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Introduction

Problems concerning 'will and action' have
occupied an important place in the debate in the area
of philosophy of mind. Although a lot has been said about
these problems, but, one still feels a sort of discomfort
while talking about them, for it is difficult to see one's

way through to coerrect conclusion.

In this dissertation my maim task will be to deal
with the problem regarding the relationship that exists
betw;en will, motive, intentiom etc. on the one hand and
action on the other. I shall try to refute thess who
consider will, motive, choice or intentien to be the causes
of actions and in doing so I shall also try te deal with the

related problem i.s. human freedom.

Before going straight to the actual preblem in the
first chapter, I’Shall talk briefly about the concept of
action (what is it for any bodily movement to be counted as
action?) and will show that ohly those movements which are
the expressions of our motive, intemtion, will, etc. are to
be considered as actions proper. I shall talk about will,
motive and imtention. I have chosen these because, among all
mental concepts these are the ones which ars most centrally

connected uith‘toncept of action.



The actual problem begins im the second chapter.
There is a group of philosophers who are of the opinion
that human actions are causally determinmed in the sense
that reason, motive, will, etc. can cause an action te take
place. Here I shall talk about Hume's motion of cause and
thereby try to show that his netion of causality is in-
applicable to these mental phenomema. They cannot be treated

as the causes of actions.

In support of my argument tha&t human actions are not
causally determined, I shall bring the motion of interpreta-
tion in the last part of the secomnd chapter, and shall conti-
nue to talk on the nature of interpretation, how Freudian
notion of interpretation differs from the sort of interpre-
tion we need to advocate inm order to show that actions are

not determined, in the third chapter.

As interpretatien of humanm action is possiblé,. it
will follow that humanm actions are free and not determined. In
the concluding chapter I shall talk about freedom,that it is
possible for a man to choose between altermative courses of
actions, and such a choice, will, decision, etce. on part of
the man proves that he is free to act. Not only his action is
free but alsoe his choice, reasen or motive are free in the
sense that they are not caused by any further choice, motive
etc. Thus to talk about determinism in cases where human be ings

are mot "extermally" conditioned, would be nonsemrse.



Will, Motive and Intentien

In this chapter I shall talk about the mental
states like will, motive, imtentien. I shall take into
account the different views given by ths philosopher§ and
thereby try to show what de we understand by iatention,

motive and will.

Before going to discuss will, motive, etce I must
try to answer the questien~- WU®hat is ap action? Because
action is very closely cennected te these cencepts. Gene-
rally we defime an action as voluntary, as well as imnvolun-
tary bodily movements. In this semse actioms are mot only
intentional or vg}untary but also habitual or imveluntary.
Reflex action, habitual action or actions done from outward
pressure are also cdassified as actions. Thus an actien is
equivalent to a bedily movemaent. Butgtné% definition of
action is not adequate to our present purposg. I must con-
fine myself to that range of the theory of action where an
action is defined as an voluntary, intentionmal, purpeseful
bodily movement. Philosephers defime actionras that- which
are done not only inmtentiomally but also deliberately can
be regarded as actions par excellence. An action ia a

contraction of muscles, or a motion or stillness of our

body, which has resulted from certain mental goimngs-on.



Action is an overt bedily event which is dene aleng with
the pres;maoly mental ‘doing of the event'. R movement

can be counted as an acti on imputable to a person only

to the degree to which it apprexXimates te am actaion,
performed intentionally, with anm awareness of alterma-
tive possivnilities, and..of the agent's free-will. We

can very well make a distinction betueen my raising my

arm and my arm rising. In raising my arm, I remain fully
conscious of what I am doing and that I am doing it willi-
ngly. It is within my control to regulate the movement.
But in case of my arm zising I may or may not remaim con-
scieus, sometimes, I even observe such an involuntary move-
ments of my arm. In such a case I may not be able to give
reasons, when lsgitimately asked, for my action. Herse

I cannot regulate my arm's movement.

According im Prichard a movemert can be said
action only if that movement is dome willingly. He insisted
that 'to act is really to will somethimg' and that 'a human
action is an activity of willimg some change'. When a
sleeping man moves his arm he does mot act tor he does not
will anything. We can bring about a movement in the activaity
sense, only by willing that movement. The bodily actions of
men typically imvelves a mental action of volitien or willing,
and that such mental acts are, in at least impertant senmse,

/



the basic actions we perferws whem we do thimgs like

raise arme

Now, wi1ll may be regarded as the capacity fer
voluntary movements irrespective of whether such an
action covers only extermal behaviour eor also mental
activities. We very well know how to use the term ‘willing’
but we are incapable ot giving any defindtien of it. It
is a peculiar mental activity by which we bring about a
change im our bshaviour. Traditiomalilly, this kind of
mental activity considered as the cause of a maa's volun-

tary movements is cal 1led wiiling.

G. Ryle in his book 'Concept of Mimd! has
criticised the traditional tﬁeary of 'will' as mytnical
entities. He tried to sstablish that there is ne hidden
operation of willimg which tramslates itself in the evert
action. He argued that if volitions are genuine mental
events frem which a physical action follows, it should
be possible for the human beings, thoses who undergo such
a mental process, to answuer the questioms about their na-
ture, intensity, timing, etc. But no one weuld ever be
able to answer such questioms. People are unable te give

any description of such a inner cemscious precess of mind.



Rgain, volition is postulated to be that uhich
makes a bodily movement as well as mental heppening
voluntary. So what of volitions themselves? Are they
voluntary or involuntary? 1If the latter, them how can
the actions that“”issued from them be voluntary? If the
former, them they must themselves proceed from prior
volitions, and those from other volitions and so on ad

infinitum.

Considering Ryle's criticism it can be said that
his approach towards the traditional doctrime of 'will' is
negative. What does Ryle mean by volition? On the one
hand he criticised the doctrine of there being mental
state and processes, on the other hand he talked about
comp;ténce, intelligent capacity, etc. Can these terms
be thought of as beimg devoid of any mental process? There
is, no doubt, that the concept of will plays an important
role in the philosophical discourse. Following Ryle's
steps what can ye say about will? Though Ryle has put
a great stress on the behaviouristic activity of men. No
doubt, we judge one's will by interpreting ome's behaviour,
"but the behavioural clues on which people rely are only
the evidence of his intention and do mot constitute it."1

‘ H.A. Prichard made a move which is quite different

from what Ryle said about will. The inflwential conclusion



of Aristotle, that acting requires a desire, led

Prichard te maintain that an act. of volition involves

a desire, willing a movement results from, and could not
occur without a certain desire. "It is the desire of the
willing of"? something. Although willing is an activity,
it cannot, for Prichard, be directly brought about by
further willing. What we will, he says, is always "some
change of state of something or person",3 and the activi-
ty of willing is mot, in his view,a change of this kind.
"An action" he says, "is an activity of willing some
change... and in some case a physical changa."a By using
the words "some cases" hes makes it clear that there are
changes which are not physical changes. The changes which
we will are actions. The statement that 'John moved his
hand! asserts that John performed certain action in the

activity sense of the word and that by movimg his hand
he brought about a change. He willed his hand to move and
thereby petformed an action. The action a mam performs
in moving his hand could also be perfermed if, ocwing to
paralysis, his hand failed to move. This suggests that
the action statement 'John moved his hand' asserts the
samething as 'John willed his hand to move.' Prichard
was aware aof the difficulty that is imvolved here and
said that John's activity of willing his hand to movs
would not "ordimarily be called an action”® §f his hand

did not move. He insisted that Jehn's activity of willinmg



is still "of the same sort" as what we erdinarily

cagd an action. He grants that willing canm result

from a desire to will something but denies that it

can regult €rom a further willing. In a&any case if
willing is some sort of doing which one performs not

by meanms of other doimg~ one wills and that is the

end of the matter. Thus to speak of willing as he does,
is not therefore to invite the kind of vicious regress

Ryle speaks of wher criticising *'The myth of volition'.

Prichard's conceptien of 'will' reminds us
what C.H. Whitely sajd in his book 'Mind im action'. He
opines that every volition is the outcome of some desire.
It is always the strongest desire that determines the
will. He considered desire as passive whereas 'will' as
active mental states. The will is exibited im imtentional
or voluntary action. When I am willingly movimg my arm,

I am not aware of twe things, I am not aware of first
doing something else which is followed by the movement

of my arm.

{

<Fanerally it is supposed that a voluntary
action is swch where people act accerding te the dictataes
of the will. It is true that whenever we will we perform
some actiemn either physically or mentally. Wittgenstein
say, "Willing, if it is mot to be a sert of wishing, must
be the actiomiitself. It cannet be allowed to stop any-

where short of a:tion."7 Such action '‘not mecessarily be



physical. W¥e can rightfully make such expressions like
"sp far as he, but not necessarily, his arm, was cen-
cerned, he moved his arm."8 Thus Vesey concludes, "He

moved his arm, except that it can be true even when 'his

arm moved' is 1’:::199."9

Uhat/%gve tried to show is that both Ryle and
these 'introvert' philosaphers have gone to the extreme.
Ryle's behaviouristic view towards volition, devoid of
any mental process is as much unacceptable as what Pri-~
chard and Vesey said about will. The extreme view, the
‘introvert' philosophers produce like '] will to move my
hand and thereby I perform a mental action' is difficult
to accepte. Whensver I will somethimng, I will it whether
I materialise it physically or not. And if we are to
accept 'willing' to move one's hand is the action itself
then we equate will with action amd therefore, uwhatever
is will is an action. If will is nothing but actiom then
the vwery possibility ef asking whether an actiom has a
causal. - connextion with will, does not arise. But as a
matter of fact, the preblem regarding causality and action
occupies an important place in the philosophers' werld.

And I am interested im showing in the next chapter what

can be said on this problem./

11

The Oxford English Dicticnary defimes motive as
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'that which 'moves® er induces a person te act in a
certain way; a desire, fear, or other emetien, or a
consideration of reason, which imfluences or tends to
influence a persen's volition; also often applied to a
contemplated result or object of desire of which tends

to influence velition'. Motive is something which makes

a man to act im a certain way. It moves a mam towards

a particular goal. Such a motive can be emotion of cer-
tain types. A motive influences a man's volition or
induces a man to perform a voluntary action. When we are
motivated teo act in a certain way we are in a way coa-
scious of whdt we are doing er at least aQ}e to find out
the reason and that we are doimg according te our own
desire and will and we have some objectives im our mind
while performing amn action from a motive. Thus a motive-
action has demarcated from those of habitwal action, reflex
action and actions which we perferm under the pressure of
some external forces. Actions which are done frem a motive
are actions where we have always some further end to achi-
eve. Reflex action, habitual action, actions dome by
accident, actioms which we perferm for the sake of per-
forming them, etc. are actions for which there can be no
explanation in terms of motive. A murder which was commi-
ted merely because the murderer wanted to kill a man

without any reasen or amy goal to achieve by murdering
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that man, is an actien without a motive, if this act
were dome out of jealowsy er for memney, etc., then the
murder would have a motive. Thus, "the great majority
of metive explamation of action do fit the paradigm of
explaining the action by assigning a further emnd towards
16

the accomplishment of which the action was directed-l

says Swutherland.

R.S. Peter, im his boek 'Motives and motivation',
tries to show the characteristics of motive as an expla~
natery concept im ordinary language. According to him
motives are a particular €lass of reasoms. Motive-words
serve as the reasons for actiom. We cam ask fof a reason
for an action ‘what was his motive? and he gives a motive-
explanation by showing the reasons for which he bas acted
in a particular way. A motive-gquestion is generally asked
when an action does not €enform to the custems or where
there is a breakdown of conventiomnal expectation. We do
not generally ask 'why! when someone is playing chess or
getting married. But we ask for a man's reason for commi-
tting a murder because this actiem is not characteristic
of him. Thus, a motive~action needs justification. Ue
oftem ask for motives when there is a departure from a
habit or wsual process; for it is just im these sorts of

contexts that men have te justify their actiocms. Peter says,
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"It is wsed in comtext whers conduct is beimg assessed
and not simply explained, whers there is a breakdown
in conventienal expectation."11
'Motives are particular class of rsason' says
Peter and such reasons must of directed sort. Whenswer
we ask for a motive, ve ask for reasoms in suppor§ of
the done action. Yhen one's action is mot within our
seocial convention we look for such a reasen which is
operative in that particular centext. Directedness of
motive is one of the mest important characteristics.
Peter says, "It is uwsed to refer to a reasomn of a deirecte
sert and implies a directed dispesition in the imdividual
whose ceonduct is being assessed."12 An example Peter gave
of a directedness of reasom is 'His motive for marryimg the
girl was greed.? As this is mrot a conventiomal means of
fulfilling one's greed, se the uswal reasons for getting
married do net fit his case. Such directness of reasons
distinguishes a metive from other types of actioms. For
instance, we can explain ; man's actions im terms of traits
of character, such as, conrsiderateness. Consideratensss
may be the reason why a people act émn a certain way. But
this camrmot be treated as motive, for a considerate man

does not have any definite sert of goal towards which his

action is directed.
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"It must stats the reason why a person acts,
a reason that is opesrative in the situwation
to be sxplained. The motive may coincide with
'his! reaseon but it must be 'the' reason

why he acts."13

There are reasons which induce a man to act im
a certaim way. Such reasons may be agent's ocwn reasoms or
may be reasonms which justify the actien inm that particudar
circumstancesw® Psychologists ;re interested in showing
the difference that exists betwsen 'his reason' and 'the
reason' why a person acts im a certain way. Our actions
must be rule-governed. Thus whemn we see a man walldimg
vary fast towards a shop and ask him the reason behind
his walkimg so fast, we come to know that he is going
to buy some tobacco.'To buy tobacce' is his "reasont
Walking towards a shep is not only 'his' reasonffor
buy ing tobacco but it is really a meamng for all te get
tobacco. His way of getting tobacco is not something
unconventional. If there is no other reasom except buying
tebacce then 'his' reasom ceincides uith\'the' reason. We
sometimes say that 'his' reasen may have been 'x' but 'the'
reason why he acted like that was 'y'. Thus a man's reason
may be buying tobacco but 'the' reason why he walked so
fast is to see the girl wbo was looking in the window of
the tobacconist. Teo speak of 'the ' reason is a way to call
attemtion to the law under which the given case falls.

According to Peter, our reasom must not only be 'our’
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reason but 1t must be 'the' reasom wihich would be appro~
priate to a particular cemtext. Psychologists speak of
tunconscious ! motive where Lhe persons do mot entsrtain
their goals as conscious objectives. As thes peronm is
uRconscious ef his goal he cannot have 'his' reason but
only *‘the' reason whicn 1s justifiapie. Repressed wisn,
etc. can be treated as 'the' reason why a pergpn:at$s in
a particular way. ARs a person 18 unconscious of. his wisn,
the reason for actimg in a certain way, canmot be 'his'

reasoie.

Now, against Pec.er's account of motive, whicn
serves as the reason for actieon, it cam be said that a
reason cannot be one's motive. Ye need to distinguish
between motive anrd reason. Reasons by themselves are not
motives. Of course, when a man produce reasomns for an
action, we can find out the motive considering such rea-
sons. We canmot equate a reason with a motive. When asked
for motive, we give reasons for psrformimg am action and
such reasens cannot be treated as motive. We cam give
reasons like - John killed Henery because Henery had killed
John's brother, that Henery had beatem Jehn several times,
etc. but these are only reasoms and hot motives. The moti-
ves that John had behind killing Henery was ‘revenge'. Kill-

imng John's brother, etc. are reasons whereas takimg revenge

is a motivs.



Again, Peter says, "Motives, them, are reasons
for actions whach are asked for when there is a isswee of

n14 D.5. Mannison while disaissing 'My

JustificatioNeses
motive and its reasons', said that it is tmublesome.

The question arises in what sense he is using the term
justification? Obvieusly he is not askimg for moral jus-
tificatien. Swupposse i ask Joha to give reasen for marry-
ing a particular girl and 1 am answered, "out of greed",

in what way is Jonhn's actien " justified® by this reply?

What would count as justif.catiem in this case¥

There are some psycholegists according to whom,
wve have motive for everything that we do, that all our
bshaviour is motivated, and thereby they ignore the fact
that thers are some characteristics special for a motive
actien which the othar types of actions lack. for instance,
in case of motive we ask of a reasen for an action because
there is a departure from the cenventional expactation.
We ask, 'what is his motive for committing a murder?' The
implication is that the action is mot characteristic of
him. A habitual action or a reflex action can never be
treated as motivated actien. These actions are stereotyped.
These are performed almost automatically. We do not have
any reason while doing anything habitwally. Though, it is
true that like a motive~actiop, sometimes, our habitual

actions are also directed towards goals, but we are not

¥

\0!
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totally comrscious of such a geal directed behaviour and
therefore, unable to give reasons. MeClelland, the
Psychologist, tries to resist the tendency of considering
everything that we do are dome from motive. He claims that
the concept of motive is wseful only if it has some sort
of limited base. He holds, "the essen€e of motivation is
its capacity to elicit glternative bahavioural manifesta-
tions. This would differ from actimp out of habit."'> ¢
we accept the view.that we have motive for everything that
we do, then the criteria, that we use for distimguishing
a motive-action from other sorts of actisn, would be
meaningless. All actions would become motive-action, thay
would be of same category. Thus Peter concludes, ".... from
the point of view of eordinary usage it is bad enough for
Psychologists to suggest that we might have motive for
eberything that we do."16
In chapter IV of '€oncept of Mimd' G. Ryle has
expressed his view about motive. His mainm contention is
to describe motive as propensities, traits of character
or behaviour trends. According to him, we should not
correlate motive with an ‘occult cause', but we should

bring it under a behaviour trends. & motivated actiom is

such while doing it the agent is

Yacting more or less critically, carefulli,
consistently and purposefully, advgrbs which
do mot signify the prior er concomitent

1
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i

occurence of extra operatiomns of re-
solving, planning or cogitating, but
only that the action taken is itself
done not absentmindedly, but in a
certain pesitive frame of mind."-
says Ryle.

Ryle gives an example of motive by usimg the term
vanity'. A person is said to be vaim if he acts in a
certain way under certain circumstances. Vanmity is more
or less a lastimg-trait im his chatacter, which is also
a dispositional propertyg A dispositional statement can
be expressed imn hypothetical proposition as 'whenever
situwations ef certain sorts have arisen, he has always

or uswally tries to make himself prominent.’

Ryle explains motive im terms of behaviour, there
is no such mental states or processes, which Ryle callse
‘occult cause', behind an action. A vain persem is not
undergoing a peculiar mental states eor vamity does not
have any 'occult’ cause, it simply implies that he talks
a lot, rejects criticism and so on. 'Vanity' refers only
to the 'overt' performances. Now, when we judge others
motive we do interpret their behaviour, but the behaviocural
clues on which they rely are evidences of their motive amd
do not comnstitute wvanity. Moreover, I do not rely on my
behaviour while acting from a motive. On this matter I

have a unique awthority.

Ryle comcentrates omly on the wse of such single
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words, for imstance, vanity, patriotism, etc,. te answer
questions about motives. But how far explaining bshaviour
by use of one ef these words is explainimgxit by pointing
to the end to which it is directed? N.S. Swtherland
expressed his view that when we say someone does something
from vanity, part of what we mean by being vain is that

a person enjoy contemplating his own imagimed good points.
or that he dislikes contemplating his own feeling etce.

A single word ‘'vamnity', without any descriptiecn of

behaviour, does net explain a motive properly. Moreover
he says,

"although, vanity may function'as a motive
word it often does not: a persen may be vain
knews he is vain and deliberately refrain
from doimg thing out of wvanity. If he looks
pleassd when praised for something trivial,
or downcast whemn criticised, we shall know

he is gain: but vamity is mot his motive
for feeling pleases or doumcast.™18

7

Ryle tries to assimilate motive explamation to
dispositional explanmation. Motives are not themselves
dispositions. Being of certainm dispositiom or“having a
certain propensity may be reaseon which sxplains one's
behaviour, but motive is not itself disposition. A.R.
White expressed his view that am inclination, which Ryle
uses as an alternative to motive, "is a disposition but

not motive, although inclinatien may furnish the motive.
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The fact that a mam is inclined te do something may
provide a motive feor one's doimg it but motive is mot

inclinatien itself.n'?

Again, when there is no idea of a purpose or
goal but omly the exercise of disposition, the disposi-~
tion dees not serve as motive though it is a reason. For
example, vain people oftem do vain things autoematically.
Dispositiens which compel a man to do something are nat
motives. Vanity is a motive but whenever a vain people
does something without bei;g aware of it, he is not
acting frem motive. The amtithesis of actifg from motive
and not acting from motive is bound wp with the purposive
and not purposive, and mot with that of dispesition and
noit disposition. A man cam have digposition to behave in
certain way without beimng aware of it. But he canmot have

a motive, nor can he does intentionally, or om purpose,

without being aware of that he does so.

Ryle uses character traits as motive. But if we
are to take directness of motive as one of the character-
istics, then we cannot treat most of the character traits
as motive. We have already seen that 'censiderateness’
which is a character-trait, is not a motive, as..it does

not have any definite goal to attain. Goodness and 'badress’
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do not functien im motive explamations of behaviour. A
good man does good things just because he wants to and
not to achieve some further end. Although, of course,

the dood man may presumably persues good ends.

So far I have discussed what philosophers have
said about motive. To my mind, motive word should include
both 'outward' ard 'inward'! activity of man. Motives are
net reasons, but a man when acting from motive, must be
able te give reasons for his,action. He is actiné con-

sciously, with purpose amd has a particwlar aim to fulfil.

III

Generally we take motive and intention as having
almost the same sense and often use them interchangeably.
The characteristics that a motive word has, arse sharable
by intention also. We cam say that an intentional actilon
is such where the agent wﬂile engaged in actimg something
know, and is able to specify the action which he is doing.
When a persom hag done som thing, for example, struck
another person, the question whether he did it intentionally
or uRintentionally may arise. Amd if such an actiom is
intentional, that is, if he is not workimg under any
pressure or if he is ignoramteof the fact or if it is

only a habitwal action, them he must be able to give the
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honest answer. Because intentiocnal action makes a mam
answerable te his deeds. We ask *did you do that
intentionally? Whem such an actiom is net characteris-
tic of him or when there is a conventiomal expectation.
Usuelly the suggestion arises from the fact that what he
has done is abrormal or wrong in some way or that it is
som thing which ordimary people would not do except
unintentionally. The whole meaning of intentionality 1ies
Simply im its negation eof accident or mistake. According
to Hampshire and Hartifan action is intentional they must

gsatisfy two different kinds ef requirement.

(1) "The egent must have ordimary empirical
knowledge of certain features of his
environment and of the mature a2nd charac~
eristics of certain things affected by
his movements, (2) the agent must know
that what he was doimg is different from
other non-accidental actions performed at
the same time."

Such characteristics are equally applicable te

motive .

G.E«Me Anscombe has made a distimnction betueen
motive and intemtion. She considers lovse, pity, hatred,
revenge and some such mental goings-emn as motives.

Accordinmg to her, "Intentiomn is what he aims at or chooses",
whereas "motive determines the aim."z1 Intentien helps

to perform an action whereas motive can be treated as the
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cause of such inténtion. Me sometimes say- 'to release
himself frem this awful suffering'’ he has dome something,
here as long as we are talking about the "spirit" with
which an marm has done semething, we are talkimg about
motive. But as seon as we comsider the dome action we
are cencerned with one's intention and cam rightfully

put the questien "why?" A motive is that which proeduces
or brings about a choice. Accerding to Anscombemotive

for an actiom "has a rather wider and more diverse appli-
cation than intentiom with which the actioen was done."22
Philesophers are interested im considering 'gain' as

it ert ion whereas 'desire for gain' is motive. Motives

imply desire but intemtion does mnot.

Accerding to A.R. White, intentions cannmot be
properly quotaq as motive for action. Te cite a motive
is mecaessarily to offer an explanation, whereas toc mention
an intention is not. He gives an example by saying that
if someone goes to Australia with the intention both of
visiting his grand children and of returnimng te England
before Christmas, the latter intentiom cannot be the
explanation of his jourmey to Australia, even if the
former canj wheresas whatever is quoted as one of his motives

for joorney must be part of the explanatiop.

According Eo Barnes and Falk, the quastion as

to how 'metive' is related to 'intention' seems the question
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whether an explanration of a person's conduct in terms
of intentions can be said to be a motive type explana=-
tion, and net the gquestion whether a motive is or is not

part of am imtention, whether it precedes, follows, etc.

Anscombe said that motives are not intentions
and do mot have imtention as component part. An action is
intentional if the questiom 'why did you do that? has
application in the sense in which it asks for a reason
for action. She talked about three kinds of motiwes, for-
ward-looking, backward-looking, and motivesin-gaeneral. She
says, "I call a motive forward-looking if it is an inten-
tion."23 Examples are 'to gaim wealth, fame or happiness.
One has a backward-lookimg motive if "something (that) has
happenad (or is at present happenimg) is given as the ground
for an action or abstention that is good or bad for the °
parsone....at whom it is aimed.“24 Examples ars revengs,
pity, gratitude, remerse, stc. Fipally, motive- inm general
give something like light in which the action is to be sesn
and sesm te require a "description of the feelings prompting
the action or of the thought that had qone with it."25

Examples are actimg out of love, hatred, friendship, etc.

Now, to consider motive as totally distimct from

intention is impossiblse. Intention, which is a forward-
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looking motive, cam be foumd in backward-looking motive.
Susan L. Feagin expresses the view that one can act from
revange, which is a backward-looking motive, only if ane
intends to harm someone. If he is ultimately to help

he is not motivated by revemge. Bne acts out of gratitude

if he imtends to help those to whom he is grateful.

Similar specifications of intentions for each backward
lookiag motive can be made. "Backward-looking motives, then,
do not form a totally distinct class of motive, but involves

a forward-looking component"26—- says S.L. Fegagin.

One action has to be thought of by the agent as
doing good er harm of some sort while acting with a backward
looking motive. Such thoughts must be imtentions with which
one acts, as the thoughts of doim good or harm ars the

objectives of one's actien.

If there is ne intention related to the motive-~
in-general i.e. love, hatred, etc. then one would say that
he is only expraessimg emotion while acting in a certain way
and not acting Prom motive. And therefore, motive-in-

general cannot be treated as motive words.

From the above discussion it becomes clear
that the notion of will is involved in other mental states

from which a mam acts, that whensver I act from a motive,
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intention or, I act willimgly, 1 am awars of what 1 am
doing. A badily movement which can be considerad as

acti on, generally follows from a will, motive or inten-
tion. Yhenmever I am acting from a particular motive or
intention, I have a will te act accordingly. Motive

and intention have a mecessary relationship with will.
Acidon not dome willimglyy cannot be treated as motivated
or imtentiemal action. Reflex-action, action done under
prassure, are not done veluntarily and thersfors, thsy
cannot form the part of motive or intentional actions.
Various attempts have been made te exhibit 4he relation
betueen intention volition etc. on the ome hand and
actions on the other. Now whether there exists a causal
or logical relationship that I shall discuss inm my next

chapter.
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Causation and Humam actiaon

In recent philesophy there has been two issues
concernimg the relationship between am action on the ene
hand and motive, intentien, will, etc. on the other. From
a particular motive te perform an action, a man performs
the action. Such motive, inteﬁtimm, etc "accompay"
our actioms, er from such "mental phenomena". actien
follows. The question generally arises- does it causally
fellow or logically follow, or whether explanation by

reasen is or is not as specises of explanatiom by cause.

Accordingly therse are two groups of philesephers.
Ome group holds that explamation by reasens in causal
explanation, the other greups holds that explanation by
reason can Rever be causal explamration, as the reasons
that we give while explaining an actien camnot satisfy

the causal conditiomrs.

_Now, what are the comditions that must be satisfied
while axﬁ&aiéing something causally ? Accordimg to David
Hume, "We may definme a cause to be an object, followed by'
another, ard where all the objects similar to the first
are fellowed by objects similar to secomd1-" If we
analyse the Humean idea of a causal raiation- that must

hold betweer events whemn one is the cause eof other, we

can say: A causes B if (a) it is logically pessible for A
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to exist‘eitheut B and vice versa, (b) there is a non-
trivial empirical generalisation to the effect that
whenever there occurs event of a type te which A belongs
there occurs a subsequent avent of a type to which B

belomngs.

It is clear that cause and effect are two
different entities. They are twe events. Hume says "e..
the idea of cawse and effect are svidently distincte..."
They are logically independent in such a way that the
existence or non-existence of the one must in no way
logically entail the existence amd non-existence ef the

othere.

Cause-effect relationships are inatances of
generalisafion. Whenever we see a cause we appeal either
explicitly. or implicitly to a gemeralisatien which links
cause amd affect by/stating that whenever the prior cir-

cumstances abtaim the svent fellows.

A causal relationship cam be knhown only en the
basis of imductive evidence. In the ordimary cases, to
know that A is the cause of B rather than a mere acciden-~

tal predecessor of B, ore must have evidence.

There is a tendency amongst philesophers to
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explain human actions causally. They take reasons as the

causes of actions. McCracken holds that ome's aroused

motive or one's character is the fundamental cause of one's-
actions. It is necessary to hold motives are causes if we
are to attribute to them a true importance. '...that it

is somehou to belittle motive to deny that they are

causes '~ says McCreacken.

It can be said that the corcept of action belongs
to a sphere of discourse quite dif€erent from that in which
the notion of causal expdanation finds its place. Whensver
we perform an activity with certeimn motive, we remein aware
that we have alternative courses open to us and that we can
choocse and decide betwsen the actions, and therefore we are
in no way bound to act or that owr action is not causally
determined. J.0. Urmsomn,s in his article "Motives and
Causes™, made a distinctiens betwsen the following sorts
of questions: 'what was the point of his doing that? What
made him do that? What led him do that? What was his
reason for doing it? etc. The gensral conclusicn was that
it ' would be futile to attempt to accompdate all the
different situations in which these questions are asked
inte an over all explanatory model of causal type. Where
we can ask what made or possessed the agent to act there

we cannet ask for his reasoge

Rgain, if an action is the effect of something
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or if it is am gvent, then it merely happens to persons
who are thereby rendered passive amd "helpless victims"2
of events which befall them rather than active agents
doing things on their owun. An evemat is that which eccur
but an action is that which a man performs. Human actiens
are not events. No persen is a event. So he camrnet cause

another eavent to occur. Therefore, action is mot an event.

Cavsal relation demands two distigct gvents.
Melden says that a cause must be logically distimct from
the alleged effect'. But our reasem fer anm action is not
logically distinct. If a motive of ome kind (m1) is causally
connected with am appropriate actiaon (mz) then M, must be
a description which is available te the agent and which
meets the requirement of causal iseolatien but such a
descriptiom has not yst beem found. Intention and motive
cannot be imdividuated or idemtified as mental processes
without mentienirg their legical relation to the ebjec~-
tives, or actien. Actieons are the expressions ef our motive,
intention, etc. Melden says ".... The willing in question
cannot be a cauyse of the muscle movement, since the refe-
rence to the muscle movement is inveolved in the very des-
cription of uilling"s.

D.&. Hamlyn says that to give a causal explama-

tion of an event requires beimg able to show how, other

il
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things beimng equal, a change in eme of a given set of
variables is a sufficient conditiom of a change in another.
However, if this sort of explaration is te be applied to
human behaviour, 1tlseems to require that we should be

able to specify actions exhaustively in terms of movements
of the bedy for enly in this way couid we set doon a2 set

of variables. But he says that it is impossible to say

hov a person must move im order to be said to have signed

a contract, precisely what movements he must make. He may
hold bis pen betwsen his toss. All we can do is lay dewn
certain very general specificatien, as signing. Seo we can
never give a sufficient explamation of am action in causal
terms, because we can never specify the movements which would

have to count as dependent variables.

Similarly, humanm action cannot be taken as in-
stances of generalisation. For example, it is not always
true that whemever 1 feel faint, I put my head down betusen
my legs, altheugh very oftem I do so. I may sometimes, lay
down or do other thing. Similarly fesling, willing etc.,

may get different expressioms in different times and places.

Inductive evidence is not needed in case of am

action doms willingly. A man knews his reason for acting im

a particular way without any evidence. When I say '1t is

raining' I need evidences to believe it. Humean causal
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statements are like "it is raiming", in that a persom
making them can be mistaken byt my reasoms have the logi~
cal feature of first person utterance like 'I have pain'.
B8ur avowals may be sinmcere~insincere, but it does nrot
make semse to say that they are mistaken. They need no

evidence.

De Davidson is quite aware of the above diffim
culties and tried te reply them im his article ‘Action,
Reasons, and Causss®™. Hs discussss that explanation by
reasans are basically explamations of what one has dene
because of reasons ons has and that one has rsasens for
acting if and only if having reasons causal 1y effects one's
action. He say primary reason for actien is its cause."4
For him having reason means (a) "havimg some sort of Pro-
attitude towards actions of certain kind, ard (b) believimg
that his action is of that kind.">

Philesophers who assimilate resasomns to causes
have poimted out that both causal explanation and explana-
tion in terms of reasoms cam be signifisd by the words
‘becawss' and 'caupse'! and aven reasof. Each explanation
may eon suitably described occasiens give the necessary and
sufficient condit ions of the occurrence of what is to be
explained. Davidson say "if, as Meldem claims, causal
expla&ations are wholly irrelevant to the understanding

we seek of human actiom then we are without am analysis
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of the because in He did it becausee...', where we go on

6
to name a reason"

The first difficulty in treatimg primary reasons
as causes, is that primary reasons are states, disposi-
tions and not sVUentse. Davidson replies that svents are
closely associated with the primary rsasons. States, dis~
positions are mot events buwt the smslawght of state and
dispositiomns is. Those who tried to show that mental statss
are not svents, have the idea that an evant must be ebser-
vable or they must be like a stab, a qualm, a prick, etce
But in driving a car the driver knows his turm is ceming up
and he signallede. If we ask the driver *‘why did you raise
your arm' we learm frem his answsr tha event that caused
his action. We semetimes even caanct mentden the reason and
give answer liks- 'finally I made up my mind'~- here we are
ignorant of the svent that caussed my action, but thers are
events. When a bridge collapses because of its structural
defect, we do not see the preceedimg event. But, Davidson
say that thowgh we ars ignorant of the svent, "we are sure
there was such an evenat or sequance of events"7

Wle have seen before that causal relation demands
two distinct svemts but a reason is not logically distinct
from an action. But, Davidson says that our primary reasons

like desires, wants, etc., cannot be defined im terms of
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the action they rationalise. Primary reasom and action
are distinct. Bur desire for doing an action camot ex-
plain an action im the way the solubility ef a thing
explains its disolving. Here the very mature of the thing
is found in the thing itself. To describe an svent in
terms of its cauwse is not to identify the event with its
cause. When I flip the switch, 1 am caused by my wanting
to turn on the light, and my wantimg amd actiona re not
identical. If there is any limk between my turming en the
light and my wanting to turm on the light, it must be

grammatical rather than logical. Thus our primary reason,
igee. our desire, belief, wants, etc are distinct from ocur

actione.

Against the opinion that we can know our oun
reason for action without any inductive-evidences, and
causal relation demands evidences, thersfore the relation
between reason and action is not cawsal, Davidson holds
the view that somstimes we are wromg about our own reasons.
Especiallyy when thers ars two reasoms for an action, ee.g.
one wants to save Charles from paim and wapts him out of
the waye In such a case one may be wrong about which motive
made him poisen Charles. Ome may, after scmetimes accept

public or private evidences showing that he is wrong about

his reason, but he does mnot have evidence and makes no

observations. Here one's knowledge of one's reasom is not
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inductive because where there is imduction, there is
evidence, but the lack of this inductive evidence does
not prove that the relation between reasens and actions
is not causal. Inductiocn is no doubt a goed way of lear-
ning the truth of a particular law but that does mnot mean
that it is the only way to learn the truth saysg Davidscon.
Causal relation exists even without any direct inductive

evidence.

Davidson_opines that in case of motive and
desire- which are the causes of actions, we cannot apply
generalisation. Human causal relationship daes not hold
between a motive and actien. Hume's definition of cause-
effect relation is ambiguous, it may mean that a causal
statement of the form 'A' caused B' entails some particu-
lar law in terms of the descriptiom 'A' and 'B' or it may
mean that 'A and B' entails only that bhere exists a causal
- law instantiated by some true descriptions of R and B« On
tﬁaﬁéirgt‘vér;ibh,;a causal statement of the form 'A and
B', would entail coverimg law. But on the second version
it would not be used to predict the occurance of B without

replacing its descriptions of A and B with the descriptions

'A' and 'B'.

Davidson aveids the difficulties of making reason



37

fit the coverimg law model by holdimg that only second
version of Hume's account, which does net fit the cove-
ring law model, can be made to fit most cawsal explana-
tion imncluding rationalisation' opr explamation in terms

of reasen.

The view, that whenever we are caused to act
in a certain way, we are helpless victim and we are neot
respensible for our action, is nmot true. Davidson holds
that the source of this mistake is that we tend te assume
that a cause demands a causer'. But some causes have no
agents. The states im ws are reaaons as well as couses,
and such state does mot make a man victim of it, but makes

a person its voluntary agent.

Davidsen claimg that if a primary reasomn is to
be the agent's reason, them that primary reason must also
satisfy the conditions tlet it is a causse But the term
'cause' stands for a thimg which we canmnnot cheose, whose
very naturs is that it is determined by some other thing.
Whersas a reason is that which I cheose from a mumber of
possible reasons. James, E. Hhite says that avowad reasoens
for an actien ars not causal explanatiome. The reason that
I avow for my action is 'my reason', I chooss that from
a number of possible rsasaonrs.

"An avowed reason could not be causal
explamation because there is meo causal
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condition for, say, insulting a mar

and stating scientific laws cevering
insulting remarks were explicitly stated
i.e« if swch-and-such antecenent conditions
obtain, then events of the same kind as
imsulting will eccur®®-~ says J.E. White

Agaim a person does not always avow a primary
reason when he explains his action. for he might have
reasons avewed for imsulting a stramger at a party was
simply ®becausse I just did not liks him", and this is not
primary resason. For he couvld truthfully say, "before I
vttersd my jibe, I really did mot want to imsutt the fsllow,
but when it came out, I suddenly wantad to say it." But
Davidson's primary reason would be (1) betause I wanted to
do it, and (2) because 1 believed that femark would imsult
him. For it consists eof a pro-attitude and a belief about

it. J.W. White says

"esososbut in this case my avowed reason
expresses my megative con-attitude' (dislike)
of a persof, not a pro-attitude towards my
action. It is a dislike and aot belief about
him or my action. Im fact it seems abswrd to
speak of an sxpression of dislike as a "belief"
at all, for this wouwld absurdly implg that

my expression {s based on ev%pemce."

Avowsd reason for am actiom is not cause of that
action. Even if my avowsd reason for imswlting did refer to
sama past eveat, this past event woald mot necsssarily be
a cause. My remark may omly be amn expression of cantempt

for this stramger. Evem Rot only I might be ignoraat of the
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cause eof my behaviour, but the cause might be cempletsly
different from my avowed reasom. Ihe cause may be that I
am angry becauses I had a quarrel with my friemd and this
is the cauwse of my outburst. Thus a causs cannot be my

rgasofe

Pavidsen fails to distimguish two very different
ways in which a primary reasom can result im an actieg,
(a) the primary reason is the agent's reason for actinmg}
(b) it is the cause of his actiom or it caused his action.
D.E. Midligan gave ones example of a mamr whose desire fer
alcohol may be his resasenm for taking a drimk, or it may
cause him to take a drimkj the first would be a volentary
action, second a compulsive imvoluntary action. If we com-
pare the case of an ordimary drinmker, with that of an
alcoholic~ then im each case we may find the same primary o
reason. Each of them has a desire fer alceohol, each of them
belisves that the action im question is of a sert to satis-
fy that desire. If what Davidson say is accepted, thén im
order for the erdimary drinker's desire for alcohol to be

his reason for his actiemn, it must also be the cause of

that actione.

In the first case the desire for alcohol was
something the agent could have decided mot to satisfy, and

as this was a deliberative actien the agent decided hew far

A
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his desire for alcehol was to affect his actisn. In the
second, the agent is addicted to alcohol, he has a craving
for it he cannot but try to satisfy his desire. Thus 1in
explaiming the two actions the desirs is related teo the
action differsntly in each case. In the one a decisien

of the agent makes the desire his reason fer the actiong
in the other the desire directly causes t;e action; what-
ever the agent may think or feel abeut that desire. Thus
it the agent can make that decisien and he can act on it,

than the action 1s to be explained in terms of the agent's

reasons. If he cannot .he actionm 18 to be explaimed causally.

Peter: suggested that explamation of human beha-
viour in terms of a "purposive, rule-flewing model®™ is the
only appropriate sort of explanation to gilve except in cases
where there is obvious reasgl to think that a persen is
deviatirg from the accepted set of standards fer behaving
in some situatien. Only when this happens, we ask what caused

a person to behave in a way he did.

Peter- makes the objection to many so called
theories in Psychology that they attempt to divorce the
contraints, predisposing factors or antecedent conditions
from the conceptual requirement of the model and talk simply
in terms of mechanical forces as the sole determinants of

behaviour, as the Psychelogists hold that if we know enough



41

about the processes going on in the body- particularly
in the brain- then we should be able to specify sufficient
conditions for the eccurrence of a particular piece of

behaviour.

Whenever we explaim one's action in terms of
some standards and rules, his action is not caused by
something else. 'Jones crossed the road because.... we must
give here a sufficient explanation of Jones' actieg. Peters
says,

"to ascribe a point to ore's action is

ipso-facte to deny that it can be 'suffi~

ciently' explained im terms of causes, though,

of course, there will be many causes im the

sense of 'nRecessary comrditions. A stery can

always be told about the underlying mechanism;

but this does net add up to a sufficient

explanation, if it is am action that has to
be explained" 18

If Jones' crossing the road is mot an action dome from
certain reasons, but only somethihg that happens to Joenes
then we can daeny it as a human actiomn. A causal explanat-

ion in terms of intermal ard extermal stimulation would be
counted as Jones' siffering rather than perfeormimng an action.
Again, in case of causal explanatéen there imvelves a spa-
tial and temporal contiguity between the movements. But

this sort of explanation of human acticn is imapprepriate

as "we can never specify an action exhaustively im terms

of movements of the bady."11 For a human actien is
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imseparable from will te perform that actien. A precise
functional relationship betwesn movements that we make

while performing ar action could mever be established.

Rgain, raasoné, wants, etc cannet be treated
as mental events as causing the action through some
spiritwal mechanism whose operatiom is as yet imperfectly
understeoed. There is always openness bestween psrforming
or failing to perform am action. If there were a causal
tink between reason and action, the action would cease
to be voluntary. It may be that there is a cawsal genera-
lisation to the effect that theose who have bgen without
food for some days cannot help grabbimg the first food
fbey see, irrespective of all consideration for others.
If so, there is a good case for saying that their meve-
ments ars causally determimed by their hungery and they
cease to be veluntary actioms. In the mormal case of
motivatied action this is not so. A men whe gives a present
out of generosity is mot compelled to give by anything, not
even by his generesity. 'he voluntary actions of an agent
are not caused by anythimg, neither by the agent's desires,
nor by the agent himself. Whatever he does he does it
according to his own will, power and kno@iingly, There is

no mysterious causal link between vwolition and action.

Davidson, says, "I flip the switch, twrm on the
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light, and illuminate the reom. Umbeknowst te me 1 alse
alert a prowler to the fact that I am home. Here 1 do not
do fer thimgs, but only one, of which feur descrpptions
have been given".12 In his epirien the said actiens are
identical as the same bodily movements are involved. In

the article 'individuation of events', Davidsen suggests
that events are identical if and omly if they have exactly
the same cause and effect. Identical actiens have identical
causal role. In reply to Davidson, Goldman13 says that many
pairs ef acts (@gyidsmn) would class as identical do mot
have exactly the same causes or do not have exactly the
same effects. Goldman gave an example that by playimg pieno,
John puts Smith to sleep and awakemrs Brown. Since the
playing, the awakening, and the putting to sleep involve
the same action. But GoJdmem arques that while John's
playing piano caused Smith teo doze off, John's awakening
Brown did not cause Smith to doze off. Thus, his playinmg
and his awakenimg Brown differ in their effects, and on
Davidson's view/%%ents, they carnot be the same event.
Events ate identical only if they have exactly the same

affects.

By the same reasoning, it seems Davidsen must say
John's playing is a different edent from his putting Smith

to sleep, since the playing did awaken Brown, and puttierg
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Smith to sleep did not. Different events cannot be the
gsgme action. So either sameness of ceswusal role or same-
ness of bodily movements must be rejected as the crite-

rion of identify of actions.

In the above exampls of flipping the switch and
turning on the light Bavidson uwses same bodily movements
as the criterion of identity of actiomns. Goldman sees a
difficulty here for Davidson. He says that simce no
assymetric and irreflexive relation cam hold between a
given thing, and itself we must cenclude that the acts inm

example are mot identical.

G.E.Me Amscombe in her article "Intention" made
a poimt that same bodily movements camnot be treated as
the criterion of same actions. She gives am example of a
man who moves his arm in a way which under the circum-
stances, congtitutes working a puamp, replenishimg a water
supply, and poisoning a' - househeld with tainted water.
On Pavidsem's view he has perfermed just eme actiom, te
which our four descriptions differently refer. But Anscombe
asks Are we to say that the man who moves his arm, aperates
the pump, replenishes the water supply, poisons the inhabi-
tants, is performing four actions? Or only one? She amswers:

moving his arm up ard doun with his fingers round the pump
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handle is, in these circumstances, operating the pump}
in these circumstances it is replenishing the house-hold
water supply; and in these circumstances, it is poisoning

the household.14

Having the intentien of pperating the pump
explains moving one's arm up ard down on the pump hanrdle
- explaing it, as Anscombe says, by interpreting the actien,
by answering a certaim questiem "Why?" Thws~ though ome sat
of bodily movements is invelved here we cam not treat them
as the same action. Interpretation plays am important role
here fer explaining human action. One's intention teo operate
the pump does mot explain the action of peoisoning the
inhabitants at all, in the sense of providing reasons for
the action done. Auscombz says tht the reason.or motive for
doing something interprets am action- explains it thus-
but tke reason supplied for an action cannot be said to be
the caused of the actian. A partigglar series of movements
may be imterpreted in a number of different ways, for
example, a movement of A's foot into B's shim may be
interpreted as A.s kickirg B, A.s clumsy attempt to per-
form a certain dance step, or a cempletely involuntary
movement . Th;s a particular movement may be interpreted in

. a number of different ways.

There is a group of philospphers whe try to
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reconcile the two kinds of explamatiom of human behavieoury
There is me incensistency between accordimg a previleged
status to an agemt's report ef why he acted, and counting
his reasons among the causes of his deed. C.H. Whitely,

in his article 'Reasons and Causes', has given am example
that Smith being threatemed with a beatimg-vp wnless he
hands over his wallet, promptly does so, amd accounts fer
his action by saying 'I was too scarsd to de anything slse'.
This looks like a causal explanation because he might say
that his fright compelled him to bhand over his wallet. But
here we can very well say that the aveidance ef a beating-

up an excellent reasoms for parting with ome's monsy.

According to them when we enquire inteo the causes
of a man's behaviour we find that what they do is rational
and purposive. Reasons do not operate in the absence or te
the egcluwsion of causes; they function in a context in which
causaes are also fumctionimge. The relevant differsences, that
exist betweenm reasoms and causes, are differences off degreee.
Reasons for action can mevser account for being done without
reference to other facteors which make an agent rsady to
accept them as reasons. Thus there does mot exist any
dichotompny betwsen an action done frem rsasens and action

dome causally.
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0f course, I have no intention te establish
this thesis of recomciliation. In fact I want to show
that reason in no way can be treated as cause- in ths
trus senss of the term- 'cause'. And my next chapter
will give am account of interpretation of humar action

which, in my mind, will make this peint more clear.
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Interpretation

In the last part of the previous chapter I have said some-
thimg about imterpretatiom in a very nut-shell way and
thereby tried to defend the posit;an that human actions

are not causally explicable. In this chapter my maim con-

cern will be interpretation, its nature and sub ject-matter.

What is an interpratatiaa? What role doss it play
in the sciences of man? Charles Tylor in the article 'In-
terpretation and the Scienmces of Man', made an attempt to
answer these questions by saying that interpretation "is an
attempt to make clear, to make sense of an ebject of study.
This ebject which in some way is confused, incemplete,

bleudy, seemingly contradictory- in one way or another un-

‘cleare The interpretation aims teo brimg to light am wnder- |

lying coherence of sense."1 Interpretation also deals with

the confusingly interrelated fofms of meaning. It is a matter
of taking soms&ﬁe's utterance or behaviour in some centext as

giving a basis for ascribimg a particular motive, attitude eor

experiance to him, it is a matter of finding an explanation

of some mental states. An example will make this peiat clear-

Are'X's political views the result of a reactiom agaimst his

family background, or are thay the result of sustained thought

about the possible forms of social organisation? Thess are

e
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the problems which arise in interpreting X's particular
vieuéé And.'we sesk the correct amswer by interpreting his
actions most successfully. If we censider Anscombls exam~
ple of a man who moves his arm, operates the pump, reple-
nishes the water supply, poisons the inhabitants, etc., we
arg in a fix to decide what is he actually deing. And we
need the help of interpretation. Humam actions are usually
described by the purposes or emd-state realised, and in case
of Anscombls man's action we try to understand his goals or
purposes, the meaning of his action. And Anscomb¢ says that
interpretatien is the only source by the ﬁelp of which we

can decide the purpose of that man's action.

If we are to understand am interpretation properly
then we must see what it involves. Hermemeutical science
deals with the confused forms of meaning. They are confused

because such meanimgs in interpretation admit more than onme
expression. A meaning wnder differeat circumstances may
have different expressiaens. Interpretation lays a claim to
make a confused meanimg cleare. It explaims a confised beha-
viour and such an explanation of behaviour makes sense of
that behaviour. This "making semse of% is the proferring

of an interpretation. Thus the task of interpretation is

to restore the "real®™ meaning of an expressien.

There are certain characteristics which an imter-
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pretative meaning must satisfy. In an interpretation a
meaning must always be fer a human subject. Without such
a subject the sense and coherence among the differeat con-
cepts will be arbitrary. Ths subject must be a human

sub jecte

Secondly, a meaning is of something. We must be
able to distinguish between a given element - situvation,
action - and its meanimng. A meaning must be of a substrate
but that does not mean that meaning and substrate are physi-
cally separablae. For otherwise, the task of making clear

what is confused would be impossible.

Things have meaning in a field, in relation te the
meaning of other thimgs.. Thers cannot be anmy such thing
which is simgle, unrelated meaningful element. A change in
oRs meaning in a field may lesad to the change in another.
The meaning of a word deperds, for imstance, on those words
with which it contrasts; en those which defines its place
in language. The introductiom of new concepts will alter
the boundaries of others. Therefere, the meaning in inter-
pretation is 'experiential meanimg'. Meaning changes with

the changes in another thing in that particular field.

It is sometimes thought that the meaning in inter-
pretation is only am extemsion of linguistic meaning. Ro

doubt, there are likenesses as well as diffesrences betwsen
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them. Limguistic meanimg, like meaning in interpretation,
is also for a human subject and it has meaning only in a
fielde But the meaning im language, unlike the meaning in
interpretation, is of signifiers and it is about ths world
of referents. In interpretation we do not know the meaning

of an expression by knowing the object it refers.

In interpretation an action makes sense when we
find a coherence betwsen the actioen of the agent and the
meaning of his situwatien for him. UYe find his action puzz-
ling untill we fimd such a coherence. Likewiss whem we
congider Anscombe's man's action we must be able to relate
his action to the situation. His action will carry meaning
only whea ws take his feeling, emotion, desire, etc. into
consideration.. We must take thesse mental phenomena and the
situation as a whole and must relate them.y Ultimately a

good explanatien of his action will satisfy us.

0f course there is every chamce for people to doubt
the explanation we offer by interpreting a man's action. An
"interpretative dispute about meaning is potentially endless"-
says ﬁylor.z Every affirmation may be challenged by a rival
interpretat%on. This procedure may continue unless somesone
sees the adequacy of eur interpretation. He must recegnriss
the expression, which we are tryimg te interpret, and puzz-

ling and must "....read the origimal language as we do..."3
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We know that our ihterpretation is successful becauss the
meaning is expressed in a new way, or if this does rot
satisfy our quest we must wltimately be able to ask the
man about his motivatien and settle the dispute. The agent

is the ultimate authority to settle am interpretative dispute.

Interpretative dispute deoes net arise im case whers
human activities can bs checked agaimst some brutes-data. It
seems that political and social activities are checkable
against some brute data. There are rules, and people who are
active politically, their actioms are constitwted by such
rules. People in a political group are more likely to censant
te a certain sets ef propesitions supposedly expressing the
values wnderlying the system. Their behavieur is verifiable
against the rules of that imstitutiom. Political reality is
made up of brute-data. Such brute-data are mothing but the
activities and behaviour of pesoples. There are constitutive
rules and such are the basis for understanding a particular ac-
tion. Such rulgs are constitutive in nature for they censtitu-
te an actien. In thié connaction we can talk abdut J.R.Searle's4
concaption of comstitutive rules. He says that the comsti-
tutive rules ars such that create er defime eur behaviour.
For example, 'vetimg' is a political activity. What counts
as voting cam be checked agaimst the rules constitutimg this

notien of votimg. UWhat is essential to the practice of

voting is that some decisien or verdict be delivered, through
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gsome criteria of preponderance out of a set of micro-
choices. If there is no some such significance attached

to our behaviour, mo amount of marking and counting pisces
of paper, risimg hands, etc. amounts to votimg. Thess
constitute the practice of veting. Thus the rules of
voting creats the possibility of or defime that activity.
The activity is constituted by acting in accordance with
the rules. Voting has no existence apart from these rulss.
These comstitutive rwules are the basis for the brute-data.

against which anm act of wvoting can be checkede.

Such constitutive rules remder the possibility of
inter-subjective meaning. Every socisty has practices
constitutedly such rules. It is, therefore, possible for
two socisties to wunderstand each other by understanding such
. rules and can follow a single practice. Thus, a man whe is
acting politically has a common language, belief, etc. shared
by all ethers uﬁo are withim this political institutions:
These are the parts of inter-subjective meaning or cemmon
meaning. An inter-subjective mesanming is such that it can
be shared by all in the institution or seciety. It cannot
be the preperty of a single person. It gives a common-
language to talk about social reality amd common understan-
dinge We all are caught in these inter-subjective meaning
as social beings. The social reality is comstituted by

brute-data and such brute-data in a society, are nothing
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but acts of peopls as identified supposedly beyond inter-
pretation by physical descriptions and they include the

individual's attitude, beliefs, values, stc.

Constitutive rules are important for inter-sub-
jectaive meaning but they exclude subjective meaning,for
sub jective meaning in mo way tally with brute-datae. Sub-
Jective meaning mseds imsight om part of the interpreter
and not some rules writtem out there. Ihe mesanings and
norms of a political activity is out there in the practice,
and therefore, intersubjective meaning is possible. But
subjective meanimg requires insight which canmot be cemmu-
nicated by gathering brute-datg alonrs. Hermemsutical scieuacs
1s founded on subjective meaning and not om brute~data, its

most premitive data is readimg of meaning.

I have said that political and social activities
can be checked agaimst brute-data, but it dees mot contain
the whole truth. Society and political instutitionms which
are made of individual agents cannot be totally based on
brute-data like natural science. Men ars self-defining
beings and therefore, meanings are partially constituted
by their self definition. Swuch self-definitions are nothing

but interpretation.

It is argued that communication bstween men is

possible if and only if words have only one meaning. That
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meaning must be a literal meaning. A sentemce containing
more than one meaning cannot be smoothly communicated.
Phi{osophers have gone te the extreme by sayimg that not
to héve one meaning is to have no meaning. More than one
meaning im a sentenmce is equivalent to having no meaning

at all. Meaning simply is what it is.

But the general theory of interpretation is
operative im the notien of analogy, allegory and symbolic
meanimg. In the early stage hermeneutics were confined
only to the interpretation of the Holy scriptures. And a
proper understanding of a Holy scripture of an allsgory,
only in terms of the literal meaning it conveys, is not
possible. A literal meaning is direct meaming. But in
case of Reality, Metaphysics, we can not say anything direct-
ly. We interpret reality by saping somethimg of ;omething
because the real meaning is indirect. We attaim thimngs by

attributing meaning to a meanirg.

r

I have said that hermeneutic science is founded
on subjective meanimg. But that does not mean total ex~
clusion of inter-subjective meanimg from the science of
hermensutics. For reading of meaning is the main concern
of an interpretation. And therefore, in an interpretation
"wye need to go beyond the bounds of a science based on

verification to one which would study the intersubjective
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and common meanings embedded im secial raality."5 In

this sense poldétical science, psychc-analysis, etc. are
also hermemsutical because their most premitive data
are readings of meanings. Fer them the 'hermeneutical

circle' is wnavoidable. Now what is the hermensutical

circle? C. hkylor says,

"An emotion term like 'shams' for instance,
essentially refers to a certaim kind of
situation, the 'shameful' or 'humiliating',
and a certain mode of response, that of
hiding oneself, of cevering up, or else
'wiping out' ths 'blot'. That is, it is
essential te the fealimg's being identified
as shameg that it be related to this situvation
and give rise to this type of disposition.
But this sitwatien in its turm can only be
identified im relation to feelings which it
provokes; and the disposition 1s to a goal
which can similarly not be uRderstood without
reference to the feelimgs experienced: The
'hiding' im gquestion isxens which will cover
up my sbame; it is not the same as hidimg
from am armed pursuer; we can understand

what is meant by 'hidimg' hers if wuwe
understand what kind of feeling and situation

is being talked about. We have te bs within
the circle."6

Now Psychoamalysis being a sd enc@ of imterpre-
tation~ as it is a search for meaning- must remaim withinm
the circle. But Freudian explanation of man's behaviour

involves a notion of causal coennection whersas the idea of
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interpretation, that I have tried te outline above, is

free from all sorts of causal explanatien.

Freud interprets unconscious human behaviour;
his interpretation is cencermed with any set of signs
that may be takem as a text to decipher, hence a dream
or neurotic symptom, work of art, etc. He tries to find
out some meaning of the neurotic behaviesur of the dream

of a man. In The Interpretation of Oream he says, ®A

child of under four years old reported having a dream

that he had seen a big dish with a big joint of roast
meant and vegetables on it. All at once the joint have
been eaten up whole and without being cut vp. He has not
seen the person who ate it."7 This dream represents the
child's wish for rich food. If we make an enquiry we shall
fiad that the boy had been put on a milk diet for somedays
and the day he had the dream, he had to go to bed without
any supper because he had been naughty. Here hunger is
the cause for the child's dream. "It is clear that what
fixes the meaning of the dream for Freud is its explana-
tion in terms of causal pouwers of a wish"-8 says M. Miri.
The explanatien Freud ¢ffered for meuroctic behaviour is
gausale. He tried to spell out the meaning of certain
actions, behaviour, dream, etc., whose surface meanimg is
obscure and confusing. And here is the need for imterpre-

tatiene For the task of interpretation is to make clear
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vhat is obscure and confusimg. Ffreudian imterpretation
,involves a notion of causalitye Miri says, "The inter-
pretation that psychoanalyst: offers flow from certainm
fundamenttal assumption about the working of humam psyche.
Ard these assumptions are essentially causal."9 Thus
while talking about Freudiam interpretation we canmnot

but talk abowt his notienm of causatien.

In his classical amalysis of causation David
Hume péintad out that causation implies a reqular con-
junction of cause and effect and, furthermore the effect
has a functional dependence upen the cawuse. Similarly in
a careful study of explamation of human behaviour one can
consider the nature of causation. In a somewhat negative
statement it can be said that a cause of a phenomenon would
be defined as any condition or occurrence, which if it did
not exist, or had not existed, would result in the phenoms-
non not being precisely what it is observad to be. The
explapation of a bit of human behavieur imveolves the dis-
cevery of a whole met-work of causal relatienship. Ffreud
assumed that all mental processes are causally determimed
slips of tongue, forgettimg names, etc. are dependent wpon
the mental causes. All behaviour is dependent upon certain
conditions and determinants. But there are differences
between Humean causation and Freudiam causatiom. UWe can

say that Hume's causatieon is applicable enly in natural
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sciences whereas Freud's causation is intelligible eonly

in sciences of man and not in the natural sciences.

Hume's cause~-gffect relation is static im the
sense that givem a particular cause the sams particular
effact must occur under all circumstances. The relation
exists between a particular cause and its effect is fixed.
There is mno obscurity er hidden meaning which we wamt to
make clear in Hume's causation. The cause-sffect relation
being determined in such a way in Hume's account, the
question of restoratien of meaning doesznot arise. But
Freudiam causal relation is such where as man's particular
motive may be the cause of differemt types ef expressions,
under different circumstances, as its effect. Given that
a child is hungry, it is not necessary that the same par-
ticular dream must occur. ¥he hurger may fimds its express-
ion through differemt activities of the child. 8e, inter-

pretation has a place im Fresudian causatien.

As Freudian causatility is appliGable enly to the
sciance of man, we can talk about causes only im terms of
mental causss. Motive, intention, etc. are the mental
causes which lsad to the physical activities. Fesling of
insignificance is the cause of a Klepteomenia which leads

the man to steal. Stealing is the effect eof such a feeling.

There are conditions and determinants both for
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Humeanm causation and Freudian causation. But im case of
Froeudian causation it is difficult to discover all the

determimants of a humam act.

If we look to the Freudian interpretation and
interpretation im the writing ef C. Tylor, we find that
there are two polarised opposition concermning interpreta-
tion. According to ons pole, hermensutics is wnderstood
as the manifestation and restoratiom ef meaning, according
to the eother pole, it is understood as demystification, as

a reduction of illusion. It is in the secord semse psycho~

analysis aligns itself to hermensuticse.

An essential feature of Psychoanalysis is the way
in which the neurotic comes to recognise and to ackmowledge
the purpose of his acts. It is only when this has come
about that he is able te redirect his intentions, to alter
his behaviour in the light eof new self-knowledge. This
acknowledgament by the patiant confirms the anmalyst's
interpretation of the motivation of the neurotic behaviour.
And unless the patient will in the end allow his intention
the amalyst's interpretation of his behaviour is held to be
mistaken.18 Sometimes patisnts deny streongly the analyst's
interpretation of his conduct. And there are unsuccessful
analysis. For an interpretation te bs successful the
intentions or purposes beshind an action must be capable of

being avowede
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It is also the case for the sort of interpre-
tation we are concerned with. UWhile interpreting one's
action, we must ultimately depend on the man's explana-
tion of his own action. Because the man- whose action is
being interpreted, is the ultimate authority to explain
his motive, intention stc. If he deniss the sxplanation
we offer for his action, themn our interpretation is

uosuccessful, if he affirs, then it is swuccessful.

Now while talking about Psychoanalysis as the
science of interpretation, we should know ths difference,
betwesn a Psycho-analyst's interpretation and the inter-
pretation we are advocating. Therse is no doubt differemnces
between Freudian interpretation of a meuretic behaviour and
the interpretation we offer for the action_done by a mormal
man. In fFreudian interpretation the analyst imposes an _
extra image on the patiemt and thereby helps him to recog-
nise his own motive for a particular _action. The patiasnt's
own motive is something which is realised by him with the
help of the analyst. His activities are explained to him
in a way which ultimately gives a firm picture to the patient
of his own motives But this is not the cass for the sort of
interpretation we are concernsd with. The man in our inter-
pretation is more or less aware of his motive and thsrefors,

does not nead the help of any outsiders.

In Freudian interpretation it seems that the patisnt
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is unconscious of his motive and thersefors, the measure
Y

the analysts take is therapsutic im nature. Freud say:

"For a Psycho-analysis is mot an impartial
scientific investigation, but a therapsutic
measure. Its essence i€ mot to prove amything
but to alter somethimng. In a psychoanalysis the
physiciam aluays gives his patiemnt the comscious
anticipatory image by the help of which he is
put im a posotien to recognise amd grasp the
unconscious material."1?

But while interpreting an action of a nermal man we de
not take any therapeutic measure as we assume that the man
is normal and he is actimg out of his motive fresly. And

that his motive is not a cause for his action.

. Now, it seems that Freud is not conscious ef the
insight contaipned in this passage and thought the accep-
tance of psycho-analytic method is a therapeutic amd
trandforming procedure is compatible with the «claim that
the method enables the patient 'to recognise and to

grasp the unconscious material' and thus to discever truth
about himself. Thus te look at Freud therefore is to brimg
out the truth of a passage im Wittgenstein's philosophical
investigation (247) "enly you cam kmow if yeu had the

intention".

B.A. Farrell, in his article *'The Criteria for
Psychoanalytic interpretation' says that it is duty en

part of the Psycho-analyst to find out the cause of one's
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depression or repressed motive behind a particular express-
ion etc. And while finding out a cause they give a mechani-~
cal interpretation of such bshavicur. Such a interpretativs
wtterance of an Psycho-analyst is declaratory in character,
and which, therefore, serves primarily to express on hypo-
thesis about the patient. The procedure they take in finding
out the real cause is compelling im nature for they impell

a patient to recognise and talk about his own feeling,
attitude, etc. and help to change the patient so as te make
the interpretation seem to be true of him. If there hypo-
thesis were true them it ig natural to seagch fer a truth
criterga. But "it is doubtful whether this general assumption

n12 e says that a Psycho-analytic interpretation

is true
is not genuire hypothesis which is either truwse or false,
but a "statement whose maim peint is instrumental, proposed
in order to change the patient rather than te explaim his
stateo"13

Now, if we take Psycho-analyst's hypothesis as true
then it is matural that we should leck for a criteris which
an imterpretation must satisfy. For Dr. M. Miri says Neoo
there must always be criteria of correctmess for any genaine
description. If any putative description there are no obvicus
criteria of correctness, it must be doubted whether it is a

genuine description at all.14

But our search for such a criteria in the psycho-
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analytic imterpretation is difficult and frustrating:

for there is none to be found.

One can criticise that the kimd of interpreta-
tion we are advocating also lacks imndependent criteria
of truth, for the mamn is the wltimate authority to ex-
plain his motive or to affirm the truth or falsity of our
interpretation of his actiemn. So there is no other way
te find out the truth of our inmterpretatiom except the
agent's ouwn verbal statements. But the mature of this
type of interpretation is different frem the Freudian
interpretation for Freudian interpretation invelves a
notion of causality and therefore, the ncessity for am in-
dependent criteria in Freudian interpretation is acute. A
causal explanation must have a independent criteria for it
is necessary that we must be able to point out the cause
independently of the explanation giver imn causal terms.
In an interpretation it is not possible to distimguish
batween an interpretation and am interpretative explanation.
It is nonsemse/%%ink in this way. But it is always possible
to make a distinction between the cause and the causal aex-
planation. Se it is mecessary for a-causal explanation
that there should be an independent criteria for findimg out
the truth amd falsity of the csusal explamatjom. Causality
is such a notion which fimds its place im the scientific

world and therefere verification must be pessible. But the
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type of interpretation we are concermed with is beyond
the boundg of warifiable sciemrce. Thus asking for a
criteria of truth in case of Ffreudian interpretation is
more important and genuine thanm to the interpretation we

are advecating.

"Men is a self-defining animal with the change
in his self-dsfination go changes in what man is, such
that he has to be understoed im different terms"15 - says
Tylor. Hard prediction is impossible iR case of human
action. Predictiom works in cases of natwral sciences only;
Ue can predict that future states of solar-system, stc.
only by bringing past and future— under the same concep-
twal net and by realisim that the latter is some fwnction
of the states of feormer. But mam is to be understood inm
different terms. Human science is largely "expost under-
standing®. The assymetry which is in the science of man
is mot there in the natural science because here events
can be predicted at ease with the help of past events. In
the science of man we have all such radically unpredictable
events like Puritan rebellion of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries. Wylor says, "... really to be able to
predict the future would be to have explicited se clearly
the human condition that one wowld :ralready hgve pre-empted
all cultural inmpovation and transormation. This is hardly

in the bounds of the possibla."16
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Thus a hermeneutic sciemce relies on insight. It
required that one must have sensibility and understanding.
R certain measure of imsight is indespensible. Such imsight
cannot be communicated by the gathering of brute-data."This
is net a study im which amyone can engage, regardless of
their level of insight; that some claims of the ferms "if
you don't understamd, then you intuitious are at fault,
are blind or inadequate®, some claims of this form will

be justifiea".17

Frem the above discussien it clearly appears that
the subject-matter of imterpretation is humam beha;iomr. The
method we apply in interpreting is analytical. It adds modi.p
thing and substracts nothing frem the subject matter but
restores the meaning which is hidden and confusing. Proper
vnderstanding of a confused action leads omne to interpret
that action successfully. And a good explanation wltimately
is ene which makes sense of the actien. And therefore, the
causal motion by the help of which peeple try bo explain
human behaviour is inapplicable te interpretation which I
have tried te advocates For in interpretation we try to
find out the meaning of 'sense' of a pa;ticular behaviour
and theraby try to make that behaviour intelligible to us
which was previously cenfused and unclear. But in case of
causal explanmation our aim is not to make clear the meaning
or sense, but to show that whenever thers is a particular

cause ths effect must follow. The relation bstween a causs
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and its effect is fixed and clear. Thers is no chancs

for unclarity.

Again there is poessibility that a particular
action may be interpreted differently under different
circumstances but it is impossible to imagime that a
causal relation can be interpreted differently or that
it changes with the change of the sitwation. And there-
fore 'experiential meaning' of which I have talked above
in cennection to the meaning im imterpretation, has no

place in causality.

Human behaviour cannot be generalisedg If it
were such that each and every human bshav&eur can be
chaecked against some brute-data than it would have besn
possible for us to gemeralise human behaviour and thsre
would have no scope remained for interpretation. I have
shown that actiomn which can be checked against brute-data,
are not the primary concern of an inteppretation. Ue
interpret such behavieur fer which there is no definite
congtitutive rules which can be taken as criteria of
correctnssse A causal relation invelves this conditien
of gensralisation and therefore we can very waell say that
the motion ef causality is outside the boundary of inter-

pretation.

Moreover, 'imsight' which is the basic need on the
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part of a interpreter, has mo role te play in causality.
For a causal explanation nmeeds scientific proefs and not

'ipnsight' or imtuition.

Now, what I have said on imterpretation in this
chapter have been takenm mainly frem what C. Byler sé;d.
I think Pylor's articla can be treated as the basis for
understanding the nation of interpretation for a movics.
I haVe not discussed it in detail for I thimk it needs a
saeparate research work and what I meed for my presant
purpose i.e. to show that human actions are nmot causally

explicable, is a very gemeral understanding of the notionm

of imterpretatioen.
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Fresdom

This is the colckudimg chapter of this dissertation.
In this chapter I want to devote myself to a discussion of
human freedom. Freedom of which I want to talk, can be sean
as a consequence of which has beeb said im the previous chap-
ters. Human freedom occupies an important place in the arqu-
ments concerning moral responsibility. Of courss, my maim
contention will not be to show how, being determinegy, man
does or dees not escape moral responsibility. I will try to
answer the question generally arises- Is man im his thimking
and acting a free-being or is he compelled by somethimg out-

side or imside him?

In the second chapter I have made an attempt to
show that the Humeam variety of causal relatien doas not
hold between motive and action. According to some philesophers
bhuman actions are causally determined. They take reasen,motive
or cholce fer action as the cause of that action. But we have
seean that human actions are not causally determined. We have
always the possibilities open for us for performing én action
and failimy to perform it. Such a pessibility makes an action
free. These philogsophers who believe that Humean causality |
does not hold between motive, intention etc on the one hand
and actiens om the other, also use the term 'cause' and take
motive, reason, choice as the causes of actiens. The quasstien

1

might arise, in what sense do they use this term? Here we must
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be, clear that the term 'cause' is mot wsed im the Humean

s8enseae.

Now, what did Hume say on causality! He offered
two defimitions of cawse: (1) "an object precedsnt and
contiguous to another and where all ebjects resembling the
former are placed in like relations of.precedency and con=-
tiguity to those objects that resemolé the. latter," and
(2) Yan object precedent amd tontiguous to anothsr and so
united with it that the idea of the ene determimes the mind
to form the idea of other and '‘the- impression of the ens to
form the idea of other and the impression of the ohe to form
more lively idea of the latter". He says, "We may defimre a

cause to be an‘object', followsd by anothere....stc."

It is clear that Hume's idea of causality is appli-
cable to the objective werld and‘mot to human will, motive,
etc. Given a particular cause, on Hume's account, the sams
and particular effect must follew. But in case of human ac-
tivity, wnich is performed with a particular motive, there
remains alternative ceourses oper to the agsnt and that he can
choose and decide bsetwaen the actions. It is not mecessary
that a particular motive should get its expression through
@ particular action only. It might get expressions through
the different activities of a mam, under differemnt circum-
stances. And therefore, we camnot say that a motive is the

cause of that type- where a particular bodily movement must
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occur given that particular motive. And this makes imter-
pretation of human behaviour pessible. If a man's actions
were caused, them there would have no chance for imterpre-
tation. It is pessible for an agent who acted one way undser
certain condltieoms may subsequently act in am eitairely
different way under similar circumstances, even though hes
himsslf has not changed at ali. According to Hume the
relation betusen a cause ard 1ts effect is fixed, i.g. a
particular causs has only a fixed particular effect. But im
case of humam action, a man cam choose to act differently,
even though the motive behind the action may remain one and

same .

In thias paper while going to sstabdish the belaief
that human beings are free both im his thimking and acting,
I shall talk about agent's causality. Philosophers like
Chisholm, Campbell are of the opinion that am action is free
if 1t is mot done dus to any extermnal ferces but it is done
because of the agemt's will, motive, etc. Agent is the wlti-
mate, indetermimate cause of the actiom. He can chooss to
perform an action out of several altesrmative courses of action.
In choosing to perform that action he himsslf is not causeh
by anything else outside him. The agent 18 causing the act.
And thererore, 1n this semse hs 1s free. X man should be con-
sidered as determined onmiy when he himselt 1s éaused by some

ferei1gn cause4 Given a motive, 1t is upto the agent whether he

would material ise it im this or that mamner. He has tha ability
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and powsr to choose between the alternative ceurses of
actions. A#id such a power and ability of part of the man

shows that he is firee.

While talkimg about humam freedem, we must Know

' what is it to talk about determinism. Determimism can be
defined as ihe view that whatever happens has.all along been
necessary, that is fixed or inevitable. It is the thesis
that svery event is caused. Psycnologists are interested in
concidering man as détermimed by their imner causes and thus
tend to imagine that the éiréte of our freedom is forever

diminishing as psycholegy advamce. Thus Hampshire writes:

"...as pur psychological and physiolegical
knowledge of humam actioms and reactions
increases, the range of human actions which

we can reasonably say 'amn altermative action

was possible' or 'he ceuld have acted otherwise',
mecessarily dimimishes."'’

The psychologists imsist that am incidemt or accident im the
early stages of our development may affect the whole course

.OF our lives. Heredity, accldenis, etc. have a Dear}ng oh man's
thought, character and actions, and sven somstimes have a

determinative one.

Heredity, emnviremnment, etc. are ho doubt, importanmt
i . .
and have effect on mam's reason amd actiomn, but they do not
exhaust the matter. Man has the power to brimg about a change

imn what he gets by heridity. Sucih a powsr im man makes him
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responsible for what he doszs. He 18 not determined Dy his

environment as the flame is determimed by fire.

There is a group of philosophers who belisve that
the actions wer perform are determined im the sense that the
actions could not have been done otherwise from the way we
have dona and therefore, we ars mot fgee im performing them.
This comclusiom holds even if the antecedent conditions are
our own desires, beliefs, character trait eor whatever. If
our actions are determined by nothing, themn they are yjust
random happeming and in no sense our actions. Edward Von
ﬂartman asserts that numan will depends on two cnief factors,
the motilves and the character. if one bears im mind that a
man adopts an idea or a mental picture, as tne metive of his
action only if his character is such that this mental picture
arouses a desire in him, then he is determimed from withime.
According to him evea though we ourselves first adopt a
mental picture as a motive, we do so mot arbitralily, but
according tq'ﬁpg%ﬁ€CBssity of eur charactereloegical dispo-
sition, that is we are anything but free. Cur want, will,
etti/are determined by motive. Without a determinimg motive
the will is am empty faculty; only through the motive does
it become active and realy It 18 thRersefore, quite true that
human will is not free im as much as its direction is always

determined by the strongest motive. It is easy te explaim
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why the movement of a stone ssems to us mecessary, while
the volition of a man does mot. The cauwses which set the
stone in motion are extermal amd visible, while the causes
which determine one's volition are external and invisible.
The determiming causes are mnot visible and therefore
thought to be non-existent. The volition en the other hand

is the cause of one's actian.

R man may be said te be psychologically determined,
for example, a kleptomeniac, a neurotic, etc. R mentally ill
person semetimes performs voluntary crimes (where voluntary
is used so as not to beg the question about freedom). Why
is it that we 2llow the presence of mental illmess as the
cause of the mentally ill person's motives or desire? It
can be said that a mentally ill persen's crimimal behaviour
is incoherent, senseless, etc. and he characteristically
lack insight into his ouwn motive. His mental illmess is the
cause of his action and therefore his actioms can be taken
as determined because he lacks the rational power te regulate
his action. Thus psychotic behaviour is not intelligible
behaviour and cannot be explained in terms of motive and
reason. Psychologists emphasise that our behaviour including
our so-called reasonable behaviour is really unconsciously
determined. The unconscious is the master of every fate and
the captain of every soul. Freud was steeped in causal

’

psychology im his search for 'uncomnscious'! desire, needs
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and pleasures, where no such 'motives' were obvious either
to the agent or to the close observer. If Mr. Jones sudden-
ly kicks Mrs. Jones' shin, and if he is unable te answer the
question 'why did youw kick your wife?' then Mr. Jone's ac-
tions needs a psychoanalytic explanation. His action may be
identified. as ths necessary response te a psychic stimulus.
We must admit that Mr. Jonmes could not have refrained from
kicking his wife, wince he was the helpless victim of anm

irresistable psychic force.

Determinists treat reason as a special kind of
cause. According to them whenever a psrson has a reason for
doing something or other he cannot help doing that thimg. It
depends entirely how strong the reason is. And such a reason

is th cause of his behaviogur.

/ Maclntyre says, ...to say that our giving of reasons

supplied a sufficient determining condition er cause of beha-

viour would be to uvtter an empty tautology."2

Those who believe that the strongest desire to
perform am action causes that action, might give an example
like- whem a person say, "I can't help smoking" it means that
his actien is determined by his desire or likimg for tobacco.
His 1iking or interest becomes so strong that a persom cannot
help doing what he likes or is interested at all. He might

say to someone; "you smoke because you like tobacco, but you
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can't help liking tobacco, and therefere you can't help

smoking".

This argument is fallacious. R.C. Skinner3 says
that it is as fallacious as sayinmng that a person acts
freely when he has no reason for doirg what he does. If
someone broke a cup accidentally, we should certainly not
say that, since he had me reasen for breaking it, he did
so of his ouwn free-willj but should say, on the centrary,

that he could not help breaking it.

A man's stromng likimg for tobacce can be said to
be formed by habit. His case is mot the same as the klepto-
meniac's. A kleptomeniac may rot realise that he cannot help
stealing, and thirks that he does so in order to improve
this standard of his living, whereas the reason may be ac~
tually be a feeling of imsignificance. But he is unconscious
of his feeling of insignificance. He does not kmow the actual
reasome R man's helplessness in the matter of smoking can be
said to be a result of his habit. R.C. Skinner says that
actions done from habit are mot determined because they can
be changed. It might happen that a particular habit was so
deeply ingrained that a person found it impossible to change
it, in which case we should say that the person could not
help doing what he did. A dgsire, however strong it might be,

cannot be said te determime one's conduct because it is not
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totally impossible or outside the capacity of a man to act

contrary to that desire.

The anmswer that has been given to the free-will
problem by a number of philosophers is that a persen's ac-
tion is free when, howsver he behaved, he could have behaved
differently 1f he had chosen to do so, and that his action
is determined when he could not have acted differently, even
if he had chosen to. Now what does it mean to talk of a manm
acting contrary to his choice? A man acts contrary to his
choice only when he is determined not by his will, motive
or intention but by the extermal factors- for example, when

someone pushes me, I fall.

As man is a rational being, wse seek for the reason
as well as for the causes of his behavéour. It is trw that
some of his behavicur ie more correctly escribed to causes
than to reasons, and that a causal element may enter into all
his behaviour. Where a causal explanatiomn is completely
adeyuqgte, we have movements of the human body, and not acts
or deeds. if in a loaded bus a person beards on the bus and
stamps om another person's feet therefore hurts the man, he
in fact did mot cause injury. We would say that injury was
an accident or that it was caused by his stamping. The more
non-rational an act is, the more it is a movement of the human

body, the more mechanicl it isj; and the more appropriate it is
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to think of it under the concept of causality. Freedom eof
will can be conceived of in terms of rational choice as

contrasted with mechanical and quasi-mechanical responses.

Uhen we talk of man acting freely we use the term
'freely’ im the sense, i.e. to mean 'without any external
compulsion'. The causes from which men act when they are
free are not the same as the causes from whdéch wheels act
when they are 'free'. It makes sense to talk of a man's
motive for free action, whereas wheels do not have motives.
Men are“ih control of their actions or responsible for
their actions just as a wheel may be thought to be respon-
sible for the way in which it rums; but the two are not
responsible in the same way. Now what is meant by ‘outside’
and 'imside' cause. 'Inside cause' cannot be counted as
Humean cause, but it necessary for free action. Free action
occurs when the 'cause' or 'origim' of the action is ‘'within!
the agent. Wanting, desiring or choosimrg to do something are
*inside cause'. Compelled action occurs when it is 'outside'
the agent. Being pushed, threatened or diseased are all
cases of the operation of imside cause. According to J. Wilson
uhe% we speak of a man compelled by his desire, we are not
talking of the causes outside us but we are talking of the
ingside cause. Compulsion by desire is im no way incompatible
with freedom. Here the term 'compulsion' should not be takemn

iR its strictesst sense. "....for it is monsense to say that
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a man can be compelled by himself'."4 An action is compelled
by desire means that such an action is done with a desire to
perform it, and not without any desire. There are possibili-
ties open even not to perform it. Thus before going to judge
whether an action is 'free' or ‘compulsive', we must know
‘whether its cause is 'inside' or 'outside'. One's motive,
intention or reason for action in no way makes a man
compelled like a outside cause. Platao, for example believed
that man was only 'really' free when governed by his resson.
When we act according to the dictates or our reason, we do
not become cJ&pelled, on the qther hand an action becomes
meanhingless or looses its semrse when deone withoug any reason.
It is believed that agent causality is necessary for freedom.
Chisholm grantg8 that agent causality is not incompatible with
the presence of desire or motives upon which the agent may
choose to act.5 But these desires 'inclime withoug necessi-
tating' if the agent can resist the temptation to act upen
them=- and he can only resist the temptation if there are no
psycholegical laws according to which people invariably act
in a certain way, given these desires and beliefs. If on the
other hand, the desires necessitate action in accordance with
a psychelogical law, there is neo agent causality. For Campbell?
too, the agent is im a position to say why he acted in the
way that he did. The actiom is under the agent's control. He
is the cause of that action and there is no other outside

cause. Campbell, Chisholm, and other writers have arqued
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eloquently for the following propositions responsibility

for an action may be placed on the agent if and only if the
agent is understood to be the fultimate, wndetermined cause

of the action. All actions involving physical movement are
caused by the identifiable physiclogical events,and they are
caused by the agente— the man. The concept of agent as the
immanent cause of his action provides us automatically with

a proper center of responsibility. The agent is the true
originator of the act, since immanent causation is understood
in such a way as to preclude any change happening to the agent
in his causation of the act. While the agent is causing the
act, nothing 1s happening to the agent. Therefore, there is

no foreign causal influence that might remove responsibility
for the act from the agent himself. The agent is free in the
simple and clear sense that he can cause am act without
himself being subjected caucal inf}uences. R man is free

with respect to an act and therefore, responsible, says
Chisholm, if he has the pouwer botp to perform and not to
perform that act. Immanent causation accounts for the pre-

sence of that pouer.

'Everyone is at liberty to desire, will, decide or
not to will, desire, etc.' which is the real proposition
involved in the notion of freedom. A thing is free which

exists and acts from the pure necessity of its nature, and

unfree, when precisely and fixedly determined by something
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else. A person is free only by virtue of his decisions .

If someone has several possibilities set before him but
cannot of his own power bring some of thess possibilities
into play for himself, the concept of freedom is then
irrelevant. Otherwise stated, he is free. The very nature
of freedom implies the person's potential to alter his
behaviour, situation, meaning that he may choose not to
change it, or to alter it in any of several directions.
Accordim to one philosophical tradition, being free is
fundamentally a matter of doing what one wants to do.
Human freedom entails the absence of determinism. Whenever
a person performs a free action, according to Chisholm, it
is a miracle. The motion oé a person's hand, when the person
moves it, is the outcome of the series of physical causes;
but some events in this seriss, "and presumably one of
those that took place within the brain, was caused by the
agent and not by any other events."7 AR free agent has,
therefore, a-"prerogative which some would attribute only
to God; each of us when we act, is a prime mover unmoved.”
Not only one's aétion is_free as it is caused by the ggent
himself but one's will is also free. Our will, decision, ¢
choise, motive, etc. are not determined by anything. His
will, choice, etc. are free only if he is free to have the
will, decision, etc. which he wants. He is free to will

anything and thereby free to act according to his will.

Philosophers while discussing human freedom state
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the prepositions "He could have done otherwise"

er "I could have done otherwise", in order that hu-

man beings can be thought of as free to choose the course
of action he will take. He had the ability to do otherwiss.
The analysis of "could have" implies 'would have if certain
conditions had been fulfilled'. Such conditions are 'if he
had chosen','if he had tried', 'if he had wanted to', etc.
Now these conditions seem to determine our action but in

no way the determination can be taken in Humean sense.
Suppose I failed to solve a problem and say to someone

"I could have solved the problem if I had wanted tao". Here
my choice was a necessary mndition for my solving the pro-
blem, but this cannot be the sufficient condition. From the
fact that 'X is sufficient for Y' we may infer that 'Y is
necessitated by X'. This fact has given rise to the fear
that if there are sufficient conditions for humen decisions
and actions, then such decisions and actions must be
necessitated, be unfree. If human decision and actions are
determined, then for all such decisions and actions,there
are antecedently sufficient causal conditions.If there are
sufficient conditions for an action, then such decisions
and actions are necessitated by those conditions. But if
decisions are necessitated, no one could decide or act

-

differently from what he does. But we see people acting

differently under different circumstances. There may be

gvents occuring now, at t1, which causally necassitate that

1 will not want or choose at t3, to go to a certain lecture
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at tee Supposs, for instance, that a lady is now making
(at t1), or has, at sometine in the past made a plan to
invite me to her place for dinner at tce This making of

plans, together with a wide variety of other events at t1,

causally necessitates my being invited, at t, to the dinner

2
party. furbhermore it causally necessitates my wanting to
go to the dinner party at t3, and hence my not wanting to

attend the lecture.

But nome of this sequ&hcé of events and none of
this causal necessitation need make me powerless (From t1

through to t4) to go to the dinner party at t I had the

5°
resources, the knowledge and so on to attend the lectures
My not going was not the outcome of my not possessing the
power to attend, but simply the fact that I was disinclined
to go. Clearly, I had the power to do other than I, in

fact, happemed to do, and this satisfies the demand of

fresdom.

A.C. MacIntyre in his article '‘Determinism' says,
"rational behaviour is defined with reference to the
possibility of altering it". Hence: "to show that behaviour
is rational enough is to show that it is not causally deter-
mined in the sense of being the effzact of a set of sufficient
_conditions operating independently of the agent's deliberation

or possibility of deleberation"

To explain a piece of behaviour as rational is
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to show that there were good, sufficient reasens for the
action and that these reasons were the agent's own in
performing the act. One has the pouwsr and ability to con-
trol\or regulate one's action. Only when he exercisaes his
power or knouws that he has the ability to exercise, than

he is free. This use presupposes our ability to make deci-
sions, and generally speaking, to implement them. For it

is appropriate only to the matters about which we can
delibsrate, and as Aristotle observed, we do not deliﬁerate
about matters outside our own cortrol. A person's action

is free when, however he behaved, he could have done
differently if he had chosen to do so, and that his action
is determined when hae cannot act differently sven

if he has chaosen to. According to the sceptics, for a person's
action to be free; it is necessary not only that he could
have bebaved differently if he has chosen, but also that he
could have chaosen differently. The statement that "he could
have behaved differently if he had chosen", can be analysed

as "He did what he did of his own free-will® or of its

eguivalent "His action was done freaely".

There are, sometimes situations (Wilson's example)
where we want to say that a man's action is not free. Suppose,

a man had the chance of breaking a promise, but did im fact

kept it, because of his sense of honour and obligation. It

must be granted that to say that he kept his promise 'be-

cause of his sense of honour' is not to give a full explana-
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tion. In order to do this, we should have to trace back
the causes of his having sense of honour, we should coms
to the conclusion that his sense of honour was due to
some 'outsids' cau§§. We should sensibly say that as a
child, he was compelled to acquirs a sense of honour, in
the sense of conditions of heredity and environment. It
must be admitted that if we trace the causes for their
actions sufficiently far back, we shall always arrive at
'outside' causes. Thus we could arque that to defend his
action as free on the grounds that a sense of honour is
an 'inside' cause is merely shart—sighted; for that sensse
of honour is itself the product of 'outside' cause. VYet
despite all these, it seems that we should want to say
that the action is free. It is free because given a similar
situatioen, it is not irrational to expect him to act in

a similar way each time. He is not compelled by his sense
of honour in the Humean causal sense. There is always
'chance of open for him not to keep the promise. It is

within the agent's pouwer whether to keep it.

Tge mést important condition for making a choice
and taking a decision is the possession of freedom of action.
A person has freedom of actien if, in a particular situa-
tion, thers ars two or more alternative courses of action
which he is able to follow. Suppose a man one evening is
considering whether to go to the dinner party or to a

lecture, he is able to go to either, but not, of course,
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to both, and he knous that he is able to. Even if,
therefore he chooses to attend the dinner party, we

should say that he could have chosen to go to the lecture.
Since he was able to go to the lecture, and knew that

he was able to: there was therefore, nothing to prevent
his choice. We are all of us often in situations where,
whatever we choose to do, we could squally well have
chosen to do spmething different, since choosing to

behave differently, and kmowing that one is able to be-

have differently show that man is free.

But this is not the case with people whose activity
is determimed. A hypnotist may suggest to someone that in
an hout's time he will take off his ceat and open all the
windows in the room, and the man will do this even if
he suffers segverely from the cold in doing so. He will
invent reasons for his action and even- this is the
disturbing point- imagine himself to be acting freelye.

Yet when we found out that his action was due to the
hypnotist's command, we should have no hesitation in

calling it compulsive.

Thus, a man is free both in his thinking and
acting. He is not compelled by his reason, motive or

will. These mental goings-on are also within the agent's
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control because he is free to have the will, motive,
etc. he wants. His motive or will is not determined by

any further motive or will.

I have talked about agent's causality and showed
that as agent is the cause of a particular action, that
action cannot be treated as effect in the same sense as
Hume discussed. Because his notion of causation is held
only between two objects in the extermal world and not
between will and action, which I have tried to sh&m in

the Second chapter.
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