention la that i t i s p rec i se ly 

tha t the fact t ha t ve do cas t aroond for an appropriate 

des6ripticMQ t h a t ind ica tes tha t we take caref al account of 

the d i s t inc t icA between act ion and bodily movement. Think 

for instaiic© the world of difference and the s ignif icance 

involved when the two month old infant makes the trauasition 

from sioS:ling with t t o mind to s imi l ing . 

The d i s t i nc t i ons and arguments we have discussed fĵ om-̂ ^v-w 

only a small p a r t of everything tha t has bean sa id to c a s t 

doufct cm the claim tteit human act ions are even t s . I t i s tta3 

d a a l i s t i c conception of human beings that i s being s p e l t 

out in the arguments and in such a way that we are l e f t with 

the iD^ression tha t the sphere of act ion i s cme t ha t i s 

qu i te d i s t i n c t from and independent of the sphere of physical 
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movement or events , Hovever, the viev does not sa t i s fy 

our coflHnon sense conviction of the i n t e g r a l tJboleness or 

un i ty , of a human being. Nor does i t , in the end, give the 

l i b e r t a r i a n the kind of j u s t i f i c a t i o n he wants for ths claim 

tha t ve can sometioes do o the rv i se , and t h i s i s c lear ly 

brought out by Geoffrey Warnock in the following passage 

taken from Freedom and the fciill: 

*The point t ha t spec i f ic statements about how matter 

moves are no t , and, further more, are not t r ans la tab le i n t o . 

Specif ic sta&eoents about vhat people do, i s a cor rec t po in t , 

and a s u b s t a n t i a l po in t , ^e have here , as one might put i t , 

fundan»ntally d i f fe ren t systems of concepts, between which 

no t i g h t log ica l r e l a t i ons eb t a in . But s t i l l , even i f for 

t h i s reason ve concede tha t the thes i s of physica l determinism 

ne i the r s t a t e s not e n t a i l s tha t hu&an b e ^ ^ i o u r i s determined, 

one may s t i l l feel tha t there are some be l i e f s about human 

behaviour which that t h e s i s , i f t u r e , would require us to 

abondon. 

Consider an exaaiple. Suppose t h a t , i n n^ ro le as a 

phys ica l de te rmin is t , I describe a ce r t a in process of matter 

in motion, wtlich i s in fact (though I don ' t use these coarse , 

every day expressions) tha t of Smith's foot coming in to 

contac t with J o n e s ' s Shin; and I claim t h a t , given the antecedent 
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physica l s e t up, matter had to mo-ve thus , nothing e l se could 

have occared. Hov in saying th i s I do not t e l l you vhat Cmith 

d id , and a f o r t i o r i I d o n ' t t e l l you vhat hs could not but 

have done. There i s indeed a sense in vhich I don*t ta lk about 

Smith a t a l l . He tnight have been kicking Jones aa the Shin, 

c e r t a i n l y ; bu t , for a l l I have s a id , he might equally have been 

embarking cxi a dance in the course of vhich his foot knocked 

J o n e ' s Shin accident ly ; or Clumsrly showing to Jones h is 

new shoe l aces ; he mi^ht even have been doing nothing, being the 

he lp less subject of s t imul i he was powerless to r e s i s t or control 

And so on. But, even i f the account of how totter moved thus 

does not e n t a i l ai(\y spef i f i c designation of what Smith d id , 

there s t i l l a r e , su re ly , SOB® descr ip t ions of what he did 

with which i t i s incoQ^atible. For ins t ance , i f matter moved 

in the way described, then, though i t i s not necessar i ly true that 

Smith kicked Jones on the Lhin, a t l e a s t i t c a n ' t be true t h a t 

ke kept both his fee t on the f loor . I t appears . indeed, 

sure ly i t i s obvious tha t the na r ra t ives of the physical 

de terminis t w i l l be cotz^atible only with those accounts 

of what people do which are themselves cemparable with matters 

moving in the way nar ra ted : and though there may wel l be 

seve ra l a l t e rna t ive such accounts, there w i l l ce r t a in ly be 

some that won't do" (Geoffrey V^arnock, Freedom and the Mi l l , 

MacMiUan 1963.pp.76 ) 
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The pos i t ion now seems to be as fo l lovs : There i s 

c e r t a i n l y a d i s t i n c t i o n to be dravm betveen the system of 

concepts enployed in respect of act ions and tha t ec^loyed 

in respect of act ions and tha t en^jloyed in respec t of events . 

Yet , as the passage from Warnock i n d i c a t e s , there systems 

do not seem to be vhol l^ d i s junc t . I f we accept pbysical 

determinism, then we accept tha t in a given , s i t a a t i ( ^ there 

i s only one way in which matter can move. In t h a t ca se , the 

range of act ions open to the person in the s i t u a t i o n i s 

r e s t r i c t e d to cover only those act ions t ha t ar9 coti^atible 

wi th the moveosnts of matter tha t take place within the 

context of ttoa s i t u a t i o n . This r e s t r i c t i o n i s not i n i t s e l f 

alarming, purely because, as we have laready seen, there 

are many ways of performing any cme ac t ioa , many descr ip t ions 

may be applied to one se t of events and moreover we are 

fwever devising fresh ways of i n s t a n t i a t i n g act ions or 

ascr ib ing act ion t i t l e s to events (as where an incident 

once describable as ' r i d ing a bicycle over wet po i^ t on 

a canvas* i s suddenly given t t e d i s c r i p t i on 'producing a 

work of a r t ) . However, Warnock»s i l luai inat ing observation i s 

tha t the question which act ions are con^atibie with a 

given s e t of movetiBnts i s a d i f fe ren t question from the 

everyday question what someone could have done in a given 

s i t u a t i o n . With the ordinary, everyday question about what 

socieone could have done in a p a r t i c u l a r s i t u a t i o n , we do 
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not cas t around t o discover vhat othsr act ion descr ip t ions 

vould have f i t t e d the events that took place ra the r ve suppose 

t h a t the agent involved could, to soine extend, have shaped 

the course of even t s . Because of t h i s , yarnock said that our 

den ia l tha t act ions are determined 'seesm to have undergone 

a r a the r s u b t l e , and a s h i f t of sense. And vhat ve have to 

note i s t h a t , in the p ic ture ve nov have of choosing froa 

a range of act ions cocnpatiable v i t h a p a r t i c u l a r determined 

course of events , ve have something tha t i s not cons i s ten t v i t h 

our ordinai'y,everyday be l i e f s about vhat the person i n that 

s i t u a t i o n could have done. 

J^ G9\\}A Haye jî mfl Ott^Qrwise, 

The attetnpt to argue tha t human act ions are exeo^t 

from the i n e v i t a b i l i t y of causal sequences has not met 

v i t h unqualified success . Human acti(Xi seems to be trapped 

somehov in the causal mexus and because of t h i s the l i b e r t a ­

r i a n s i a in d i f f i c u l t y vhen he t r i e s to j u s t i f y the claim 

t h a t ve S0SI5times could have dcaie o therv i se . 

There i s a sense in vhich ve alvays could have done 

othervise and alvays can do o the rv i se . This i s the sense 

in vhich i t i s alvays log ica l ly possible to do other than 

i n fiact does. Thiss, although I in fact vant to the univers i ty 

yes terday , i t vas log ica l ly possible for me to have gone to 

some other p lace . Moreover, i t i s log ica l ly possible that I 
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might now take off from o^ and fly unassisted to Mars for 

there i s no contradicticai involved in saying tha t I might 

do t h a t . 

I t was th i s kind of freadom, i . e . , freedom from log ica l 

coa5>ulsion for which l^ ibniz argued in the correspcxidenca 

between himself and, the theologian, 4 m a u l d . Vlhen Leibniz expounds 

the view tha t freedom cons is t s i n ezeo^tion from log i ca l com~ 

pu ls ion , Axiaauld .is shocked by such a narrow conception of 

human l i b e r t y , because of i t s i mp l i e a 0. ons for Chr i s t i an 

theology. He exclaimed tb^t there i s more to freedom than 

l o g i c a l p o s s i b i l i t y . 

This i s the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c l i b e r t a r i a n cry and the 

one for which we have noti ye t found an swlequate j u s t i f i c a t i o n . 

Most modern l i b e r t a r i a n s are not concerned, as Arnauld was, 

wi th theological i o ^ l i c a t i o n s as ouch as with the inadequacy 

of log ica l p o s s i b i l i t y as a descr ip t ion of human freedcmi. 

Fcr there i s not much to a freedom tha t ccoisist merely in the 

fac t that the ccAtrary of a s t a teo^n t describing what one does 

i s not log ica l nonsense. Surely ' I could have done otherwise* 

means something more than tha t i t i s 3(.ogicaIly possible tha t 

I could have done otherwise. Free ac t ion requires the ac tua l 

p o s s i b i l i t y of doing otherwise. 

The hard determinis t o ^ n t a i n s tha t no one could ever 

have done other than what he ac tua l ly d id , because no ĉ ie could 
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have chosen to do anything e l s e . The indeterminis ts on the 

other hand ccaitends that a person could be act ing freely only 

i f he had been able to ojake a choice di f ferent from the one 

he actoaliy. made on a givoo occasion. Such an a b i l i t y t o 

choose otherwise i s necessary for moral freedom and responsi­

b i l i t y and ve a l l h a ^ a feel ing when ve are de l ibera t ing 

tha t ve could choose between a number of oossible a l t e rna t ives , 

What does the s t a t e c s n t "H© could have done otherwise" 

r e a l l y mean and what i s th i s "feel ing of freedom" the de te r -

minis ts t a lk about ? To ansts/er t h i » , l e t ua get back t o our 

case of Ravi»s s t a l i n g the cataera. I f i t i s sa id t ha t •Ravi* 

could bage done otherwise than s t e a l t t e cas^ra" means that 

" I f Ravi had possessed a d i f ferent charac ter or had been 

placed in circumstances d i f fe ren t from those in which he 

has , then he voold not have; s to len the camera or could i t 

mean that Eayi .isould have done something besides s t ea l ing 

the cao^ra i f he had desired or chosen t o do so . I f we take 

the o r ig ina l statement to mean t h i s , then a l l of us on 

c e r t a i n occasions could have done somet^iing other than vhat 

we ac tua l ly d id . 

But then to the d e t e r a i n i s t s could Ravi have desired 

anything other than what he did given the cons t i tu t ion of 

h i s character ? The question does not make sense since the 



words •could* and "could have" make sense vhen applied 

t o the area of act ions but not when thejr are applied to 

Speech about î he spr ings or sources of ac t ion . In other 

words 'could* and 'could have' hav© meaning when employed 

in statements l i k e "I could have done a l o t b e t t e r cai the 

examination had I s tudied more" 'could* i s a powerful word 

which i s leaxtied from and has i t s ordinary, intended use 

in contexts where something i s sa id about a perscai's obser. 

vable behaviour. To take 'could ' out of th i s context and 

ask 'could Ravi has desired d i f fe ren t ly ? in t o v io l a t e the 

s tandard meaning of the term. 

I f T Can and Coaldt ^ 

The words »can' and 'could* are very amblgaotts, 

Not a l l of the d is t inguishable senses are possible re levant 

t o the problem of freedom, but some may be. F i r s t of a l l 

'can* i s an aux i l i a ry verb,- ' I can ' i s not a complete 

sen tence . But in the sentence • I can do X' , "do X" stands 

for another verb, and give t t e verb d i f ferent shades of 

meaning. But the re levan t use of ' can ' to our purpose here 

i s c l e a r l y condi t ional or hypothe t ica l . In these uses ' can ' 

means "can i f condit ions C, Cn one s a t i s f i e d " . But 

to the l i b e r t a r i a n s philosophers there i s another unc(»idi. 

t i o n a l ear ca tegor ica l sense of can and tha t t h i s i s the 

sense required by free choice. " I can" in such contexts 
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means "I can, no matter vhat« (J .L.Aust in "If, and Cans" 

Phi losqphical Papers Oxford and New York 196I) . 

Austin opens the d i sc i ss ion on ' I f s and Cans' in a 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c way by asking ' I s there an i f i n the offing ? 

Another way of pa t t ing Aust in ' s questions i s to ask 'Are 

cans some t ines ca t egor i ca l or are they always hypothet ical ? 

I f tlB claim tha t ' I could have done otherwise ' i s 

understood as alwajfs requir ing and ' i f clause which c i t e s 

antecedent causa l condit ions then, in using i t on that toaaning 
c 

we are not e?vinyiing a b e l i e f in free w i l l of the s o r t affirmed 

by the l ibe r ta r i ans .But i f , on the other hand, the claim 

i s understood and used as a ca t egor i ca l assert&on of a b i l i t i e s 

other than those we actual ized then we do seem to be evincing 

a be l i e f in the l i b e r t a r i a n s kind of free w i l l . In I fs and 

c a n ' s Aust in 's enquiry i s i n t o whether a l l ' can ' sentences 

require coo^let ic^ with ah i f c l ause , he says tha t they do 

n o t . 

Moore analyses 'could have' as 'could have i f I had 

chosen ' . This meaning i s compatible with determinism since 

the choosing cons t i t u t e s the change in antecedent causa l 

condit ions required by detex^minism for a change in outcome. 

T h e ' I f clause s t a t e s the causal conditicois. Moore a l so 

says t ha t we can abb&titute 'should have i f I had chosen* 

for 'could have i f I had chosen ' . 
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Austin now queries Moore *s three main contentions by 

asking: 

(1) Does •could have* mean could have i f I had 

chosen ? 

(2) I s i t co rsed t - to subs t i t u t e 'should have I f I 

had chosen* for 'could ha-ve ^ I had chosen ? 

(3) Do these i f clauses s t a t e causa l condit ions ? 

Tten he answers a n the three questicais v i t h a:Ko, 

and gives reasons thus . He argues tha t ' I can i f I choose' i s 

not the ' i f in • ! s h a l l i f I choose' provides a d i f fe ren t 

meaning. Then he b i t s various aeaning for f I can i f I choose' 

and points out that i n a l l of them the asse r t ion ' I can ' i s 

l inked to the r a i s i n g of the question whether I choose t o . 

The ' i f i s an ' i f of doubt or hes i t a t ion r a the r than of 

condi t ion . In » I s h a l l i f I choose' the 'Shal l* expresses 

i n t e n t i o n . So, the ' i f again i s not condi t ional b.ut s t l p u l a t o r y . 

M s t i n argues t ha t 'could have* may express e i t h e r 

the past subjunctive in which case i t requires a condi t ional 

or ' i f clause or the pas t def in i te indicat ive of the verb 

•can',^ Similarly ' cou ld ' sonietiniss has a condi t ional meaning 

and soQietiQies a past indica t ive meaning, fie says tha t i t i s 
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not t ha t •could* and'could have* are etnblguouSjbut ra ther 

t h a t two pa r t s of the verb can take the same shape. His 

conclusion i s t h a t when •could have* i s a past indicati"ve 

the general tea5>tation to supply 'if* clauses with i t 

van ishes , 

Austin then considers whether i t makes sense to suppose 

tha t alvays requires coir$>letion by an 'xf^ c lause . He decides 

i t could not and tha t Moore saw t h a t i t could not and so 

switched from considering whether 'can^ must always be 

coQ^leted by an 'f» clause t o considering wtether i t always 

has to be analysed with an ' if*. 

Austin notes tha t Moore does not consider 'if* clsuises 

o t t e r than •If I had chosen. But one of Moore's exaa5)les ia 

t h a t the ship could base gone f a s t e r ' analysed thiui tha t 

• •The ship could have gone fas te r i f her officez^s had chosen. 

This i s i n t e r e s t i n g because the ' i f * claose has a 

d i f fe ren t subject frooi the main clause and because the verb 

in the •If* clause i s d i f ferent from t t » verb i n tha main 

c lause . Austin points out that the example has those two 

features because the ship i s inanimate. Since i t i s a 

question of free w i l l tha t is a t i sgue , i t has t o be made 

c l ea r tha t ftree w i l l i s not to be ascribed to the s h i p , but 

her o f f i ce r s . So far our discussion was on Free ra the r than 

w i l l and so what i s the w i l l . 
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StmJdUl: 

The v i l l i s not a thing l ike a bodily organ or a 

power, although we sometimes t a l k of i t as i f i t were 

a thing of that s o r t , Hobbes in Leviathan spcks of the 

wi l l , as " the l a s t Appetite or Aversion idimediately 

adhering to the action or the omission there of", (fiobbes, 

Leviathan, Fontana Librspy 1962 Ch,VI), For Hume i t was an 

i n t e r n a l io^jression, for he sa id "nothing but t t e i n t e r n a l 

impression, for he sa i4 and are conscious of when we 

knowingly give r i s e to any new motion of our body or new 

perception of our mind", (Treatese Book I I Pa r t I I l , S e c t i c a i . I ) . 

In ti:£ above descr ip t ions both Hobbes and Borne present 

the operation of the w i l l as soo^thing t h a t takes place 

before one performs some action and so we have come to 

Speak of **acts of w i l l ' or v o l i t i o n s . 

An act of w i l l , one might s a y , i s something which 

preceds or accompanies an actic»i or a Dental ac t tha t 

qua l i f i e s what i t precedes as an ac t ra ther than merely a 

s e t of physical movements, The • in t e rna l io^ression* which 

for Hmae ccmst i tutes w i l l i n g , i s described by him as a 

d i s t i n c t mental occurrence tha t i s separable from any 

other occurrence wl th which i t may be cont ingently co­

nnected. I t i s d is t inguished ttom animal responses by reason of 

involving consciousness. 
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yoluntary Act!ont 

In a book c a l l e d , Action, Emotion and Will'^Anthony 

Kenny, Action, Emotion and Wil l Routledge and Kegan Paul 

1963 Ch. XI} Anthony Kenny provides us %L th a de ta i l ed exami-

nat ion of voluntary ac t ion . Be construes voluntary act ion 

on the pa t t e rn of a coumand and i t s fu l f i l lment for f u l l > 

blooded voluntary ac t ion involves both Willing something and 

bringing i t about. Kenny helds that an act ion i s not voluntary 

unless i t i s in the agents . Power not to bripg i t about. He 

poses the case of a father standing on the bank of a r i v e r , 

in tending shor t ly t o dive i n . While he stands there he i s 

pushed in by a f r iend. Aithbugh he intends to enter the 

v a t e r , Ms entry i s not voluntary because i t vas not in his 

power to prevent i t . 

Thre i s more than t h i s to the matter Kenny nev points 

out t ha t voluntary act ion i s not even adequately described 

by the account that requi res i t t o be in the agen t ' s power 

not t o bring about what bs v o l i t s . 

Kenny says "consider the following case a man, having 

wr i t t en a suidLde no te ,e lec t rocu tes himself in a faul ty 

swittota wa^£^ enter ing the kitchen to put h is head in the 

oven. Such a man does not commit s u i c i d e , i . e . , does not 

k i l l himself voiuntaer ly , but d ies by accident . l e t he had 

the vo l i t i on to be dead, by touching the switch he brought 

i t about that he was dead, and i t was in his power not to 
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k i l l himself, for he did not have to touch the switch. In 

t h i s case , the inan did not know t h a t by touching the sv i tch 

be vould bring about his own death. So ve must add knowledge 

to our conditions for voluntary act ion and say that for h 

voluntaz;iy to bring i t about tha t P, he must knew that he i s 

br inging i t about that p . (Action, Amotion, and Vill i , Anthony 

Kenny pp. 237,238). 

Kenny i s s t i l l not s a t i s f i e d wittih bis account. There 

i s Something further that must be considered about cases of volu. 

n tary acticm which i s not covered by s t a t i n g tha t a man 

who acts vo luntar i ly must know what he i s doing. VJe might 

consider the case of a man wtio wants the death of his enetoy, 

who Iqnovingly causes his enesyr's death under ciroimstances in 

which i t was in his power not to cause i t , and yet i s not 

his enemy's murderer. I f , for example, he i s a so ld ie r who 

i s ordered in war time to blo»-up a bridge on which his 

personal enswy i s s tandi ig guard. The point here i s tha t i n 

such a case , although the man wants his enemy to d i e , he 

does not cause him to die because he wants him to d i e . 

I t i s *because» here tha t brings us to the core of the 

mat ter . 'Because* s i g n i f i e s , Kenny says , a spec ia l r e l a t i o n ­

ship in which a man's act ion stands on to his v o l i t i o n . This 

s p e c i a l r e l a t ionsh ip which i s the further requirement of f u l l -

blooded voluntary ac t ion , i s expressed by saying tha t in 

such act ion we intend to bring about what we know we are doing. 
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Here ve should pause to ref lec t . The man ^ho blovs 

up the bridge in the si tuation described by Kenny i s acting 

voluntatr ly, even i f he does not blow up the bridge 

because be vants his eneô y to die ? Althoogb the death of the 

man's personal enBrny vais not the point of bis action and 

vhat he did vas not directed towards bringins ^ o u t his 

enen^*s death so that the intention in the action \i;as not 

t h a t , yet the action i s in a l l other respects voluntary. Tte man 

knows bis enen\y v i l l d ie , even tbougb that i a not bis intentic»i 

in blowing the b r i d ^ . But va shossld note that in this 

s i tuat ion £f t l^ Q̂ n says prior to the e2:ecation of bis 

intention to blow up the bridge, ' I aia going to bring about 

the death of tay eneiay', then this statetsent i s to be construed 

as a prediction, for i t i s not an expression of the intention 

he has in blowiqg up the bridge. 

We can distinguish between voluntary and intertional 

act ion, InteAional action are undertaken voluntarily but 

can produce some ^consequences vhich ve do not intend yet 

can forsee, sotsetimes regretful ly. Xbesii concooiitant but unintan. 

ded consequences are voluntarily brought about and could have 

been prevented i f ^̂ ê had refrained from the intentional action; 

but whether we re jec t our approve them, i t cannot be said 

that ve intend those concomitant r e su l t s . 



A man vho, i n d i r e circumstances, introduces deadly 

organises i n t o a \iater supply v i t h the in ten t ion of d e . 

s t roy ing a d iabo l i ca l enemy of mankind, may know tha t the 

r e s u l t of his act ion i^i l l be the decimaticA of his a l l i e e s as 

v e i l SIS his eneo^y, but he does not intend the death of his 

a l l i e s and ve cannot say that because he foresaw a l l the 

consequences of his ac t ion , he inteiaded a l l of them. 

We need to know a person*s in ten t ion i f ve are to 

give a co r rec t descr ip t ion of the act ion i t directs.Moreover, 

knowledge of in ten t ion ef fec ts our judgement of the 

agent himself. In the case of san vho introduces organisms 

ir t to the va t e r supply, vhether we describe hiai as a 

t r a g i c a l l y d isor ien ted p a t r i o t or a aiass murderer. 

What ve should recognize about th is vhole account of 

voluntary and i n t e n t i o n a l act ion are vhat I s h a l l c a l l the 

invard and personal features of the conditions assigned to 

i t . friy act ion i s only ful ly voluntary and i n t e n t i o n a l i f I 

w i l l i t , have the a b i l i t y to r e f r a in from i t , know vhat i t 

i s I am doing and intend to do i t . Those conditions describe^ 

i n the main, inner s t a t u s to vhich in the end, only I can 

t e s t i f y . 

A further point i s shovn by the case of the mas^ vho 
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introduces organisms i n t o the va t e r supply, in considering 

tha t case we saw that knowledge rf In ten t ion influences 

our descr ip t iwi of the agent as well as of h i s ac t ion and 

so to revea l one's in ten t ion i s to reveal something about 

oneself, W i t t ^ n s t e i n says . "Wiv do I want to t e l l him about : ' 

an in ten t ion too , as wel l as t a i l i n g him what I did ? Not because 

the in ten t ion was a lso something which was giving on a t tha t 

t ime. But because X want to t e l l him scanething aboat myself, 

which goes beyond what happened a t t h a t t ime. 

1 r evea l to him son^thing of o^self when I t e l l him 

what I was going to do. ^Jot, however, on grounds of s e l f , 

observat ion, but by way of a response ( i t might a l so be 

ca l l ed an in t en t ion" ) Wit tgenstein, Philosophical i n v e s t i ­

gation book I , p . 2^7) . 

Free act ion i s seen as tixe e s s e n t i a l condi t ion and 

a c t i v i t y of personhood and personhood as the expression and 

consequence of ftee ac t i on . This r e l a t ionsh ip has been worked 

out in considerable d e t a i l by severa l twentieth-century 

Philosophers and perhaps tbs most adequately by Jean Paul 

S a r t r e . I l ike to out l ine S a r t r e ' s vidws on human freedom 

before concluding the chapter . 
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The t i t l e of S a r t r e ' s most famous book i s Being and 

Hothingness, That t i t l e serves v e i l as a key phrase to i n ­

troduce his vievs on freedom. He holds t ha t man f i r s t has 

being or existence in t t e vorld and then through conscious, 

ness , becon©s ©ware of nothingpess, which i s bis human f ree­

dom. This nothingness i s t te permanent pos s ib i l i t y for con­

sciousness of ef fect ing a rupture vith i t s own pas t of \nrench-

ing i t s e l f away from i t s pas t so as to be ab]g to consider i t in 

the l i g h t of a non-being. 

Consciousness, for S a r t r e , enables a person to de^sch 

himself from the ever accumulating p a r t vhich i s h i s to ry and 

h i s being and tha t vrench of separat ion enables him to ex­

perience not-being what he i s not i s a man's freedom, and 

he can make himself as a free being by choosing the manner 

in which he w i l l i nhab i t the nothingness of which he i s 

aware. The dic&oton^ of being and nothingness provides the 

e s s e n t i a l l y human made of ex i s tence . Thus Freedom for Sar t re 

••is not a being; i t i s the,being of a man - i . e . , h is 

nothingness of being" (Jean Paul S a r t r e , Being and K(^hiagness, 

t r a n s . Hazel E. Barnes, Methuen, I966. p .Mfl) . 

He regards the t r a d i t i o n a l dua l i s t p ic ture of man as a 

being who i s soo^how simultaneously free and determined as 

unaceptable. To th i s p ic ture he says : 
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"There i s one objection vhich i s obvious and vhich 

we s h a l l not waste titos i n developing. This i s tha t such 

a trenchant dual i ty i s inconceivable a t the hear t of the 

psychic uni ty . How in fac t could we conceive of a being 

which could be one and which never theless on the one hand 

would be cons t i tu ted as a s e r i e s of facts determined by 

Q̂  another - hsnce existence in e x t e r i o r i t y and which on 

the other hand would be cons t i tu ted as spontaneity d e t e r , 

mining i t s e l f to be and reveal ing otily i t s e l f €> A p r i o r i ^ 

'^bis spontaneity would be capable of no act ion on a determi-

nism already cons t i tu ted on what could i t act ? ( Ibdi p.Mfl) , 

The w i l l , for S a r t r e , i s not the pr iv i leged manifesta­

t ion of ft>eedom. I t does not create ends but i s what Cartre 

c a l l s ' a mode of being in r e l a t i o n to them. I t i s merely 

one way, a de l ibe ra t ive or ca lcu la t ive way of announcing the 

choice made or expressing the value ascribed to the h i s t o r i c a l 

pas t by tl© conscious subjetft. This ccaiception of the w i l l as 

providing one way of announcing choices pre.supposes a 

choice t h a t i s p r io r to w i l l i n g . 

Another way of announcing one's choice i s by what Sar t re 

c a l l pass ional neans. In a s i t u a t i o n of danger I might affirm 

a value, • ! value l i i fe ' and thus i s my choice . But I may announ­

ce or express t ha t evaluat ion e i t h e r by passional mans - i'erhaps 
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by f leeing to safe ty in cay passion of fear or by v o l i t i o n a l 

means, by ca lcu la t ing a res i s tance and a countervai l ing of 

the danger. Both means, the pass ional and v o l i t i o n a l affirm 

the sauBS end ^ihich i s the suprems value 1 place on wy l i f e . 

I f ve ask vhat i t i s t ha t makes the o r i g i n a l choice 

by bestoving a va lue , then Sar t re*s ansver i s tha t i t i s the 

human-reality vhich r ea l i ze s i t s being in the nothingagss 

vhich cons t i tu t e s i t s freedom. In that very ac t of r ea l i za t i on 

i t defines i t s being by the ends i t aff i rms. 

I t i s therefore the conscious subject t ha t chooses. 

The affirming of ends i s i d e n t i c a l v i t h ffeedom and a l l 

modes of being, vhether v o l i t i o n a l or pass ional can maniflsst 

freedom equally for they are a l l vays of being one»s ovn 

nothingness. This does not mean that any and every inc ident 

in any human l i f e i s a manifestation of freedom. Most of 

us , most of the tioos, refuse the p o s s i b i l i t y of expe r i enc^g 

our freedom and so choosing hov ve sha l l be, and S a r t r e ' s 

term for t h i s evasion is 'bad f a i t h* . In »bad faith» one 

atten5)ts to conceal <me*s own nothingness from oneself so that 

ins tead of choosing vhat one makes of oneself i n that nothingness, 

one a l lovs one»s psycho-physiological make-up or one 's environ­

ment to determine vhat takes p lace , 

I n sp i t e of h is contempt for and arguments against the 

fi'ee and determined conception of human beings , Sa r t r e expounds 

a dualism of his ovn. He speaks of th ' e n - s o i ' ( t h e - i n - i t s e l f ) 
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and the •poar-;<soi' ( the f o r - i t s e l f ) . These are tvo fundaoBntal 

modes of being and a man partakes of both of them, I be en . so i i s 

cons t i tu ted by caie*s teii5)oral and h i s t o r i c a l being. I t i s tha t 

from -which ccaisciousness cc»t inaa l ly seeks to Separate i t s e l f 

i n order to find i t s ovn being i n nothingness. The e n . s o i , the 

pbenoQienal vorld ifi given being by the nothingness ^hich 

cons t i t u t e s the poor . so l and the sao^ act of encountering nothing, 

ness vbich cons t i t u t e s the ptxar~8oL and the san® ac t of encounter, 

ing nothingness provides the freedom vhich separates a human 

being from the bondage of the p a s t . In the sittiLaticsi of nothing, 

ness modifications of t ^ a t i s can be conceived. The pour-sol 

e x i s t s only beyond vhat i s and never can ex i s t v i t h i n vhat i s . 

There are no l i m i t s , according t o S a r t r e , to t h i s freedom 

except to the extoid tha t the pour-soi vishes to hide i t s 

ovn nothingness from i t s e l f and to incorporate i t s e l f . But the 

being vhich i s vhat i t i s cannot be f ree . Freedom cons i s t s 

i n being ex te r io r to what i s . 
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To SumJJpi 

We s t a r t e d the discussioO with soa» coimnon occurances 

and found that p ra i se or blame BBS a t t ach to every-day events 

e i t h e r in our own l i f e or i n other l i f e we t&t a t t ach moral 

r e spons ib i l i t y t o our every-day ac t ions . Then we tx&ed to 

explain the same from the angles of de te r sdn is t s and l i b e r -

t a r i a n t s . Then we focused our a t t en t ion on the two questions 

namely (a ) Are act ions events ? and (b) Could I have done 

otherwise. On the discussion of the f i r s t question consider . 

able l i g h t has been shown by Macntyre. labile discussiang the 

second question we have seen i t from the points of view of 

l i b e r t a r i a n s and determinis ts and focused our a t t en t ion 

of i f s , c a n and could and t r i ed to see the aJialysLs of *could 

have* from the point of view of Moore and Aus t in ' s c r i t i c i s m 

of the same. Then we foaused our a t t en t ion on the w i l l and 

t r i e d to see in the l i g h t of the de f in i t ions given t o i t by 

Hobbes and Hume; which led us t o the de ta i led discussion 

on the voluntary act ion and i n t e n t i o n a l ac t ion . And l a s t l y 

while discussing »Free wi l l* we followed the foot-s teps 

of Sa r t r e and found that Freedom i s not a being, i t i s the 

being of a otan-i«e. h is nothingness of being. 
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Zn the determinist/libertari&n debate the l ibe r t a r i an ' s 

d i f f icul t ies COS& in , t rying to give a substant ia l , positive 

account of frQG w i l l , one,that oen stand s turdi ly alongside' 

the claims of deteroiiniSQ). I t has been argued tha t this f a i . 

lure on the part of libertariansiaj i s a failure to-point, to , 

what i s . before our eyes, to something that is.manifest in the 

human s i tua t ion . If this failure i s redressed, the arguments 

runs, than a l thou^ . the l ibertar ian has neither refuted deter-

Qinism, nor established indeterminism, he has shown that ths 
concept of free wi l l i s and must be a crucial feature of our 
conceptual SC)^G». 

Determlnisni to a sc ien t i s t conveys the general proposiUon 

that every event has a ceuse. Whether this general proposition 

i s true i s a very diff icul t question to decide, but i t i s 

contrary assumed to be true by most s c i en t i s t s . For exatnpie 

when iron heated we can «aake the predicUon that iron y i i 

expand. Bere we have a typical causal re la t ion . And these 

oondiUons are regarded as being sufficient t o explain the 

effect , 

Have we aUeh, relations in human, affairs ? 2!he i n i t i a l 

diff icul ty about saying that we ha^^ in that i t i s d i f f icul t to 

maintain that there are any psychological or sociological 

laws which would enable us to make such definite predictions. 



Ths on3^ areas of human behaviour in idbich there 

are known laws s ta r t ing sufficient conditions are areas 

in vhich, man i s passive we can often l i s t tbe cdBflitions 

sufficient for,son©thing happening to you, such as your 

leg getting broken, bat^;e cannot l i s t any conditions 

saff ic isnt for a singl© bvimaŝ  actiosv sacfe s-s ^^ritLag a 

l e t t e r ; o r thinking about phi los^hy. ;At best we can l i s t 

necessary conditions, Xou cot*ld*nt. write, a l e t t e r without 

fingers, you could'nt think vithout. a brain* But exactly 

what you will, 4o, having fingers and a brain, we cannot 

predict . I f I predict tha t you wi l l do one thing,you may do 

Just the opposite in order to refute ô r prediction, 

Freud »s b r l l l i an t dlscoyeries, for instance, vere 

not of: the causes of actions l ike singing, contracts 

or shooting peas.ants.rather they were of things that happen 

to a man like dreems, hysteria and sHps of the torigSs* These 

might he called •passions • mors appropriately than Vaeticms' * 

One class of laws in psychology, then gives causal explana­

tions which seem sufficient .to account for what happens to 

man, but not for vhat he does. 

VJhen we consider the nature of human action we find 

that the c<sicept of action cannot be reduced to behavioural 

concepts in sq far os i t can te. done, it/ehould be obsexrt^d 

that behaviour i t s e l f i s on the known physical side of the 



Btdntal.pbysical divide. Since bebavioar needs interpretat ion. 

Action pre.sapposes intention, vbicb cannot be given a mere 

pbjrsical re l iaa t ion . 

Action in general.proceds froo a psychological background 

of intentions, emotions, perception and motivation e t c . So 

anless the psychological background can be explained away 

in terms of material (nearo-psychologieal) process, physical 

determinism even i f true could not apply to human action 

completely. 

In part icular the notion of intentions Is, neeesssiry 

to tbB understanding the notion of action. I t seems that 

action proper cannot be oaugbt in tt& net. of physical deter , 

minism.. However since actions involve bodily movement \idiich 

are parts of the physical vorld and prooed ftovi innar physiologi­

cal .stimuli vhich-are^ .again part of the physical body, 

physical determinism v i l l certa&nly control the modes of 

action, performance and the scope of actioi) rea l iza t ion. 

In Freedom and Besentment, Professor Ctrawson asks as 

to consider hov much ve actaal ly mind and hov much i t matters 

to us vhether »tbe actions of other people ref lect at t i tudes 

towards ua of good t^i i l , affe<i!̂ tlon or esteem on tHe one hand 

or contooipt, indifference or malevolence on the other. He 

remalnds us of the many different kinds of relationships we 
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can have vl th othar people as shares of a cocaaon in t e re s t , 

as Gi©(ab©rs of thj same faiuilj?, as eolloagjos, as frlonds, 

as lovQfs, as iahanoo, par t ies to en enoriaoas fang© of trans-

acticGS and encoantors. And t» points oat that i f soR^ond 

troefis on m hand accldontly while trying to osip tae than 

although this may ho painful, i t do^s not outright the 

r^seosnt on mB^ hut i f ha treads^on o^ hand in c''6ntetnptuous 

disregard of sssr esistanco or v i th a mal^volont wish to inuure 

Q2S tiBn X %iill surely aho^̂  hits m^ resantmsnt. 

' This hrings out bow much an, agmst*s intentions 

isatte^s in intor«pdrsoQal relationships and hov c^ <^n a t t i -

tads to another person i s £>rG^d by r&ffrancs to his a t t i -

todo to SIS. Vs rscogni^e that these kinds of relationships ard 

itsportcdit throughout socioty. ^oraovor, tha vholo rangs of 

intsr .psrsonal at t i tudes and l^olinga con canifsst i t s e l f 

oniy GXi tha pre.supposltion of a freaddm that al locs us to 

regard on© anothar as agoats vho or© rssponslhia for «hat ve 

do, although v& are soisatit^s sohjaet to airooo^tanoes vhioh 

lead to modifications of in tor.personal at t i tudes and feelings 

Whether ©̂ are Judged as vholljr, bring ahcnit i s of tha utmost 

iisportanee for soiy such taodification. 

Ih3 J»©tlfioQtion et a elai© to flPQa.will i s etabaded 

in the facts that ac^i^nMi's-axpression of his m e n t i o n i s 

a s^nil^station of tha ultioiata nature of the parson, that the 
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faelings and at t i tudes that play such i i^or tant parts in 

inter-personal relationships are not coerely conventions 

that ve adopt but direct expressions of a natural vay of 

go ing (Ml. 

To Quote Hegeli 

"Freedom tnust be understood as a scxsial phenooBnon, 

a property of the social systems vhlcb arises through 

the model development of the coaanunity. I t i s less 

an individual through l e ^ l and e th ica l ins t i tu t ions 

that the community simports. In conseqience, i t cannot 

be equalled vi th the self v i l l or the following of 

private incl inat ions . Freedom consists rather in the 

adjustment of inclination and individual capacity 

to the performance of scx5ially sigliificant vork, or a§. 

F.H. Bradly puts i t , finding ray s tat ion and i t s 

duties»• (Hegel,ed. Geogge H.Sabine, Freedom and Authority, 

pp.593-8,Oxford 1973. 
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Con5)lete p r e d i c t a b i l i t y of events seems oat of the 

question even in the inanimate vor ld . Predict ion of human 

act ion i s perhaps the most coaplei^ problem facing the 

s c i e n t i s t . In t h i s f i e ld we can expect only the very slowest 

progress and we most expect t h a t many types of decisions 

w i l l forever remain outside the s c i e n t i s t s a b i l i t y t o p r e d i c t . 

Most important of a l l , ve must remember tha t ve are 

human beings . The very f ac t tha t a s c i e n t i s t observes us 

majfiy a l t e r our actlcms. This i s the s i o ^ l e s t way to demonstrate 

the r e l a t i o n between predic t ions and f r e e - w i l l . When we predict 

where a stone w i l l ^ 1 1 , we may t e l l i t j u s t what i t w i l l 

do, and i t w i l l s t i l l do i t . But t e l l a human bei i^s t h a t 

he w i l l use his r i g h t band to sc ra tch bis nose and you are 

l i k e l y to find tha t te uses i t ins tead and punch your nose. 

In any case the t ru th of the matter i s tha t we have to take 

phys ica l determinism for granted in order to enable us to 

persue expa±ia©ntal science with confidence. 

And I would l i k e t o cexclude by taking a pos i t ion of 

Eugels wL th regard t o freedom and causal necess i ty that both 

are not contradic tory stand po in t s , and Jrf they are only in 

the realm of thought and not in r e a l i t y . For Eugels wrote: 
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Freedom does not cons is t in the dreacD of independence 

of n a t u r a l laws? \jrpte Eogels , "biit in the Imowledge 

of the laws, and in the p o s s i b i l i t y t h i s gives of 

sys temat ica l ly making them work towards de f i n i t e ends 

This holds good in r e l a t i o n both to the laws of ex­

t e r n a l na tu re , and to those which govern the bodily 

and.mental l i f e of men themsei-ges,. . . two c lasses of 

laws we can separate from each other a t most only in 

thought and not in r e a l i t y . Freedom of the w i l l therefore , 

means, nothing but the capacity to make decisions with 

r e a l knowledge of the su&hject . . . .Freedom therefore 

cons i s t s of the cont ro l over ourselves and our externa l 

nature which i s founded on the kncwlege of na tura l 

neces s i ty" . (Engeis , Freder ick . Anti Dabring, Par t .Ch.2 . 

pel ican Marx Library I962). 
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