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INTRODUCT ION

There is nothing new here for a trained philosopher,
who may indeed criticise the order of inguiry and find that
some of the fayoured arguments have been passed over in
silence, 1t is important to realize that our essential part
of the intellectual discipline that philosophy offers lies
in acquiring a rational and dispassionate attitude to pro-
bleus of a2ll kinds, in being prepared to judge each issue
presented on tne merits of the evidence that can be offered
in its favour and most important of all, in being willing
to remain in a state of uncertainty where this is &all
that the evidence can warrant, This toleration of ambiguity
in a very important intellectual virtue which, like all
virtues has to be acquired by practice. Only in this way can
ve learn to accept the concilusion, In Russell's words, *all
human knowledge is uncertain, inexact ard partial" (Human

knowledge (London & New York 1948) P.527.

With these few words let me get into the introductory
chapter,

In the early stages o civilization, in the primitive
soclieties, that brought men's attention were foaused on the
obvious regularitiss of nature viz, night and day, the seasons,
birth and Jjeath etc. The natural tendency of men of this age

was to attribute all these changes to some conscious agencies,

=
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Accordingly they attributed to the powsr of gods or Jdesamons
for every nbdticable natural event, The emancipation froam

this kind of animistic thinking came very gradually.

As the natural sclence Jeveloped it gave a very differ-
ent kind of explanation to the natural events, The changes in
the world, according to the scientist, are Jdue to causal
regularities that operate guite independently of anyone's
conscious choiée or puarpose, Inis scientific approach
succeeded in explaining, predicting and controlling nature,
But at the early stages of science, i.e, in the seventeenth
.century, the attention was mainly focused on the physical
world. The classical physics and astronoay that developed
untill the end of the 19th century displayed the material
vorld as a system of particles umoving and interacting im

accordance vwvith natural laws,

The result of this approach had a serious set back on
the human freedom since our bodies are a part of physical
natufe. If our bodies are part of this great machine nature
then in what sense human beings can be said to be free ?
But if we excempt ourself from the causal regularities human

belngs are in no way a subject for science,
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The science that dsveloped later than physics and
astronoay namely Chemistry genetics, psychology, biology
etcs tell the same story. All workings of the huwman body

are necessarily dependent on chemical reaction., The process

of digestion, respiration, growth and development, the

v rking of brains and nerves etc. have the chemical basis
identi¢al with that of the animal and the ilnorganic world,
fo llowing thke ordinary laws of physics and chemistry.

And so the Jevelopuent of physical sciences have
created problems on tie concept of human freedom, It has
brought doubt on the common sease distinction betwesn actions
and events, 1t does so by showing that all the events that

go to make up actions are physical bappenings.

So there is a debate about free will and physical
determinism, It is a debate about whether there is freedom
of choice for human beings or whether all we do is determined.,
That is to ask ourselves (1) Are we able to decide freely
vhether ve will take thils or that or some other apparently
possible course of action ? or (2) Are what we call our
free cholice just the inevitable consequences of past states
of the world and of ourselves so that there are never infact

any genaine zlternatives before us ?
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In trying to answer these preliminary guestions we
quickly learn that they do not have unequivocal answers,
Determinists find that they have difficulty in saying how
their deterwministic claims can be tested and the ddvocates of
free-will, liberatrians, have difficulty in fitting their
idea of what counts as free cholce into what seem to be the

everyday conditions of human existence. Hence the confusion.

The chief aim of the following chapters are to reach
some understanding of what is at issue in the free will
‘debate. We need to knew what is claimed by the determinists and
the libertarians and why free.willi problem is a problem, What
the chapters canaot. show are the vastness and Eomplexity
of this debate, Not only it has a long history but its ;ubject
matier is emwbeded with aumerous other philosophical probaeas.
Such a5 mind-body problem and with other branches of knowledge

such as physical sciences,

It is an analytical approach, We must dot expect to
find ourselves wi th a neat arrangeament of problem stated
and an answer to it, In the philosophical Investigations
‘Wittgenstein said: "The Philosopher's treatment of question
is 1like the treatwsnt of an illness™ (Lauduis Wittgenstein,
Philasophical Investigation, tran.G.E.M.Anscoambe, Basil
Blaekwell, 1968 P.255).
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There are two points to take from the remark, The
first is that just as an illness indicates that something
has gone wrong with the body, so may a philosophical pro-
blem indicate that something is wrong with our thinking,
The second point is about the treatment of the ilness, and
by analogy of a philosophical problem, For illness treated

" suecessfully is not given an answer., It goes away.

And so our discussion on the toplc is kept under the

following heads:-

1) Explanatiom{'in Natural Science
2) Meaning and criteria of Determinism
3) Meaning and criteria of ¥ree-will and

4) Limits of Physical Determinism and Human Freedom,
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EXPLANATIONS IN NATURAL €CIENCE

A scientist searches for the laws of nature, The
basic assuamption of science is that there are the laws
of nature. Then what is a law of nature ? It is a general
statement about the universe which is true, We know that
these statements or theories are mathematical ppopositions
which have been interpreted corrsctly. The laws of nature
do not prescribe but, rather they describe what happens,
4 law of nature is but a Jdescription of what actually
takes place. In contrast to this, whenever a human law 1is
passed, then it must be possible to violate the law. The
reason that the law of nature cannot be discbeyed since the
law of nature is only a careful record of what actually
happens, not only of the past, but alsc of the present and
most important of all of the future and that there is no
possible way of violating it. This law of nature is not
a pure mathematical law, but an interpretsd one. 1t presumably
deals not vlbh what nature is, but with our ability to

-comprehend nature,
Law.

Before ve proceed further let me add a little on 'Law’.
Science establishes empirical generalizations from observed

facts and then explains these generalizations in terums of
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an acceptable body of theory. For example Boyle's law

or the laws of chemical combination or the law of supply
and demend in the sccial sciencses are such generalizations,
The use of the term 'law' in science seems rather arbitrary
and we snall not distinguish here between generaligations
which are called laws and those which are not considered

as laws. A law "is a true, contingent, aniversally quanti-
fied conditiomal statement which satisfies certain further
conditions - to rule out vacuousness, triviality, eccen-
tricity etc, which nobody has yset éuccessfully formalated,
(W.Kneale, ‘'latural Laws and contrary to Fact conditionals,
Analysis Vol. 10 (1950) reprinted in M.Macdonald (ed)
Philosophy and Analysis (Oxford 1955%).

Let us cmnsider the law governing a stone that is
throvn into the air. The law of Gravitation states that
all objects heavier than the air fall if not supported.

So the stone that was thrown into the air will drop. The
scientist will tels us that the stone is an object heavier
than air, and that all objects heavier than air fall if
not supported. This law, essentially due to Galileo, is of
considerable interest since, if we neglect air resistance,

the law applies to any physical object, be it a heavy stone

or a feather,



Cause.

The search for causal laws is deeply tied up with our
subconscious tendency. In our lives we search for motivating
forces for all our actions, W& sa; that a man is irrational
unless he has had a good reason or cause for what ne digd,

We are constantly stoting what caused us to act in the

wvay we did, For example I voted the Con.ress because it's
Foreign Policy and Financial Reforms in the £lection Manifesto
were better thaxl any other political parties, or I believe

in the United Nations because I believe that it is our only
hope for peacc., or I love tennis because my father taught

me to love that game . In all above cases something haspened
in the past that caused the action in the present, or If

we ask why does a balion rise ? the answer is that it is
because of the air pressure lifted it, In all cases we search
for an event which brought about the result: which we call

the cause of it,

Thus cause is generally understood as anything
producing an effect, It is the essential condition of
the existence of effect. So causality is understood as
a philosophical category denoting the necessary genetic
conuection between phenomena one of vhich is called

cause which determined the other is called the effect,
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There is a diiference .between the coaplete cause
and the specific cause, The complete caase is the sua
total of all the circumstances necessarily give rise to
the effect, The specific cause is the sum total of chrcuw-
stances in the presence of many otner circumstances
already existing in the given situation even before the
appearance of the effects and providing tne conditions
for the action of the cause, The establishment of a complete
cause 1s possible only in comparatively simple cases,
and usually scientific investigation is Jdirected towards

the disclosure of the specific causes of a phenowmnon,

Materialism maintains the objectivity and universality
of cause regarding causal relations as relatioms between
objects themselves, existing outside and independent of
cons¢éiousness, Subjective idealism eithsr denies causality
altogether, sesing it only the ordinary sequence of human
sensations as in Bume or recognising causality as a necessary
relation considers that it is introduced into the world of
phenomena by the cognitive subject and that it has the

a priori character as in Xant,
Causslity in Hume:-

According to Hume reality was only a stream of

lapressions whose causes are unknown and unknowable, He
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considered the problem of the existence or non-existence

of the objective world as insoluble, One of the fundamental
relations established by experience is the relation of

cause and effect., If ons phenomenon precedes another it
cannot be deduced that the former is the cause and the 1attér
is the effect. Even the most frequent repetition of the
linking of events in time Joes not give knowledge a hidden
force witn the help of which one ovject przduces the other,

Thas Huwme denied the objective character of causaliiy,

According to Hume, the stream of our iapressions is
not absolute chaos. Some obieccs appeared to us a brignt,
vivid and stable and therefore he maintained that this
was sufficlent for practical 1life,

Hume propounded two thesis - one about the meaning
of the word 'cadase' and the other about the source of our
beliefs concerning causal connections, To him the word
‘cause' meant all causal statements implicitly general,

For example X is the cause of Y is to say that the sequence
X followed by Y is an instance of the general fact that

events of the type X are invariably followed by events of
type Y,



By causal bellefs Hume amaintained that ve can never

come to ke liefe that an event X is the cause of another
event Y merely by observing these two eventls, Tne facts
relevant to causality is observation. X and Y (where X

1s the cause of ¥ by observing these two events) are
spatially adjacent and teuporaly antecedent to each other,
This regalar saquence we have noticed in the past leads
as to the belief that from the type of event X, Y follow.

There is no neeszssary connection. The connection here is
the invariable relation. Therefore scientific cause does
not involve necessity. The causs onliy describes how the
universe nmoves, It does not necessitate the effect. As
A. J. ayer Says 'Cause has no necessity but sclence takes

it as necessity or as a hidden force!'. Thus Hume define
a CAUES to be

"An object precedent and contiguous to another,
and where all the ohjects resembling the forumer
are placed in like relations of precedency and

contiguity to those objects, that resemble the
latter, If this Jefinition be estezmed defect-

ive because drawn from objects foreign to the
cause, we may substitute tinis other definition in
its place viz. 'A cause is on object precedent
and contiguous to another, and so united with

it, that the idea of the one Jdetermined the mind
to form the idea of the otner, and the ifimpression

of the one to foruw a more lively idea of the other"

ITreatise, p.170.
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For hBume causal relations are therefore, not matters

of direct observation. The only reason we can have for
believing that 4 was or Wl 1l be the causs of ¥ is that we

have observed or have reason to believe that events of
some type to which B belongs, have been regularly followed
by events of some type to which B belongs. Bat regulérly
does not m an here by invariably. Our judgement that A is
the causs of B is not normally, based on a known lnvariable
segusnce of B like events on & like events, Our judgeamenis
are based on approximate regulsrities, on generalizations
wi th many exceptions, on seguences known to occur only in
a proportion of cases, even sometimes a small proportion.,
But what typifies causal laws is that if we are furnished
certain information about the presant moment, the law will
give us information about the future, The gravitational
law we stated governing the tossed-up stone is in explicit
form giving us information about the past, present and

future,

If we carefully analyse the simple case of falling of
stone if thrown and that of a abmple'case ve can find that
the pattern of explanation is the sawe. For exzmple if we
ask a scientist how he explains the tremndous amount of
eﬁergy released by ihe Atom-boub on Hiroshima-Nagasaki, his

explanation may be very lengthy but he will take recourse
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to a large number of physical theories, dealing with

atomic phenomena, the materials used, the making processes,
and the laws used in désigning the bomb, These are

the accepted laws that were used in designing the bomb
because past experience has 1led us to assign high
credibiiity to them, In addition he will supply us with
the particulars of the bomb like the dimensions of

the boumb, the amount of the various materials that went
into it, and how these materials arz distribated. Then

he will prove that it follows from the theories that bomb
of the given specifications releases a tremendous amount -

of energy.

The law we stated governing the tossed-up stone is
in explicit form giving us information about past, present
and future, But It is easy to change this into a causal
law. Suppose we state merely thet the acceleration is egual
to minds gravitation, it will be objected that this is aot
a causal law since in it there i5 no "cause", But we can
say that the acceleration is caused by a 'gravitational force'.
l.e, by a force that causes the gravitational afceleration,
Then how do we observe tie force ? By observing the accele-
ration, How strong is the force ? Just strong enough to

bring about the acceleration, This nay seem super flaous
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but this is what Newton exactly did. in every type of

motion we can observe thne acceleration and the mass of
the moving particle. he then postulated a force causing

the acceleration of strength. Since in many types of
motion the acceleration is inversely proporticnal to the
mass of the moving particle Newton accounted for a
constant force governing thz motion. In our example even
this satisfacticn is missiong. The acceleration is
independent of the wmass of the falling body-, but there
is no difficulty in overcoming this if we accept that
the acceleration is constant, Then the postulation that
the gravitational force is proportional to the mass

of the falling body is true. Togsther wi th the fact
that the acceleraticn is constant., The only possible
Justificaticn for this kind is that we take that our

laws be in the forwm of causal laws.

There have been many philosophers who have tried to

take the fact that scientists use causal lawvs and draw
far-reaching conclusions froa them., It is to be noted
that the only legitimate conclusion to be drawn froam the

existence of causal laws is that scientists like to put

their laws into causal forua,
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All scientists do believe and kinstein has repeat-
edly emphasized that lcience must start with facts and
end with facts, no matter what theoretical structures
it builds in betw-en. First of all the scientist ig an
observer. Next he tries to describe in coaplete generality

what he saw, and what he expects to sce in the future.
Next he mzkes predictions on the basis of his theories

which he checks against facts again. So tne basic purpose

of science is to iorm theories which will explain the

facts of our Universe,

W¥hat is Fact 2 :

It is taken for granted that a scientist starts wi th
hard facts and build up theories., But 1t 1s doubtful that
cen there be a fact entirely divoreced from theoretical
interpretations. We might feel that vhen we see a table,
weé have a hard fact but in actuality we have made use of
certain theories thoroughly accepted and assimilated that
we use thew sub-consciously. There is nothing in our vifisal

image that makes it logically certain that we see a solid
object,

In fact under certain circumstances as in dreams and
amirages, one can pat his hand through a seen table, It is

a theory based .n past experience that certain vésuaal iwages
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are associated vitdh solid objecté.’One can also assame that
the top of the table looks four-sided froam all points of
view, but that while it looks 1like a rectangle from above
the angles will vary as one walk around it. In other words
one can assume certain primitive optical laws. Wnile there
are primitive hard facts iu our experience, our repurt of
our experience always contain an interprotatiocn of what

we tnink and vhat we saw,

We can also distinguish betwcen objective and scientific
facts. An objectiw fact is an event or fragment of reality
tuat is an object of man's practical activity or knowledge,

& scientific fact s the rcflectlon of an objective fact,

In human consciousness., That is icts description ia a definite
language. Scientific facts are the basis for theoritical
constructions which would be impossible without them. AS an
individual phenomenon or ev=nt the fact is necessarily
connected with other facts through various relations. Scien-
tific knowledge should giwe as full a picture as possible

of facts, with all their interrelations and interconnections,
An aggregate of sclentific facts forws a scientific Jescri-
ption, 4 scientific fact is inseparable from the language

it is expressed in and therefore from the terms in which

the concepts are formulated,

An 1dealistic interpretation of the facts going from

Hume and empirical criticism to neo positivism treats facts
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as something existing only in man's sansations., According
to this conception the world is seen as &n aggregate of
isolated faucts, elements of sunse experience connccted with

each other through the subject,

Facts apd Theory,

Theory is ag system of generalis=d authentic knowledge
which gives an integral picture of thz regularities and
essentialities of reality. The tera theory has differeat
connotations as opposzd to a hypothesis, Theory differs

from hypothesis since it mentally reflects and reproduces

reality., At the same time 1t is inseparably linked vitn
practice which places pressing probleus before knowledg;
and requires it to solw tham, For this reason practice or
hypothesis or its summarised resaults are part and parcel of
every theory. Both scientific and social theories are deter-
mined by the historical conditions in which they originate,
by the historically given level of production, tecnnology,
experlaent and science and also the dominant social order,
vhichh may favour or contraryly hamper the creation of
scientific theory. Thus only in the 19th century with the
emergence of marxism, soclological views turnzd into scientific

theory of the laws of social development. Theory wmay and
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actually do play a big role in scientific knowledge and

the transformation of society by revolationary means. Thus
vhile appearing as a generalisation of the cognitive

activity and rssults of practice theory is conducive to transa-

forming nature and soéial life.

If the mathematical tecord of a fact is expressed as
x = 3.5 then a theory may be an eguation like xy - z3 =t - 20
I1f we allow this then the only difference between a fact and
a theory is that & faci is something that we already know,
wnile a theory also states fhnings not yet observed. Again,
though not in ail cases; a fact reports a singlic event,
wniie a theory reports an unlimited nuamber of eveats, A fact
is always a single thing like 'there is a sun in the sky
now, and a theory is generally a statement ;ike ‘the sun

rises every 24 hours',

The ELcientist amakes some observations (even with planned
experiments) and records these in the mathem-tical language

devised by tne theoretician, The theoretician tries to
formulate a general mathematical proposition, incorporating
these facts, Then he dewelops this theory mathewmatically

deriving certain predictions oi facts,

B anation an redicticn in N al Science

Ccience mzkes prediction from the established laws.,
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That means that if we knew the theories in time and had
all presently known facts awailable to us, we coald have
predicted that his particular event of somsthing very amuch
like that would taze place, Tils kind of explanation that

Science offers let us call good scientific explanations.

If we accept the Scientific explanation is correct
that is that every fact in the universe is guided entirely
by law then the future is Jetermined. But we know that

all scientific facts are subject to small errors, governed

by siatistical laws, Hence the best we can ever hope to
achieve is to explain why something very much like what
happend did heppen. The same explanation wemld apply if a
slightly disferent event took place, This mey be a good

explanatiocn,

But atimes we find that some explanations are bad

explanations or pseudo-erplanations, In fact it is only a
classification, For example if we say that a certain lady
is ineffective as a wedical practitioner. The explanation
could be that ‘'she is a woman, and all women have weakness
for men and that is vhy she is ineffeclive as a medical
practitioner, it is true that she is a womsn and it is
equally true that vomen have weakness for men but abso-
lutely nothing follows from this about her effectiveness

as a medical practitioner, So we have incomplete explanations,
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In a compk te explanation the event to be explained is
deduced from certain theories and from known facts. In

an 1ncomblete explanation some theory or fact is Qmitted.
Sappose we say 'All wen afe crooked and that's why Johny

is crookedt'. The missing fact is that Johny is a man.

This is rather typlcal or incoumple te explanations, The
wlissing factor is so obvious that we do not bother to supply
it._There are so many more comple x cases of bncomplste

explanations., In fact a scientlst to explain a certain fact,
is most likely to get only an incomplste explanation. The
theories of {cience are so strongly interrelatsd that ewen
a relatively simple axplahation'may make ase of all the theories
of at icast oné'given branch, When a biologist expla;ns a
certain fact about amicro-organisms, the biologist is likely
to use the observations meke through a microscbpe and his -
biological theorizs but he is unlikely to state the optical
lavs governing the microscoﬁe eventhough these are néeded
for a full explanation., That is why it is hard sometimes to
judge whether a scientific explanation is adequate ?

What then explains tle predictive power of scientific -
generalizations ? &ven if two scientists agfee as to what we
can expect from our theories, they may dbsagree as to the

predictive power on the basis of varying vieus as to the

possibillty of £inding the necessary facts to apply the
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theory. Far example Newton's laws tell us all about the
future of the solar system if we know just where the
planets are at a given mo® nt in relation to the sun.
Errors in prediciion may be due to the lnaccuracy of the

law on the one hand and on the other hand it my be Jue

to the inaccurescies in Jetermining the positions of the
planets, which can be reduced but never entirely eliminated,

1t is well known to anyone that the so-called rounding

errors may become very significant in a long computation,
Cimilarly a very small error in calculation mey be aagni-

bein
fied as the resultis‘;\ dsea over and over again, Introduc-
ing & small error of observation is like inteoducing

a calculating error into the calculation of prediciting.

The problem of predicting is further complicated by

the celebrated Uncertainity principle. wWhen we come to
atomic and sub atomic phenomena, we find that our methods
of observing and wmeasuring are so crude tat we cannot help
disturbing the system. to be observed, According to the
Uncertainty Principle ther: is an absolute limit to the
accuracy we can achlieve., This shows that whether our laws

are statistical or causal, there are severe limitations to

the accuracy of our predictions,

Again ve have limitations on our powers of analysis.

To derive predictions from a given theory often requires
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long and difficult mathematical arguments, Given Nevton's
laws, it 1s easy to show how two bodies move relative to
each other, each attracting the other one. tut when we ask
the same question for three bodies, the answer has still

not been found in couplete generality.

It is also seun that though the time element Jdoes not
affect predictability in principle, it Jdoss affect the

practical problem, 1t is true that with our present theories
we can predict tomorrov's weather, But if 1t takes our

calculating machines a full wonth to carry out the necessary
prediction, then it is a very little practical use, Though
machines saves time at times, the possibility of machines
taking more tiwe than it takes for the event to happen cannot

be ruled out. For example in the case of predicting human
decislions,

Explanations and Predictions Distinguished.

Do explanations realy explain facts ? For example
the law of gravitation as exewplified in the falling of
a stone really explains anything since every why is not
able to explain and give the answer. In fact our explanations
amounts to showing that the new fact fits into the general
pattern of knowledge available to us. But if we expect
Something of this sort to happen i the future too we are

coming to predictions. On the basis of past experience ve
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formulate a general theory as applying not only to the
past and the present bat also to the future and on this
basis we make a predbction to the effect that the event
in question would take place,

Then what is the essential differsnce between an
explanation and a prediction. While the explanation refers
to something alresdy known to be true, the prediction is a

comnitment to knouwing what 1s going to heppen in the future,
This may 8 a difference superfici ally froa out-side but

if we look at the internally of explanations and predictions
ve fail to find any essential difference, In either case
veé have a general theory available which must be well

confirmed. We have facts which we can start with ani from
the theories and facts known to us ve dduce a certain new

fact. Here the logic of the problem is concerned, there is

no essential difference.

Bowever the difference between explanation and pre-
dictlions we can account for in the fact that while explana.
tions are retrospective, predictions are prospective. Expla-
nations are retrospective since it consists in revealing the
essence of the object studied showing that the object that
is explained obeys a certein law or laws, kxplanation is
closely connected withdescription, but prediction is pros.

pective since it looks towards the future i th scientific
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rectitude, that is on the basis of past experience we for-
mulate a general theory as ajplying not only to the past
and the present but also to the fature and predict that

the event in queétion would take place,

It is also to be noted that there are no general
characteristic features of all explanations. gvery expla-
nation is different froa the next, different in purpose
and so usually different in structure, Explaining somethlng
is not to imply that we could have predicted it, nor is
it to imply that we can predict future cases like it. But

a prediction is often possible without any explanation beling
intended at the same tiume,

To Sum

[ 2]

We stated with the basic assumption of science that
there are laws of nature, On the discussion of it we saw
what 1s 'Law' and that led us to the search for causel
lavs. We also discussed the complete cause and the specific
cause, Then we saw the Jifferent views on causality that
of materialism which malntains the objectivity and universalie
ty of cause while subjective idealism vhich denies causality,
Whereas Hume recognised causality as 2 necessary relation.

Re dealt in details Hume's causality. For Huame a cauase is
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an object precedent and contiguous to another and so united

with it, that the idea of the one Jetermined the mind to
form the idea of the other, and therefore causal relations

are not matters of difect observation, and hhe basis his he

stress on invariable relation and regularity.

We proced<d to understand the terainologies that
anderline tfe above Jdiscussion viz., about Fact and Theory.
And we came to the conclusion that 'a fact is always a single

thing while a theory is generally a statement,

Then we concentrated on explanations and predictions
in natural sclences, We saw of good and bad explanutlons,
And our concern was whether a scientific explanation is
adequate ? we sav many difflcultles in the adeguacy of
scientiiic explanations and predictions like inadeguacy of
law, inaccuracies of facts at hand, rounding errors, errors
in calculat:ion and the uncertainity principle, $o ve came
to the conclusion that our/laws vhether statédtical or
causal suffer from severe limitations in prediction and its

accuracy .

And finally we distinguisnhed between explanations
and predictions, And we saw that while the explanation
refers to something already knowun to be true, the prediction

is a comazitment to knowing what is going to happen in the
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future, And a prediction is possible without any explanation,
Which now leads us to the need to understand tne meaning and

criteria of determinism.



CHAPTER . III



MEANING AND CRITIRIA OF DETERMINISHM

In ordinary parlance we could make a distinction
between two kinds of events that places all the occurences

of our universe exclusively and exhaustively into two
classes, namely 'actions and events' . When we think of
haman actions we intend to think of bcdily movements and

physical changes that take place, For example voting in

an election, making promises signing a contract or deed,
choosing a pair of shirts catching a train, paying a bill
etc. All these certainly involve physical wmogements and is
ofcourse the outcome of human decisions and choices, Exam-
ples of events or happenings are eclipses of the sun or
moon, showers of rain, earthguakes, heart beats, sunrise

or sunset etc. that occur character&stically without human
interventiocn,

We all know that some events are within our full
control and some partially within our coutrol and some nat
vithin our control. The happenihgs of the world that occur
according to the Laws of nature and even this could be con-
trolled by applying the scientific knowledge. Only the
first group 1s a field for choice. The other two requires )
more than cholce to be brought under our control. The pooblem
of free will has arisen in part from putting under critical

scratiny the nalve Jistinction between actions and happenings
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or events w th which we have started. The necessity for

this critical scrutiny has arisen from two main Sources

nagsely the growti of natural science and soume considera-
tions about the future events. {o there is the dJebate

about free will and determinism,

The debate can often end in confusion since we do
not take the trouble to get clear about the msanings of
the terms used in the questions, As is the case, be fore
we can tackle the main issue we have to ask a whole range
of prediminary questions 1like what exactly is to count
as 'choosing freely' in a situation ? And what precisely
is 'Jeterainism' ? How can we know if something is an
'inevitable conseqguence' of what precedes it ? ete. and so
our attention shall focus in this chapter on the meaning

and criteria of determinism.,

To say that the human action is determined means
that 2) 'events' have causes i.e.,, an action or event is a
member of causal sequences that it follows that with causal
necessity from the precedent factors which are identifiea
as its causes, b) Jeterminism implies that the agent 'gguld
not have done other-wise, That it was impossible to choose
an alternative course of action. In this argument the guestion

about the logical status of 'could' arises, What kind of
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‘could not have done ' ? Is it a logical could ? We shall
discuss it in the chapter on Free Will.

For our purpose we shall keep the weaning of deter-
minisam as that 'we are causally Jetermined in every respect,
If follows from this that we do not choose freely and so

are not responsible,

Yarieties of Determinism:-

There are at least five varieties of determinism
ve might examine namsly: 1) Loglcal Jeterminisa 2) Psycho-

logical Jeterminism 3) Theological determinism 4) Ethical
determinism and 5) Physical Determinism.

We snall just pass by the first four varieties of
deteruinism and discuss in detail our topic i.e,, the

physical determinisu,

Logical Determinism:

The principles of logic are presupposed in all
human thought and discourse, They appear to be necessary
and true, Let us begin vith tne three Laws of Thought laid
down by Aristotle.
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1. The Law of Identity (A is A )

2. The Law of Noﬁ-contradiction (Nothing can be both

A and not - A )

3. The Law of Zxcluded Middle (Everything is etther'
A or not-A).

They are fundamental because if they were not true,
none of the other truths could be foraulated or even thought
of. In everything we say we presuppose that A 1is A, For

example if we speak of a table, we are presupposing that

the table is a table., If the tabic were not a table then
vhat could we even be talking about ? Again if we say that
a square is a circle, we are in effect saying that the
figure is both four-sided and not foun#-sided whicir is to

contradict ourselves, That is, we are violting the Law
of Non-contradiction which says that nothing can be both
A and not-A.

£8 we have stated the three lavws, they have to do
with things, relations, properties etc, in the world.

Sometimes, they ars formulated as truths about propositionms,

Law of Identity : If p then p

-

Law of Non-contradiction : Not® both p and not-p

Law of Excluded Middle : Either p or not-p
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In other words: if a proposition is true, then it

is true: No propositon is both true and not-true and every
proposition is either true or not-true. There is an advan-

tage in this formulation in that the three laws can now
be used as rules of inference in the logical deduction of

propositions,

The man in the street who says 'What is the use of
wvorrying ? What will be, will be' is certainly true and
indeed is a trauth of logic. Thus we end up in the hard
fora of. 'determinisa' namely 'fatalism® which states either

empty logical truths that cannot bear on the realities of
experience or else realies on false or incomplete premises,

By looking at the fatalist argument we can see that though

it is logically true it tells us nothing about our resal
wor ld., For example the sajlor who says that it 1s polntless
for him to learn to swim because if he is not going to be

drowned, the %ill will be unneeessary and if he is going to
be drowncd, it will be useless, is not simply reiterating
the logical truth that the future will be as it is going

to be. He is neglecting an important factual trath namely
that the possession of the skill may actually save bié life,

Thus relying only oh accepted principles of classical
logic, the logical determinists try to establish th&t if

any event in the future will in fact occur, then it is true
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at any time, prior to or subsequent to the event, that
it occurs. Thus if propositions about the future can be

true or false, the events to which they refer umust occur

by necessity.

£sgchological Determinisms:

Psychology is a science Jdealing witn the 1aw§ govern-
ing the origin and functioning of the psychic reflection
of objective reality of man's activity and behaviour. Its
natural scientific basis is the theory of the reflectory

mechanisms of the brain.

The defenders of psychological Jeterminism refer to
thw working hypothesis of psychology that there is no
men tél state without a corresponding brain-state, that
the brain-state is to be regarded as explgnation of the
mental state, The successive mental states have no quantie
tative measurable relations and that to the preceding
mental state, Thus the chain of physical causation is un

broken,
The i e nism:

God is omicient. He therefore knows what 1 am going
to do before I do it and there is nothing for me to do ex-

cept vhat He knows 1 am going to do. This doctrine of the
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foreknowledge of God is held to exclude the freedom of
man's choice. But to deny that God has foreknowledge would
be derogatory to His dignity.

Ethical Determinism;

A man's character deteruines his acts and he is
responsible for the act of his own. He committed it because
being man he is he could not have done otherwise. All our
instruction, re-prcof and correction of others pre-supposes
that they may be determined by such influences, Thus the
vhole outfit of ethical categories may be read in determini.

stic terms and indeed are so read by many ethicai thinkers

beginning with Socrates who held that right ideas deteraine
right conduct.

Since our main concern being physical Determinisam we
shall not discuss at length the above types of determinisams,
Only a bare line thought is given., Of course the arguments
from the above different sources are not and do not establish
the notion of Jeterminism de facto, which we shall not
deal with, And so now we shall focus our attention on what

physical Determinism is ?

PEYSICAL DETERMINISM,

Physical Determinism is the view that every event in the

universe 1s the inevitable outcome of previous conditions., it
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is implicit in this formulation of deteruinism is that
Every event has a cause, i.e., every event in the universe

is the inevitable outcowe of previous conditions,

To say that an event has a cause 1is to say that
there are universal laws together wiith statements about
initial conditions prevailing at particular times, and that
from these two together we can predict an event which we will
call an effect. For example given thal under the conditions
X,¥,8, iron expands when it is heated, and given that con-
ditions x,y,z, prevail and that this is a case of iron being
neated, we can make the prediction that iron will expand.

Hers we haye a typical causal relation, The So-called ‘cause!
is then the event referred to in the statement of causal
conditions. And these conditions are regarded as being suffi-

ciznt to explain the effect, if it is a ful-blooded causal
explanation,

We may therefore formulate the idea of a cause
a8 ad sufficient ¢ondition, that is, as a state of affairs
which is sufficient to produce a certain effect, But the
notion of a sufficient condition is not witinout its problems,
If we think for 2 moment of all the necessary conditions which
together would count as a sufficient condition for, say the
proper functicning of a car we will realize vhat kind of
problems these are, The numerous parts of the machine must

be correctly assembled, and they amust be working well, They
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must be alr in the tyres and oil where it is needed. Then

we might want to go on to say that even given that one had

a machine in perfect running order, the sufficient conditions
of its proper functioning must include that there be a suita-

ble surfzce on which to ride it, and ar ider etc. Thus a
statement of 'initial conditions' could become infinitely
expandable and the idea of a sufficient condition meaningless.

The only simply stated sufficient conditions are those
describing negative effects. For example, to state that

one one has removed ong of the wheels'! of the car is to

state a sufficient condition for its not functioning mroperly.

Therefore, what we way understand from the discussion
of a cause as & sufficient condition is that its effect

nust follow its occurrence., fince its occurrence is seen
as sufficient to guarantec that effect. We amight therefore

say that given certain initial conditions that it is raining
here 1s a sufficient condition for my garden pathts being
wet, The initial conditions that have to prevail can be suummed
up by saying that the path must be exposed to the rain, or
that the rain must have access to the path. And so it must
not have been covered by a waterproof covering it or arranged
for mny people to hold umbrellas over it, or invented a

low-level hot-.air device that evaporated the rain Just before

it reaches the patn,
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Coming back to the basic assumption of the science
that every evént hes a cause it was believed that events

ocecurred in orderly patéerns which could be formulated as
causal or natural laws. On the basis of taese laws and
knowledge of the actual causes at work accurate predictions

vould be made., In principle any event could be predicted.
1t was only the lack of knowledge of the laws or the present

causes that limited prediction, The theory assertaining

universal causation and total predictabiiity has been called
determinisa,

For the determinists, human actions are events as

predictable as any other type of eveént just as the behaviour
of water heated 100° centigrades can be predicted so in -’

principle the behavioar of the pe:sons too. The Jeterminist
vould admit that at the moment tre latter sort of prediction

cannot be made relliably because we lack the necessary exact
laws of human behaviour., But it is believed that the social

scliences may find such laws and correct gedictions will

become possible,

The deterministic notions first appearsd in ancient
philosophy and were most clearly postulated by Atomism. The
conception of Jeterminisa was substantiated and devs1loped

by Natural sciecnce and materialistic philosoghy in the modern
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tie s, Baplace,Bacon, Spinoza ete. champloned the cause of
deterministic philosophy. Their determinism was necessarily
machanistic and abstract in confirmity with the level of

contemporary Natural tcience, They believed that the forams
of czusality to & absolute and governed the laws of wachénicsS.

They identified causality and necessity and denked the obje-

ctive character o chance,

The primitive societies attributed the observable
natural changes to conscious agencies 1like the power of

gods or demons. But the rise of natural scienece gave a very
different kind of interpretation to the natural events. To
the natural scientists the changes in the universe are the

outcome of causal regularities that operate guite independ-

ently of anyone's conscious choice or purpose.

In the early stages of developuent of natural
science attention was on the physical world. The science
that developed during the nineteenth century shows that

tne material world as a system of particles moving and inter-

acting according to the laws of nature,

A nineteenth century mathematician Pierre de Laplace
believed that our bodies are a part of the physical nature.
the workings of the human body necessarily depends on cheamical

reaction, Digestion, respiration, growth and developument
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can all be shown to have a chemical basis identical with
that of the animals or plants or of the organic world. Thus
even the workings of our brain and nerves on wvhich actions
and conscibusness in ali its forms depend on the ordinary

laws of physics and chemistry. He wrote thus:

"we ought then to regard the present state of
the universe as tne effect of its antecedent

state and the cause of the state that is to
follow. An intelligence knowing, at a given
instant of time, all things of which the univer-
se consists, would be able to comprehend the
actions of the largest bodies of the world and

these of the lightest atoms in one single foramula,
provided his intellect were sufficiently powerful

to subject all data to analysis; to hiun, nothing
would be undertain, both past and future would be
present in his eyes., The human mind in the perfect-
ion it has been able to give to astronomy affords

a feeble outline of such an intelligence" ( Quoted

in Free Will, D.J.0.'Connor p.10).

Ccientific determinism therefore depends upon facts
about human knowledge, The quotation from Laplace cited

above is the classic statement of this position, In recent



times too this determinist thesis has been stated in such
form., For example, Prof, Bridgman,in The Logic of Modern
Physics wrote, "By Determinism, we understand tne bellef
that the future of whole universe or of an isolated part of

. - a ete description of
it, is determined in terms of & compl Mo‘c?h- N Y

its present conditions", And according to,Deteruinism for anenws
Morits—Seniiek "ths future can be completely predicted from
the present"’(Philosophy of Nature (trans. by A.Von Zeppeline)
p.58. Therefore 1f we know the exact description of the

present condition of a system and the laws governing the
system then we can predict the future systenm,

Now lct us make a guery about the status and justifhca-
tion of deterministic view that every event in the univer se
is the isevitable outcome of previous conditions i.e., every
evant has a cause. That every event has a cause is a viev
which is commonly held and through which we tend to regulate
all or most of our activities, £o what I want to consider is
its entitlement to such widespread acceptance. What 1is it

that leads us to acknowledge the principle so readily in our
daily lives ?

~

Iet us begin by asking what kind of claime ‘Every event
has a cause' ? Is 1t a claim which depends on observation

of what goes on in the world around us, the kind of claim I
could check up on in the same way as 1 could check up on

a claiw like every church has more than one door or is it

a claim not Jdependent on observation but on something else ?
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The answer is that the claim seems to be able
to be of either kind in that it may depend either on
observation or not on observation., If it can be tested
by the acquisition of knowledge through observation then
given certain features it 1s an éﬁbirical hypothesis,
That is & theory based on observed facts. But, if this
particular claim does not depend on observation of what

takes place in the world, then it is a metaphysical claia,

~

* .
et Sig: s,

Metaphysics is sometimes Jascribed «s the study of
*what is there', bat this can be confusing sinece the
§hysica1 sclences, in stuiying the physical universe, also
study what is there, The metaphysician distinguishes
between physical facts and other kinds of facts and althoagh he
does not ignore the first it is witin the s¢cond xind that
he is most concerned., One way of recognizing a metaphysical
question is by recognizing that it is one which probably
cannot be settled by observation of the physical worild,
and indeed, is nat put forward as a question to be settled
in that way bat only by what has been called the systemstic
exercise of the understanding. We may think therefore of
metaphysics as seeking an understanding of the conceptual

Schems through which the vorld becowes intelligible to us.
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The concept ci causallity belon:8 vith this schewe and &
metaphysical study of it might consider what we mean Dy

causali.y and examine just hov we usu the causal pattern
to organize our conception of the physleal aniverse, The
examinaiion vould include an atsessment of the scope and

limits of the concept @nd this vould help our understand-
ing of its place in our schem: of 'what is tasre’, Tnis

kind of metaphysics hes been called 'descriptlwe metaphyslces?
by Prof. £. F., {travson whicn alm tc lay bare the aost
general featurss of our conceptual sStructare and distingaisvh-

es it from ‘revisionary metaphysics’.

The positive assertion that eve:y ev=nt has u cause
belongs vith revisionary metaphysics whico as fits naage
suggests. 1t alaws to provide us witn new or revised scnemes
for understanding the world, The mstuphysical systams of
S pinoze and iefbniz ar: the moct obvious examples of re-
visionary metaphysicé. Spinoza's conception o1 the universe
Jas being one substunce wi th infinite attributes of which
twvo, thought and extension was a revislon of the Cartesian
two-substance scheme which lult us with the tricky probiem
o: explaining how two distinct substances could interact.
Leibniz's revision of the two-substance scheme was a scheme

of an infinite numbsr of different substences, ani his

soluation of tre problem of Descartesﬂj”dua11§@ waé to -say

~
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€hat the substances nevdr do interact. All the changes
that take place is in accordance with the pre-established

plan,

Neither $pinoza nor Leibniz work on the assumption
that empirical observation could prove the correctness or
otherwise of their metaphysical schemes, Certainly they
reflected carefally upon the physical worlid. sut 1t was
an underlying structare ior its existence that they sought
in their metaphysics, It is as if such & metaphysician
says: 'Look, tie ultimate nature of the world is like this;
the world fits into this scheme that I put forward to you'
And the scheae aight include the claim that the causal
principles govern events in the world. But the plausibility
of the clainm would rest rather wore in its coherence with
established ways of thinking about the world, than on
Supporting ewpirical evidence, Yei the empirical evidence

would not be entirely discounted as support.

Here there is a connection between a metaphysical
claim and empirical states of aifairs in that the former is
often intended as a fuller account or egxplanation of the
latter but the connection is not easily elucidated. That
difficulty cannot be tackled now. At this stage we should
simply note that the " metaphysician's main task is to argue
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poverfully for his analysis or scheuwe, in order to show
that however fantastic its structure may appear as when
Lelbniz conceives of us all as windowless monads that do
not interact it nevertheless wmust be just as he says and
any apparent contradiction of it by physical facts is nct
a genuine contradiction but the result of our inadequate

knowledge of the underlying reality. The metaphysician Joes
not ignore states of affairs that obtain in the physical
universe, but his concern is not with a scientific investi.

gation of thea,

Eppirical Claims:

Now let us see what is tne status of the
deterministic claia that 'every evént has a cause' ? When
it is a scigntific or empirical claim it depends on obser.
vation and so put forward as an empirical hypothesis, It
has been argued by Prof. Popper that all empirical state-
®nts must be falsifiable, This demand arises froum a pro-
blem of justifying the conclusions of inductive arguments,
For instance if we hnave the premiés
Every mule that has been observed has a pheart
And conclude from it thac:
bvery mule has a heart.

Here we havejumped to a conclusion from the many times exami-

nation of mules and their having hearts. But 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 is thet laws such as 'Every mule
has a heart!' and 'Every event has a cause' etc, can never be
conclusively verified hence they are to be admitted to the
class of empirical statements which must be able to be tested
by observation, One single contrary instance would be. enough
to falsify a universal statement. So one case of a mule without
a heart would entitle us to say that 'Svery mule has a heart

is false.!

Then what count as an uncaused event ? How would we
discover if a given event had ocairred wi thout a cause ?
Most of the time in dally 2ife we unhésitatingly assign to
events and their causes. And if we come across something
mysterious that seems to have happened out of the blue, then
our common-sense tendency is not to assert the absence
of causes but to assume causes and assert our ignorance of
what they are. We do not seem to have any criteria for
recognizing an uncaused event, There is no way of establishing
either its truth or its falsity and if this is so tnen it is

not acceptable as an empirical hypothesis, This kind of
criticism of causality and determinism has sometimes evoked

a sense of relief in would-be liberatarians, But ofcourse,
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this is a debate we are examining and so the determinist

has replies to make to his critics.

A simpler though less far-reaching criticism of
scientific determinisw arises from considering exactly
vhat we mean by saying'that events of a certain type are
predictable. The standard examples of such events are those
which fall within a well eveloped science like physics or
astronoay. It is common knowledge that the range of events
that can in practice be predicted is very limited, Never-
theless, it has sometimes heen suggested tnat these limi.
tations can be mrogressiwly remowed by. inereasing our
knowledge of the laws of nature or by iluproving the techni-
cques of observatlon by which we collesct our data or by
improving our methods of calaulation. In other vwords, that
these limits are mere de facto practical restrictions on

our present knowledge and are not restrictions 'in principle?,

Then what conditions must be satisfied before we
would accept a claia that a2 given event had been predicted ?
It is easy enough to list the essential conditions. To
Justify a claim that 1 had peedicted a certain event E that

had occurred at time TZ, I should have to show:
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1. that a time T1 prior to T2 I had described E and
stated that it would occur at T2

2. That at time T1 I possessed evidence that justified the

prediction and

3. that 1 actually deduced from this evidence by a valid
process of inference, the statement embodying the pre-

diction,

In the above if only (1) alone was satisfied then we
should not be willin, to say that & had been predlicted in
any scientiflc sense, It is only 4 forecast or prophecy.
put if both (1) and (2) were satisfied, then the statement
embodying the pradiction had been dravn from the evidence
by a legitimate process of reasoning. Thus predictions aay
vary in a number of wvays. They may be more or less accu-
rate in their description of the event and in the time to
wvhich it is assigned,and the description may be more or
less complete. Moreover predictions may be the outcome
of varying sorts of inference, A critic might be prepared
to deny to any ostensible prediction the status claiamed
for it on the ground that the description of = or the time to
which it was assignasd was too vague or too inaccurate or
because the argument by which the prediction was drawh from

its evidence was loglcaliy unsatisfactory.
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These oritéria are reasonable enough but they are
quite imprecise. Moreovef, their impréssion is quch that
we have no way of removing it. As a consequence, we cannot
maintain the close. connection cnac is commonly squosed
to exist between the concepts,of Jeterminism dnd_pred;ct-
ability alchough we settle on pragmatic grounsé the criteria
tnat.aré,acceptable in practice in any branch of science,
Any ostensible prediction may satisfy to a greater or lesser
degree the standards mentioned above. There are no well-
established rules of logig,or_cohmon'use that enadble us to -
say in any disputed case whether a given candidate to the
title is a genuine prediction or not. It is a matter of
more or less rather than y<s or no. We would like to have
definite rules that would give us a definite answer to
the guestion - What is a genuine prediction ? Predictions
are not natural features of the world w¢ recognize and
classify. They are human performances and it is we who

decide what should count as such a performance,
Predictable in Principle:-

Iet us now look at the more elusive notion of-
"Predictable in principle™ and its supposed relevance to
determinism, To call certain types of events "predictable
in principle", instead of simply calling them " predictable”

tends to uinimize the important Jifference between events
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that we can in'fact predict and those we could predict if our
knowledge were greater or our technigues of calculation

more efficient. There are many kinds of events like tides,
eclipses etc. than can be exactly foretodd by the present-day
scientidts but that were not accurately predictable or

even predictable at all by scientists of earlier tiumes.

And there are many types of happenings or events lilke
earthqualtes, volcanic eruptions etc., that are not predictable
by contemporary scientists but may become so in the fature
given better technigues of observation and calculation,

Are we to say that these are 'predictable in principle™ ?

To say that a certain event that we cannot now
predict is nevartheless predictable in principle may be
" merely to make the hypothetical statement like if we had
the necessary evidence and could make suitable deductions
from it, we should be able to describe the event in advance
and say when it would occur. We could have done if we knew
enough., But such statements are true only because they are

empty of content,

Is there any sense of "predictable in principle" that
is not vacuous ? Suppose we use the phpase to describe those

events that are not at present predictabls but are reasonably
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similar to events we can now predict. For example given
that meterologists can predict the weather in their
vicinity for, say twentyfour haars/ ahead, we might say
that the local weather is predictable in principle over

the next six months, We would mean by this that the events
we_/ cannot now predict are closely similar to those we can,
that the laws of nature operate and that similar methods

of observation and computation are required., But in such
cases, there is no important difference between those events
predictable in principle and those predictable in practice.
The first class is larger than the sc<cond only to the extend
that reasonably forceable improvements in our predictive
technigques will bring events that cannot now be predicted
vithin our range. And that such improvsments can be forseen
is a hypothesis that like any other can be confirwmed or
refuted by events, Lo the claim that ail events are pre-
dictable i. either false or empty of content. What 1lies
within the range of human knowledge Jdepends among other
things on our senses and our powers of reasoning, No doubt
there are many things that are true about the universe

and that lie forever beyond the boundaries of haman sense
and reasof, Perhaps our qualified prbnciple of Jeterminisz

is one of these,
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Couing back to the idea of a cause as a suffliclent
condition it follows that 'ff a cause is a sufficient
condition, then its effect must follow. That is to say
that if it is raining then the ground amust be wet, Then
the question here is that 'What is the sense of 'wmust'

here ?

There are several s2nses of the word 'must! but we
need not examine all of them here, Consider the folloving

reasoning:

If he is & bachelor, then he must be unmarried. That
'aqust! 18 a logical 'must' because it follows from the mean-
ing of the word 'bachelor' that the person to whoam the title

correctly apolies must be unhmarried. It is logically true.

Let us examine the statement 'If ii is raining the

" path aust be wet ! It is not a logical 'aust' babause it

does not follow from tne meaning of the word 'raining’® that
the garden path must be wet, There may be difficulty in

this that someone might say that ‘wetness' is part of the
meaning of the word 'raining'. This is correct, but it is not
thereby logically true that because it is raining then the

garden path is wet, lhe test of our statement is made by
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asking whether we would know that it was always true without
having to go and look. And we do not know Solely by exaninae
tion of the meanings of the words that the statement is true.
He have to check it by observaﬁion and so it is an empirical
and not logical 'must'. The truth of. this kind of stat€ument
is known im a different way from the truth of stateamenis such
as 'cl rcles never contzin stfaight lines,! or bachelors are
unmarried or 'all swans are birds' etc. In the case of ths
latter statements we do not have to inspect circlés, bachelors
and birds to test for truth. Thus an empirical 'mQSK' is
not like a logical 'must'! and if an event is causally
determined it is not that it follows logically froa its
causes. logical connectiors hold betwsen statements, not
between events, If we now ask how we come to lay that a
given event must follow upon a garticalar cause, the reply
is found in the universality of natural laws. Because the
sun always has risen, organisas do always die, rain makes
things wet and so on and we come to say that thsy 'must' do
So. Qut it is alvays logically possible that they may Jdo
otherwise, These arc matters of natural necessity, in con-

trast to those of logical necessity,

\

i

Here we should be aware of a possible confusion of
arguing logically using empirically grounded statements,

When we do this then logical relations hold between those
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statements of empirical fact, baut the statements theaselves
are not logical truths, we nay for iﬁstance argue that all
eléephants are grey. Jumbo is an elephant and therefore Jumbo
is grey. The three statements employed hefe are empirical

but the relation between “the stat ments is a logical one,
ghysical and Logical necessity:

What has thls to do wibth causal Jeteramination ?

It is in tuis reSpect_;nat if 1 say that the rain is the
cause of thé génden path's being wel or that because

it is raining then thé gardsn path wust be wet I am not
saying that it is logically necessary that the garden path is
wét; The statemedt it is raining! dpas not entail the
statement! tps éardeﬂ path is vet', And to say we care
_éausally determined in all we do is not to say that it is
logicaily necessary that we do all we do. aAgain, it is a
physigal or natural necessity of which ﬁe Speak &nd not a

logical one. .

- Par{ ol the pre-Hume sophistry ébomt natural necessity
consisted in the belief that ths causal maxim, 'Every eveat
~ has = cause' was a logical truth of the same kind as ‘'Every
bécnelor is an unmarried male', This is clearly’not correct,

The idea of an event is the idza of somsthing happening and
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this idea does not include the idea that there must have

been a cause of that hsppening., Here we should not be con-
fused with 'event! and 'effect!, 'Bvery effect has a cause'

is certainly a logical truth since if something is an effect
then it is sometning which is caused. Eventhough it is a
logical trauth that every effect has a cause, this does not
me'an that & particular cause is loglically relatsd to its
particular efiect. When Descrates applied /.heat to the melting
of the wax, theie is nothing ia the sentence 'He applied

neat to the wax that tells us 'the wax meltsd'. Yet vwe do
speak of tle connection here as iln some sense a necessary

ong in that we say 'if he heated tre wax it amust have melted!,
bPart of Buwme's concern was with analysing what we mean when
ve Speak of that necessity. fince the connection is not &
logical one it must arise in sowe non-logical way. fum

argues that it arises from our observation of regular con-
Junctions, It is by constantly observing processes like the
melting of wax hy heat and the wetting of paths by rain that
we come to say that heat or rain necessarily bring about

these respective states, For fume says " ,...when many unifora
instances appear, amd the same object is always followed by
the same event; we then begin to entertain the notion of
cause and connection"., (David Hume, Enquiries,E3, Sely-Bigge-

Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1966. p. 78).



Hume concludes that when we speak of natural
necessity the connection between events which we say ‘must'!
hold is simply the connection our minds tend to make once
ve have observed regularly connected events, 11 our ideas
are derived from sense impressions bat there is no sense
impression of tie necessary conjoining of events., The only
sense impressions we can discover are of objects themselves,
But we become sSo accustomed to the regular conjunction of
certain pairs of events that the idea or impression of one
member of the palr is associated with the idea of the other
member and it is scarcely possible, as Hume puts it, to
prevent the mind from passing from cne to the other, Therc-
fore we cote to say that the one must be coanected with the
other, This analysis of natural Becessity forms the foundat.
lon of Hume's own Wews on free will w«nd determinisw or as

he names them as Liberty and Necessity,

In the Enguiries Concerning Human Understanding Bume
state his views on Liberty and necessity. It is base on ths
observation the way in which we all beha§e to each other.
Hume says that we expect regularities in the behagiour of
our fellow men just as we expect theam in nature and ell

physical events, We make the same sorts of inferences about
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people as about the rest of the physical universe and even
those of us who asscrt in words that we are exempt froam
these Regularities in our actions reveéal im.our~ practice
that we agreée to 'the doctrine of necessity' as he outlines
it.

By the 'doctrine of necessity! he oeans the bellef
tnat curtein evenis will always be fol.owsd Dy certain
other events, a belief scgaired through observation of the
raogalar conjunction of those eveats, #ls polnt is that our
benaviour to others shows that just us we come Lo expect the
prioduction of a flawd frow tns striking of a match so vwe
expect in our feilow men certain actions to follow from
cortain gotives, We infer froac motive to action and froa
acticn to motive in the same way as we Infer frowm the stri.dng
of & match to its burning and froam its burning to its being

struck. |

dis explenation of wny we will not acknowledge this
in vords, eventhough we acknowledge it in practice, is that
we tend to think when we observe things outside ourselves
that we see petween conjoined eveuts a connection that is
more powerful and binding than mere constant conjunction.
Let when we relect on our own conduct w8 have no sense or

awvareness of a similar binging connection bstween our motives
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and our-actions. And so we Say that our actions are exempt
from those connections because we do not feel a link between
_them, But in fact Hume 18 of the view that it is the same
for everything and everyone and the regularity we observe
in matters exterior to ourselves applles to ourselves as
well. 3et in all things this fegularitiy le nothing wmore

than constant conjunction betwsen certain events, and the
tendency of our minds to infer from one to another of the

conjoined events, Thls is what necessity or necessary conne-

ction amo.mts to on Hume's analysis., -

If human action is and all changes in matter are
entlrely subject to natural necessity a questilon arises as
to what we mean when we Say‘ we ha:veilibex_'ty.: 'Hume defined
liberty not as conduct that is exempt from natural necessity,
but as ccnducc in vwhich we are free to Jo what we vant to
 do..Ofcourse what we want to do 1s necessitated in the sense
of necessitation he has outlined already. But we say ve
are free when we are not restrained from 'doing what ve want
to do and when we are not o mpelled to do something we

do not want._

We could think of two possibie obJections that be

made against Hume®s account. The first objection is that
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say someone might say that liberty consists not in merely
being able to Jdo what one wants to do bat in actions which

are exeupt from necessity and fall into occasions of chance,
But Bume sets about demolishing tie noticn of diance saying
that there is no such thin, because 'it is aniversally allowed

that nothing exists withaat a cause¢ of its existence®,

Again Hume asserted that 'Nothing exists without a
causc of its existence' i.e., 'Every event has a cause'
which is a logical trath., Yet he offers no argumént for tie
assertion other than that it is 'universally allowed'. This
is far from satisfactory. However, Hume's point is that if
nothing exists without a camse thun there is no such thing

as chance, For chance consists of uncaused happenings.

The sscond objection that might be made to Hume's
account of liberty is that altha gh everything may be
caused, there are some causes that do not necessitate and
it is these that have to do with free actions, Here Hume
turns to the definition of a cause to counter the possible
objections, We cannot say what a cause is without saying
it is thst wvhich produces something, a necessary effect and
80 to speak of causes as not necessitating is a contradict-
ion, The ground of this arguments is firm. For it is to the
logical touth of ‘Every effect has a cause' which Hume is
appealing.

s
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All the time we hage to remeaber that Hume analyges
necessity as the regalar conjunction of certain events and
the a1 stomary inferences we meke concerning them, Necessity

is no more than that,

TQ SUM_UP:

We started with a distinction between ‘actions and
events', which if put under critical scratiny we end up in
the free-will-determinism debate, which led us to the
discussion m the smaning and cfiteria of determinism, We

stated the two divergent views on deteramlnisa and came to
the viev th:t determinisam meant for us that 'we are causally

determined in every respect' i.e., we do not choose freely

and so ve are not responsible,

Then we just sikipped through the four varieties of
determinism namely the logical Jdeterminism, Psychological
determinism, Theological determinism and Ethical determinisam,

And we focused our attention on the Physical Determinisam at
length,

We also examined some arguments for and against
determinism and the gré?ks of the claim 'Every eyent has
a cause', Although there was no conclusive outcome to our
examination the case for determinism appeared to be less
difficult to challenge than it seemed to be. However, it
is clear that, we cannot afford to dismiss the thesis of
.physical determinism, It has to be taken seriously and may

very well be true,
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Our discuséion also tried to look at the notions of
'sufficlent condition', Predictable in princigle‘. We also
considered the 'metapnyslcal claims and the 'empirical
cleims'., Next we considered the dleerence betwveen the ‘must!
of natural necessity and the ‘must * of logical necessity.

We looked at Hume's analysis of that 'necessary connection'
whicb ve Speak of as holding between certain events, and

‘also at his viewS'on‘llberny and necessity.

_ Hums' analysis of natural necessity provided us with

a poipt that will acquire increasing importance as wve go on

with this enquiry. that logical connections Jo not hold
betveen events But dhat really enables us to take the next
step 1s sowsthing that 1s a conseguence of Hume's account of
liberty and necessity. Hume, as we have seen, believed that
men are in no'way exempt,from neceésicy. He held that "the
conjunccxon betuoen motives and voluntary action is as re-
gular and uniform as that between the cause and effect in
any part of nature", (Lknquiries, concerning huzen understanding
qus)q

| Thus he was a determinist in so far as he thought that
men are not in any way exempt from natural law. At the saame

time he held that this does not mean that men are without
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liberty because by liberty we mean ' a power of acting or
not acting, according to tie determination of the will",
Wor he satd that"Lf we choose to remain at rest, we may;

if we choose to move, we also may." That is what it is to
be free, at any rate for Hume.

go' for Hume, liberty 1s not opposed to necessity but
to constraint. This puts in guestion the assumption that
if we are wholly determined then we are not free. This leads
us to the coumpatibility thesis or 'soft determinism' as

it is often called. So a lot Jdepends upon what we understand
by the freedom of the will.



CHAFIER - IV



MEANING CRITERIA OF FREE Wi

A day rarely passes in which we do not nake staté-
z'néxnt'svblammg ,6r or excusing someo aSpeét of either m.i'rf
owh or Someone elée's behagiou‘r.’ We can remeuber 'riutneréus

"instances where we have eithér held a person reSpons'ible‘
'for whati he has done in a certain situation or have éxcu-
sed him from resbonsibiuf.y depending upon certain con- |
ditions in existence before and during the commission of
the act., For example if we were to learn that Toam, whon
we know to be a Kleptomanic, has stolen a watch, we would
most likely excuse his action and even we amight take éteps
to see that he receivssip;ope.r psychiatric treatment, On
the other hand, suppose a room-mate named Ravl, whoa we
know quite well has no record df a sidlar mental disorder,
very methodicelly schemes and steals ay prize camera then
he tries ‘t.o shift the blame to someone else, In this case
we would most likely to get annoyed and would take steps
to bring him to Justice and punished some way for his act,

If we were to 3us£1fy the different treatments we
accorded to Tom and Ravi we might resort to an explanation
alorig‘ the following lines, Tom is~ a poor chap. He could
not help what he does when he steals. He is not free to
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refrain from stealing, He acts involuntarily when it comes
to such things, In effect, he is forced to do what he 3id
just as amuch as if someone had made him steal at the point
of a gun, Surely if a person does something not of his own
free will.

Ravi on the other hand acted on his own free w1ll,
He jnew that he was doing because he planned for days in
order {o perpetrate his crime and to get away vith it, He
was not forced at all. He was free to take or not to take
it.

The Libertarians maintains that it is desirable to
retain our notions of moral praise and blame in order to
preserve ‘meaningful Jdistinctions between vhat 1s morall
right and morally wrong. Part of what is meant by saying
that a given act {s morally wrong in that the agent Jdeserwves
moral blame and that the act ought not to have been done,
But how can nmoral obligations and moral praise or blame
make any sense if all of a person'’s actions are caused by
factors outside his control ? It would be senseless and
grossly unfeir to hold a person accountable for actions he
cannot help committing. If we say that Hari ought not to
have done X, ve fmply that he could have c‘hosen to 3o other
than X buat freely chose to do X anyway. Tl;eéefore inorder to
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preserve man's status as a moral agent we must preserve the
notion that a free act in one vhich org&nhtes witbin soue
part of the agent's persondlity which is not marely .t;b
pfbduct of nerledl'ty and environment. factors over vhicb he

has no controi.

-So a freeact 18 defined "as one which'originates
solely in that area- of human persconality which ,is not the
result of heredity and envircnmsntal factors™ (The Activity

.of Philosophy - Fred A, Westphal p.132). Any eact which
happans seqaase of the Jetermining influences within or
vithout the ~agen;: cannot be considered to be free, The
6r31na‘ry men at least believas ﬁhat. thare is something
1f’pr which he is responsible even after allowances are made
for his inherited traits.and possibly an unwholesome:

| environment, We can held Ravi responsible for staling the
camera onlj if he could have dor;é otherwise..

I think the litertarian claim runs something 1ike
this : SRR o

I am free in those situations in which I could have
done otherwise. 1 3o not mean by this that one or some of

tbe circumstences would have had to be different in order

for me to have done otherwise, but that in precisely the |

circumstances that obtained I could have Jone otheruise,
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Having free-will means not just that there is an absence
of restraint or compulsion in the situation but also that

there is more then one course actually open to me.

Let us place alongside this claia the statement of
determinism that:

Every event has a cause

Every human action is an event

'. Every human action is caused
Any event that is caused could not have happened
otherwise than it did. '

. . Ho human action could have happened otherwise
than it dig,

When we coampare the libertarian claim with that state.
ment of determinism it is clear that the more rqquired by
libertarianism is conthdined in the phrase ‘there is umore

than one course actually open to me,

That requirement stands in opposition to the deter-
minist conclusion that 'no human action can happen otherwise",
The libertarian says that doing what one wants to do withoat
interference 1s part of the msaning of acting freely. But
genuine freedom of choice and action also means that there

are genulne alternatives before one, in that once choice
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itself 1s not presdetermined, It is a refusal to count as

a2 free action something which is the inevitable outcome of

previocus circumstances,

Into the smeoth sequénc® of the Jeterminist argument
the libertarian must sScmewhere derive a wedge So that ve
are not bound to accept the determinist conclusion, We know
that the Jeterminist has a valid form, dnd so it is open
now to éhe liberatarian to guestion the truth of its preamises,
and thus to make sotte ground on whichk his ouvn claiw may

stand.
The following questions vig.:

(1) Are actions events ? and
(2) Could I have done QOtherwise ?

cast doubts on the truth of any of the premises then the
business of wedge- driving has begun,

If a challenge to the assertion tnat actions are events
can be upheld then a further question can te raised about’
whether human actions can be classed vith the events as falling
under the causal pattern. And so doubt can then be cast on the

determinist conclusion. .

There is another reason for choosing to look in some

detall at the ways in which philosophers have challenged the
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assertion that actions are events. Thﬁg reason is that the
issue is of a type that is central in many discussions in
the philosophy of mind., The kind of distinctions that are
dravn between actions and events are involved in debates
about mind-body problems, behaviourism, rationality, moral
responsibility, the nature of artigsic creativity and other
philosophical probleus,

Are Actions Hyents 7

It is not at all difficult uncritically to accept the
assertion that ‘Every human action is an event'! Picturggome

commonplace actions such as catching a train, greeting a

friend, paying a bill etc. All these certainly involve phy-
sical movement and 1f we Search our minds to think of an

action that does not involve physical movement we are in
difficulty. Somoone might suggest that comlng to a decision
about somgthing could be an action that involwed no physical
mevement - for one could be sitting in an armchair motionless

and decide to take the first bus to Gauhati instead of the second
bus in tze morning, But against this it might be argued that

in making the decision one is not in fact motionkss =

since the meking of a decision involves changes in the state

of one's brailn and so involwes physical moveament,



- 67 -

Here we must be careful. The decision may involve
movement in the brain, but tha$ 1is not to say that the
brain movement is the decision. A neurologist misght be
able to give a completely exhaustive description of the
brain movement, recounting in Jetall the sequences of
electrical fimpulses and chenges 1in nerves and cells that
took place., Bat this account does not describe the decision
itsalf i.e., the decision to cateéh the first bus to Gauhati,
in the morning.Iifact the description of the events in the
brain tells us what happens in the brain. It does not

tell us vhat a person does, i.c., what his action is ?

In drawing the distinction between actions and events,
it is often pointed out that the same bodily movements can
be used in performing quite differsnt actions and the sams .
action can bhe performed by means of ggite Jifferent bodily
moveaents, So the movement of waving an arm in the air may
be a greeting, a warning, a gesture to dispel insects, a
plea for a help or a number of other things. Obversely, the
action of, say, casting one's vote, may be carried out by
making a mark on a paper, ralsing one's hand, shouting,

moving to a particular place and so on.

But suppose we wanted to judge whethsr tvo physical
events, say the boiling of quantities of water in copper
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kettles were sizklar. We uohl&fprobdbiyfemployiérlteria of
measurement, ve will measure the amounts of w'at.er','tne cuble
.capacities of the kettles, the thickness of the cOpper, the
degrees of the neat applied etc. But if we want to Judge ‘
whether two sigilar actions have been performed say whether
X ap&'Y have bbth'pa;d their debts, wefdo not start mesasuring
physical similaritiss and changes partdining to X and ¥ and
their envirénments. X might have p_axgi'ms debt by remiting a
cheque and Y by handing over coin and we shall nct show that
they have performsd similar actions by comparing the physical
. events involved in the actiénsl Thas we see that the criteria
for judging whether two events are similar are different
sorts of criteria from those employed to seg whether two

actions are similar,

 In a paper called 'The Antecedents of Action' (a.C.

Mac Intyre, The Antecedents of Action, British Analytical
Philosophy, ed.Williams and Montefiore, Routledge & Kégad
Paul i966). Professcr Alasdair MacIntyre has used éxampleﬁ
of this sort to enforee the élaim that talk about haman
actions is talk at what he calls ‘a different logical level!
from talk about bodily mevements, He says "To call something
an action is to imvite the application of a quite different

set of predictions from that which wé lnvite if we eall some-
thing a bodily movement®, |
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Mac Intyre, in the paper mentioned above offers five
illustrations of the difference between talk about actions

and talk about obdily movement,

Firstly, ne compares the kind of answer normally
given to the question 'Why did yournarm move ? .
vith the kind of answer normally given to 'Why did youf move
your arm ? In the first case the enswer is about something
that happened %o ;:ause the arm movement, some physical event,

In the second case the answer is about some puppose one has
in mind, one's intention in raising the arm.

Secondly, he observes that if some says ' I moved my
arm', then it is always appropriate to ask a reason for
this. And when t.he' agent gives reasons hs has special auatho-
rity in glving them for he has a unique knowledge of his
own reasons, Bat in this case of accéuntlng for ‘Hy arm

moved' there is not this special unique authority.

Thirdly, he pointed out that if somaone says ' I moved
arm', such a statement generally Speaxing rules aat the
question ‘'How do you know ? We do not normally require
evidence that someone knows wha‘t he is Jdoing. Yet 1t is
not out of place to ask for evidence when the statement is

of the sort 'My arm moved' i.e., when {t is a bodily movement
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rather than an action that 1A described. Mac Intyre asks

us to imagine a partially apeesthetized man, lying so that
he cannot see his arm directly saying *My arm moved'. We
might then ask ‘How do you know ? and then the answer ' I sav

it in the airror! would make sense,

The fl fth may of bringlng'out the difference between
action concepts and event concepis in to consider borderline
cases where we are ancertain as to which mode of discourse
to employ., There are occasions when the body seems to control
what is going on and we are unsuare of how to describe what
takes place, Mac Intyre's contention is that it is precisely
that the fact that we do cast around for an appropriates
deséription that indicates that we take careful account of
the distinction between action and bodily movement. Think
for instance the world of difference and the signifigance
involved wvhen the two month old infant mskes the transition
from simkling with the mind to siwmiling.

The distinctions and arguments we have discussed frem {ovm
only a small part of evergthing that has been said to cast
doublt on the clalm that human actions are events, It is the
dualistic conception of human beings that is being spelt
out in the arguments and in sgcn a way that we are left with
the lmpression that the sphere of action is cpe that is
quile distinct from and independent of the sphere of physical
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movement or events, However, the view 3Joes not satisfy

our common sense conviction of the integral wholeness or
unity, of a human being. Nor does it, in the end, give ths
liberdarian the kind of justification he wants for the claim
that we can sometimes do otherwise, and this 1s clearly
brought out by Geogfrey Warnock in the following passage
taken from Freedom and the Will:

*The point that specific statements about how mattér
moves are not, and, further more, are not translateable into,
specific statements about what people do, is a correct point,
and a substantial point. We have here, as cne might put it,
fundamentally different systems of concepts, between which
no tight logical relations ebtain, But still, even if for
this reason we concede that the thesis of physical deteruinisam
neither states not entalls that huhan beﬁaéiour is determined,
one may still feel that there are some beliefs about human
behaviour which that thesis, 1f ture, would reguire us to

abondon.

Consider an example. Suppose that, in my role as a
physical determinist, I describe a certain process of matter
in wotion, wiick is in fact (though I Jon't use thess coarse,
every day expressions) that of Smith's foot coming in to

contact with Jones's Shin; and I claim that, given the antecedent
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physical set up, matter had to move thas, nothing else could
have occared. Now in saying this I do not tell you what Smith
did, and a fortiori I don't tell you what he could not bat

have done, There is indeed a sense in which I don't talk about
Smith at all, He might have been kicking Jones on the Shin,
certainly; but, for all I have said, he alght equally have been
eabarking on a dance in the course of which his foot knocked
Jone's Shin accidently; or Clumsrly showing to Jones his

new shoe iaces; he mizht even have been doing nothing, being the
helpless subject of stimuli he was powerless to resist or control
And so on, But, even if the account of how tmtter wmoved thas
does not entail any speiific Jdesignation of what tmith did,
there still are, surely, some descriptions of what he did

with which it is incoumpatible. For instance, if matter moved

in the way described, then, though it is not necessarily true that
Suith kicked Jones on the Shin, at least it can't be true that
ke kept both his feet on the floor. 1t appears - indeed,

surely it is obvious that the narratives of the physical
determinist will be compatible only with those accounts

of what people do which are themselves cemparsble with matters
moving in the way narrated: and though there may well be
several alternative such accounts, there will certainly be

Some that won't do" (Geoffrey Warnock, Freedom and the Will,
MacMillan 1963.pp.76 )
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The position now seems to be as follows: There is
certainly a distinction to be drawn betwesen the system of
concepts employed in respect of actions and that employed
in respect of actions and that employed in respect of events.
Yet, as the passage from Warnock indicates, there systems
do not seem to be wholly disjunct., 1f we accept physical
determinism, then we accept that in a given situation there
is only one way in which matter can move. In that case, the
range of actions open to the person in the situation is
restiticted to cover only those actions that are compatible
with the movempnts of matter that take place within the
context of the situation, This restriction is not in itself
alerming, purely because, as we have laready seen, there
are many ways of performing any one action, many descriptions
mey be applied to one set of events and moreover we are
forever devising fresh ways of instantiaging actions or
ascribing action titles to events (as where an incident
once Jdescribable as 'riding a bicycle over wet poigt on
a canvas' is suddenly given the discription 'producing a
work of art). However, Warnock's illuaminating observation is
that the guestion which actions are compatible with a
given set of movemnts is a Jdifferent question from the
everyday question what someone could have done in a given
Situation, With the ordinary, everyday question about what

Someone could have done in a particular situation, we do
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not cast around to discover'what other action descriptions
would have fitted the events that took place rather we Suppose
that the agent involved could, to some extend, have shaped

the course of-events. Because of this, Warnock. sald that our
deﬁial that actions are deteralned 'sseus to have undergone

a r'at.tlze'r subtle, and a shift of sense. And what we have to
note is thap,,in-the picture we now have of choosing. from

a range of actions compatiable with a particular determined
coursé of events, we have something that 1s not consistent with
our ordinary,everyday beliefs about what the person in that

situation could have done,
Cc Haye ° Ot {86

The attempt to argue that human act.ions are exeapt
from the inevitability of causal sequences has not wmet
with unqualified success. Haman action seems to be trapped
éomebow in the causal mexué and because of this the liberta-
- rians 18 in difficulty when he tries to justify the claim

that we sometimes could have done otherwuise.

There is a sense in which we always could have done
oiherwise and always can do otherwise, This is the sense
in which it is always logically possible to do dcner than
in fact does., Thus, although 1 in fact want to the university
yesterday, it was logically possible for me to have gone to
soms other place, Moreover, it is loglcally possible that I -



- 75 -

might now take off from q§ and fly unassisted to Mars for
there is no contradiction involved in saying that I might
do that,

. It was this kind of freedom, i.:¢., freedom frqm,logical
com§ulsion for which leibniz argued in the correspondence
between himself and,xhe_tbaologlan,iArnaqld.‘thn ieibniz expounds
the view thétAfreedom consists in exemption froam logiczl com-
pulsion, Arnauld is shocked by such a narrow conception of
buman liberty, because of its implicau.ons_fop,Cbristiaq
theology. He exclaimed that there is more to freedom than
logical possibility. '

This is the characteristic libertarian cry and the

one for which we have not yat found an adequate justifiéat;on.

Most modern iibertarians are not concerned, as Arnauld was,

with theological implications as much as with the inadequacy
of logical possibiuty as a description of human freedom. .

?or there 1s not much to a fresedom that consist merély in the
fact that the contrary of a stateament déscribing what one Joes

is not logical nonsense. Surely ' I could have done otherwise!

means- something more than that it is logically possible that

I could have done otherwise. Free action reguires the actual

possibility of doing otnerwise;

The hard determlnisb‘méintains that no one could ever

have done other than vwhat he actually did, because no one could
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have chosen t.o do anythlng else, The indeterminists on the
other hand contends that. a person could be actlng ﬁ'eely only
if he bhad been able to make a cbqlce different from the one
be( actually made on a givem occasion. Sueh an ability to
cboose.of;herwihée is necessary for wmoral freeddm and responsi.-
bility and ve all hage a feeling wnen we are deliberatj.ng

that wve could choose betueen a number of oosslble alternatlves

. What Joes the 'statemant “He cou_ld have done otherwise"
realiy;mean and vhat is this "feeling of freedom" the deter-
' mlnists talk about ? To answer this, let us get back to our
case of Ravi's staling the camera, If it is said that 'Havi'
‘,coald_hage done otherwise than steal the camaera" means that
"I f Ravi had possessed a'di‘f,ferent character or had been
placed in circumstances different from those in which he
has, then he would not have stolen the camera or could it
mean that Kavi would have done something besides steallng:
the camera if he had desired or chosen to do so, 1f we take
the original statemsnt to mean this, ‘then all of us on
certain occasions could have done sowetiing other than what

we actually dis.

But then to the determinists could Ravi have desired
anything other than what he did given the constitation of .

his character ? The question does not make sense since the
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words ‘could' and "ecould have" make sense when applied

to the area of' actions but not when they are applied to
speech about &he-springs or sources of action., In other
words 'could! and 'could have' have meaning when eumployed
in statements like "I could have done a lot better on the
examination had I stulied more®” 'could' is a powerful ward
which is learned from and has lts ordinary, intended use

in contexts where something is said about a person's obser-
vable behaviour, To take 'could' out of this context and
ask 'could Ravi has desired differently ? in to violate the
~standard meaning of the term,

§

4L, Can_and Could: -

fhe vords 'can' and ‘could! are very ambiguous.
Not all of the 3distinguishable senses are possibly relevant
to the problem of freedom, but some may be. First of ali
‘can' is an auxliliary verb, 'I can' is not a complete
sentence, But in the sentence ' I can do X' , "do X" sténds
for another verb, and give the verb different shades of
meaning. But the relevant use of 'can' to our purpose here
is clearly conditional or hypothetical. In these uses 'can!
means "can if conditions C,.......Cn one satisfied", But
to the libertarians philosophers there is another uncondi.
tional or categorical sense of can and that this is the

sense required by free choice. " I can" in such contexts
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means "i can, no matter what" (J.L.Austin "If, and Cans"

Philosophical Papers Oxford and New York 1961).

Austin opens the discussion on 'Ifs and Cans' in a
characteristic way by asking 'Is there an if in the offing ?
Another way of putting Austin's questiocns 1s to ask 'Are

cans sometimes categorical or are they always hypothetical ?

If tle clalm that 'I could have Jone otherwise!' {s
understood as alvays requiring and *'if' clause which cites
antecedent causal conditions then, in using it on that meaning
ve are not m,m;&u;g a bellef in fres will of the sort affirmed
by the libertarians.But if, on the othsr hand, the clainm
is understéod and used as a categorical assertfon of abilities
other then those we aétualized then we do Secm to be evincing
a belief in the libertarians kind of free will. In Ifs and
can's Austin's enquiry is into whether all 'can' sentences
fequire completion with an Lf clause, he says that they do

not,

Moore analyses 'could have'! as 'could have if I had
chosen'y, This meaning is compatible with Jeterminism since
the choosing constitutes the change in antecedent causal
conditions req.ired by determinisa for a change in outcone,
The'1f' clause states the causal conditions. iloore also
says that wve can sahbstitute *should have if I had chosen!
for 'could have if I had chosen',
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~ Austin now queriecs Moore's three maln contentions by :
a‘skl‘ngz’ '
(1) Does ‘could heve' mean could have .if I had
chosen ? ..
(2) Is it corezedt to substitute ‘*should have If I
had chosen' for 'could have if I bad chqse-n ?

(3) Do these,_j,‘f claaées state causal conditions ?

| Then he answers all ths thres qziest.ions vith a No,
and gives reasons. thus. He argues that 'I can if I cnoose':;s‘
not the 'if' in.'I shall if I choose' provides a differeat
meaning. Then he bits various meaning for * 1 éan‘ if I choose! .
anzi points ouf. thé{: in 8ll 6‘1‘ them the assertion ' I can' {s
linked to the railsing of the question whether I choose to.
The 'if' is en 'if' of doubt or hesiteticn rather than of
candition, In * I shall if I choose' the 'Shall® expr’esseé

intention, So, the 'if' again is not conditional but stipulatery.

Agstin argues' tbath ‘could have' may express elther
the pa§€1}S®Junct1V9 in which case it requires a conditional
or 'if' clause or the _pas't". definite indicattve of the verb"
‘can', Similarly 'could' sometimes has a 'conditional'meaniﬁé

and sometimes a past indicatpve meaning. He éays that 1t is
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not that *'could' and'could have! are smbiguous,but rather
that two parts of the verb can take the same shape. His
conclusion is that when 'could have' is a past indicatlive
the general temptation to supply ‘'if' clauses with it

vanishes,

Austin then considers whether it makes sense to suppose
that always requirss coumpletion by an '.if' clause, He decides
it could not and that Moore saw that it could not and so
switched from considering whether ‘can' must always be
completed by an 'f' clause to considering whether it always

has to be analysed with an 'if?,

t

Austin notes that Moore doezs not consider 'if! clawuses
other than 'If I had chosen, But one of Moore's examples is
that the ship could hage gone faster' analysed thihis that

*'The ship could have gone faster 1if her officers had choséen,

This is interesting because the 'if ' clause has a
different subject from the main clause and because the verb
in the'2f' clause is different from the verb in the wmain
clause, Austin points out that the example has those two
features because the ship is inanimate, Since it is a
question of free will that is at issue, it has to be made
clear that free will is not to be aseribed to the ship, but
her officers, So far our discussion was on Free rather than

will and so what is the will.
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dhe Mill:

The will is not a thing like a bodily organ or a
power, although we sometimes talk of it as if it were
a thing of that sort. Hobbes in Leviathan spoks of the
will as " the last Appetite or Aversion $imediately
adhering to the action or the omission there of", (Hobbes,
Leviathan, Fontana Librer y 1962 Ch,VI), For Hume it was an
internal impression, for he said 'nothing but the internal
impression, for he said and are conscious of when we
Xknowingly give rise to any new motion of our body or new
perception of our mind%, (Treatese Book II Part 1Il,Section.I).

In ti®» above descriptions both Hobbes and Bume present
the operation of the will as something that takes place
before one pefforms some action and sc we have come to

speak of "acts of will' or volitionms.

An act of wil1l, one might say,is something which
preceds or accompanies an action ar a2 mental act that
qualifies vhat it prechedes as an act rather than merely a
set of physical movements, The 'internal ifimpression' which
for Hume constitutes willing, is described by him as a
distinct mental occurrence that is separable from any
othe:r occurrence Wl th which it may be contingently co-
nnected, It is distinguished from animal responses by reason of

involving consciousness,
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In a book called, Action, Emotion and will'QAnthony
Kenny, Action, Emotion and Will Routledge and Kegan Paul
1963 Ch, XI) A.ntbony Kenny provides us W th a detailed exami -
nation of volumt ary action. He construes voluntary action
on the patt.ern of a coumand and its fulﬂllment. for full -
blooded voluntary action 1nvolves both wj.].ung Sometbing and
bringing it about Kenny helds that an action is not voluntary
unless it is 1n the agents ‘Power not to bring it. about He
poses the case of a father standing on' the bank of a river,
intending snortly,to"dive‘in. thlé.he s‘f.an.:is tnex;-é he is
~ pushed in by a friend, Alth’ougb; he intends to enter the
water, bBis entry is not voluntary becau.se it was not in his

power to prevent it.

Thre is more' than this to the matter Kenny new points
out that voluntary action is not even adequately described
by the account that requires it to be in the agent's power
nct to bring sbout what he volits, - 4

Kenny says "consider the following case a mnn, having
written a suid de note,electrocutes himself in a faulty
switéh :ﬁ& entering the kitchen to put tu.s bead in the
oven, Such a man does not commit suicide, i.e,, does not
kill himself voluntaerly, but dies by accident. Yet he had
‘the volition to be dead, by touching the switch he brought

- 1t about that he was dead, and it was in his p'ower not to
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kill himself, for he did not have to touch the switch. In
this case, the man did not know that by touching the switch
he would bring about his own death., So we must add knowledge
to our conditions for voluntary action and say that for &
vohmtar} to bring it about that P, he must knew that he is
bringing it sbout that P. (Action, BEmotion, and %ill, Anthony

Kenny pp. 237,238).

Kann& is still not satisfied withh his account, There
is sowmething further that must be considersd about cases of volue
ntary action which is not covered by stating that a man
who ‘acts voluntarily must.know what he is dalng. We might
consider the casz of a man who wants the death of his enewmy,
who knowingly cauées his enemy's death under circumstances in
which it was in his power not to cause it, ani yet is not
his enemy's murderer, If, for example, he is a soldier who
is ordered in war time to blow-up a bridge on which his
personal enemy is standirg guard., The point here is that in
Such a case, although the man wants his enemy to die, he

does not cause him to die because he wvants him to die,

It is 'because' here that brings us to the cores of the
matter, ‘Because' signifies, Kenny says, a special relation-
ship in which a man's action stands on to his volition. This
special relationship which is the further requirement of full-
blooded voluntary action, is expressed by saying that in

such action we intend to bring about wvhat we know we are doing,
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Hore we should pause to reflect. The man who blows
up the bridge in the situation described by Kenny is acting
voluntatrly, even if he Jdoes not blow up ths bridge
because he wants his enemy to die ? Althaugh the death of the
man's personal enemy was not the point of his action and
what he did was not directed towards bringing about his
enomy 's death so that the intention in the action was not
that, yet the action is in all otngr respects voluntary, The man
knows his enemy will die, even though that ia not his intention
in blowing the bridge . But vws shomld note that in this
situation kf the man says prior to the execution of his
intention to blow up the bridge, ' 1 am going to bring aboat
the death of my enemy', then this statement is to be construed
as a prediction, for it is not an expression of the intention

he has in blowing up the bridgs.
Intef$ionel Action:

We can distinguish between voluntary and intetional
action, Intational azxtion are undertaken voluntarily but
can produce® some consSsguences which we Jo not intend yet
can forsee, somstimes regretfully. Thess concomitant but unintan.
ded conseguences sre voluntarily brougat aboaut and could have
been prevented if we had refrained from the intentional action;
but whether we reject our approve thsam, it cannot be said

that we intend those concomitant resulds.,
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A man who, in dire circumstances, introduces deadly
organisms into a water supply with the intention of de-
stroying a diabolical enemy of mankind, msy know that the
result of his action will be the decimation of his alliees as
vell as his enemy, but he dJoes not intend the death of his
allies and we cannot Say that because hs foresaw ail the
gonsequences of his action, he intemded all of then.

We need to know a person's intention if we are to
give a correct description of the action it directs.Moreover,
knowvledge of intention affects our judgement of the |
agent himself., In the case of man who introduces organisms
it o the water supply, vhethsr wve describe hiam as a

tragicélly diseoriented patriot or a mass murderer,

What we should recognize about this whole account of
voluntary and intentiocnal action are what I shall call the
inward and personal features of the conditions assigned to
it. My action is only fully voluantary and intentional if I
will it, have the ability to refrain from it, knov what it
is 1 am doing and intend to do it. Those conditions dascribe}
in the wmain, inner status to which in the end, only I can

testify.

A further point is shown by the case of the mas®é who
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introduces organisms into the water supply. ln considering
that case we saw that knowledge o intention influences
our description of the agent as well as of his action and

so to reveal one's intention is to reveal something abaat

oneself. Wittgensteln says, "Why do I want to tell him about : '

an intention too, es well as talling him what I did ? Not because

the intention was also something which was giving on gt that
time, But because I wvant to tell him something aboat myself,

r

vhich goes beyond what happened at that time.

I reveal to hin sonething of myself when I tell him
vhut 1 was going to do. Not, however, on grounds of lself.
observation, but by way of a response (it might also be
called an intention") Wittgenstein, Philosophical investi-
-gation book I, p. 247).

Freg Will.

Pree action is seen as the essential condition and
activity of personhood and personhood as the expression and
consequence of free action, This relationship has been worked
oat in considerable detall by several twventieth-.century
Philosophers and perhaps the most adequately by Jean Paul
Sartre, I like to outline Sartre's vidws on human freedon

before concluding the chapter,
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The title of Sartrefs most famous book is Being and
Nothingness, That title serves well as a key phrase to in-
troduce his views on freedom., He holds that man first has
being or existencéﬂin the worid and then through conscious.
ness, beéomes gware of nothingness, which is his human free-
dom, This nothingness is the permanent possibility for con-
sciousness of effecting a rupture uth its cwn past cf wrench-
ing 1tself away from its past so as to be abletoc consider it in
the light of a non.being.

Consciousness, for Sartre, enables a person to de$sch
himself from the ever accumulating part which is history and
his being and that wrench of separation enables hiwm to ex-
perience not.being what he is not is a man's freedom, and
he can make himself as a free being by choosing the manner
in which he will inhabit the nothingness of which he is
avare, The dichotomy of being and nothingness provides the
easentially humen made of existence. Thus Freedom for Sartre
"is not a being; it is the,being of a man -~ i.e,, his .
nothingness of being" (Jean Paul Sartre, Being and Nokthimgness,
trans, Hazel E, Barnes, Methuen, 1966, p.441),

He regards the traiiticnal dualist picture of man as a
belng who is somshow sSimultaneously free and determined as

unaceptable, To th§s picture he says:
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“There is one objection which is obvious and which
we shall not waste tike in developing., This is that such
a trenchant duality is inconceivable at the heart of the
psychic unity. How in fact could we concelve of a being
which could be one and which nevertheless on the one hand
vould be constituted as a series of facts determined by
me another - hence existence in exteriority and which on
the other hand would be constituted as spontaneity deter.
mining itself to be and revealing ohly itself @ A priori’
“$his spontaneity would be capsble of no action on a determi-
nism already constituted on what could it act ? (Ibdl p.4l1).

The will, for Sartre, is not the privileged manifesta-
tion of freedoﬁ. It does not create ends but is what Cartre
calls 'a mode of being in relation to them, It is merely
one vay, a deliberative or calculative way of announcing the
cholce made or expressing the value ascrib;d to the historical
past by the conscious subje¢t. This conception of the will as
providing one vay of announcing cholces pre-supposes a

choice that is prior to willing,

Another way of announcing one's choice is by what Sartre
call passional means, In a situation of danger I might affirm
@ value, 'l value life' and thus &4s my choice, But I may announ.

ce or express that evaluation either by passional e ans - Perhaps
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by fleeing to safety in amy passion of fear or by volitional
means, by calculating a resistance and a countervailing of
the danger. Both means, the passional and volitional affirm

the same end which is the suprems value 1 place on ay life,

If we ask what it is that makes the original choice
by bestowing a value, then SLartre's answver is that it is the
human-reality which realizes its being in the nothingngss
which constitutes its freedom. In that very act of realization
it defines its being by the ends it affirms.

It is therefore the cons¢ious saubject that chooses,
The affi rming of ends is identical with freedom and all
modes of being, whether volitional or passional can mani fest
freedom equally for they are all wvays of being one's own
nothingness, This does not mean that any aﬁd every incident
in any human life is a manifestation of freedom, Most of
us, most of the time, refuse the possibility of experiencing
our freedom and so chooSing how we shall be, and Sartre's
tera for this evasion is *bad faith'. In 'bad faith' one
attempts to conceal one's own nothingness from oneself so that
insteaé of choosing what one makes of oneself in that nothingness,

one allows one's psycho-physiological make.up or one's environ-

ment to determine what takes place,

Inspite of his contempt for and arguments against the

free and Jetermined conception of human beings, Sartre expounds

a dualism of his own, He speaks of th 'en.soi' (the.in-itself)
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and the 'pour-gsoi' (the for-itself). These are two fundamental
modes of being and a man partakes of both of them, 1he en-soi is
constituted by one's temporal and historical being. It is that
from which consciousness continually seeks to 8eparate itself

in order to find its own being in nothingness, The en-soi, the
phenomenal world 18 glven being by the nothingness which
constitutes the pour-soi and the same act of encountering nothinge
ness vhich constitutes the ponr-soi and the same act of encounter-
ing notbingness provides the freedom which séparates a huuman

belng from the bondage of the past. In the situation of nothing-
ness modifications of what is can be conceived, The pour-soi
exists only beyond what is and never can exist within what is,
There are no limits, according to S8artre, to this freedom

except to the extend that the pour-sol vishes to hide 1its

own nothingness from itself and to incorporate itself. But the
being which is what it is cannot be free, Freedsm consists

in being exterior to what is, ‘
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To Sum Up:

We started the discussiop with some coumon occurances
and found that praise or blame mpe attach to every-day events
either in our own life or in other 1life we t6d attach moral
responsibility to our every-day actions,. Then we trided to
explain the same from the angles of deterainists and liber-
tarients,. Then we focused our attention on the two questions
namely (a) Are actions events ? and (b) Could I have done
othervise, On the discussion of the first question consider-
able light has been shown by Macntyre. While discussieng the
second question we have seen it from the points of view of
libertarians and determinists and focused our attention
of ifs,can and-.could and tried to see the analysis of t‘could
have! from the point of view of Moore and Austinf®s criticisam
of the same. Then we foaused our attention on the will and
tried to see in the 1light of the definitions given to it by
Hobbes and Hume; which led us to the detailed discussion
on the voluntary action and intentional action. And lastly
while discussing 'Free will' we followed the foot-steps
of 8artre and found that Freedom is not a being, it is the

being of a man-i.e, his nothingness of being.



CHAFTER - V



In the determinist/libertarian debate the libertarian's
difficulties come in ¢trying %o give a substantial, positive
acecount of free will, one that can stand sturdily alongside
the claims of determinism, It has been argued that. this fai.
‘lure on the part of libertariensim 48 a failure to-point.to
what 135 bafore ocur eyes, to somothing that §s manifest in the
human situation. If this failure is redressed, the arguments
runs, then although. the libertarien has neither refuted deter-

winism, nor esteblished indeterminism, he has shown that the

concept of fres will 18 and must be a crucial feature of our
conceptual schewo,

Determinism to a scientist conveys the general proposition

that every event has a ceuse. Whother this general proposition
is true 43 a wvery difficult question to decide, but it is

contrary assumed to be true by most scientists. For example
when iron heated we can make the prediction that iron will
expand, Here we have a typical cauSal relation. And these
conditions are regarded as being sufficient to explain the
effect,

_Have we siteh relations in human, affairs ? The initial
difficulty sbout saying that we havw® in that it 45 Jifficult to
wmaintain that there are any psychological or sociological
laws which would enabls us to mwake such definite predictions,
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. Ths only areas of humen bshaviour in which there
are known .laws atartlng Surficiant conaltions are areas
in vnicb man. 48 passive we. can often 145t the cchditions
sufficient for, somothing. bappenins to you, Such as your.
leg geetmg broken, but we ‘cannot 1ist any condj.tions |
snff&cient for a srngle numan an%ien susn ag writﬁng a
letter or thlnking aboub philosgphy. At best we can list
neeessary ‘conditions. You could'nt, write a letter. thhomt
fingers, you could'nt think wlthout a brain, But exactly
whac you will do, naving fingers and a brain, ve ecannot

predict..1f 1 predict that you will do. ona ching,you may do
Just the Opposite in order to refhﬁe my prediction.A'

Fveua's brxlliant dlscoveries, for instance, were
‘not. of the causes of actions 1ike slnging, contracts
or shooung peasants rather. they were of things that happen
to. a man. like. dreems nysteria and ships of the feézgaa, These
might be called 'pass‘ions'.mo:e.appmpri,a‘bely than ‘meticns'.
One class. of 1awsf1nfpsyehalogy. then giveg ¢éusalfexp;éna-
tions which seenm sufficiengvcp,account,for-whgt,happenp to
men, but not for vhat be 005,

wnen we gonsider the nature of human action we . find
that the concept of acuon cannot be reduced to behavioural

‘‘‘‘‘

ooncepts n so far as it can be. done, 1t should be observed
that behaviour itself is on the known-pnysical s8ide of the
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msn tal-physical divide, Since behaviour needs interpretation,
Action pre-sapposes intention, which cannot be given a mere
physical relization,

Action in general.proceds from a psychological background
of intentions, emotions, perception and motivation etec, So

anless thse psychological background can be explained away
in terms of material (neuro-psychologieal) process, physical
determinism even if true could not epply to human action
coumpletely.

in particalar the notion of intentions is necessary
to the understanding the notion of action, It seems that

action proper cannot be caught in the net.of physical deter-
ainism, However 8since actions involve bodily movement which

are parts of the physical world and procsed from inner physiologi-
cal .stimuli which .are . again part of the physical body,
physical determinisa will certainly control the modes of

action, performance and the scope of actiog realization,

In Freedom and Resentment, Professor Ctrawson asks us
to consider how much we actually mind and how much it matters
to us wvhother 'the actions of other pople reflect attitudes
tovards us of good will, affe¢tion or esteem on Ohs ons hand
or contempt, Lndifference or malovolence on the other, He
remainds us of the many different kinds of relationships we
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cen have witn other psopls as shares of a cooaon interest,
as mombers of tid same family, @8 colleagies, as frisnds,
as lovers, as énanca,parties to an enormeous range of trans.-
acticns and encounters, And heo points out that if sowmsone
cx:ea&s on my band aceiéently vhile trying to oelp we then
although this may be palnful, 1t 4069 not outright ¢he
‘msemnt on ma, dbut if he treads ‘on oy hand in contemptuous
disreger 3 of ay existence or with a maifvolont wish to inuure
ao then I will supely shov hitn my resentmsnt,

© This brings cut hew much en agemt's intentions

matters in inter.porsonal relationships and how @y oyn ahbl-
tude to another person is Hrmod by reforence to his atti-
tude to me., We recognize that these kinds of relaticnships are
important throughout scalcty, NMersover, the whole rangs of
inter.porsonal attitudes ani feelings cen mnifest itself
ohly on ths pre.susposition of a freedom that allows us to
regard one another as agonts whd sre responsible for what ve
do, although we ars sometimas subject to ¢ircumstances which

lead to modifications of inter.persaonal astitudes and feelings
Whother we are judged a3 wholly, dbring about §s of the utmost
importance for any such modification,

The Justification of a claim to free.will 4s ombaded
in the facts that a porson's-expression of his intsntion is
a manifestation of the ultimats nature of the person, that the
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feelings and attitudes that play such important parts in
inter-personal relationships are not merely conventions
that we adopt but direct expressions of a natural way of

going on,

To Quote Hegels
"Freedom must be understood as a social phenomenon,
a property of the social systems which arises through
the model development of the community, It is less
an individual through legal and ethical institutions
that the community supports. In conseguence, it cannot
be equalled with the self will or the following of
private inclinations. Freasdom consists rather in the
adjustment of inclination and individual capacity
to the performance of Socially sigii ficant work, or as
F.H, Bradly puts it, finding my station and its
duties" (Hegel,ed. Geopgge H.Sabine, Freedom and Authority,

pp.593-8,0xford 1973.
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Io Summmrise;

Complete predictability of events seems out of the
question even in the inanimate world. Prediction of human
action is perhaps the most complekf problem facing the
scientist, In this field we can expect only the very slowest
progress and ve must expect that many types of decisions
will forever remain outside the scientists ability to predict,

Most iwmportant of all, we must remembeé that we are
haman beings. The very fact that a scientist observes us
mafdy alter our actions., This is the simplest way to demonstrate
the relation between predictions and free-will. When we predict
vhere a stone will f£f3ll1, we may tell it just what it will
do, and it will still do it. But tell a human beings that
he will use his right hand to scratch his nose and you are
likely to find that he uses it instead 4%; punch your nose,
In any case the truth of the matter is that we have to take
physical determinism for granted in order to enable us to

persue expdfimental sclence with confidence,

And I would like to conclude by taking a pédsition of
Eugels vl th regard to freedom and causal necessity that both
are not contradictory stand points, and if they are only in
the realm of thought and not in reality. For Eugels vrote:
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Freedom does not consist in tte dream of indepengence
‘of natural laws® quteAEagels, "bat in the Knowledge

of the laws, and in the possibility this gives of
-systematically making them work,tqwards aefiniie éﬁds
This holds good in rekation both to the_lawslof‘e;,
ternal natura,,and‘tq,those;wpich>go§ern phglbodily

and mental life of men thsmselygs},..two'claSses'of
laws we can separate from each other at mést only iﬁ
thought anﬁ not in reality. Freedom of the vill therefore,
means, nothing bat the capacity to aake decisions with
real knovledge of the susbject ....Freedom therefore
consists of the control over ocurselves and our external
nature which 18 founded on the knowlege of natural
necessity". (Engels, Frederick. Anti Dubring, Part.Ch.2.
Pelican Marx Librery 1962).
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