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J 

I n t r o d u c t i o n 

Problems concerning ' w i l l and a c t i o n * have 

occupied an important place i n the debate i n the area 

of phi losophy of mind. Al though a l o t has been sa id about 

these problems, b u t , one s t i l l f ee l s a s o r t of d iscomfor t 

wh i le t a l k i n g about them, f o r i t i s d i f f i c u l t to see one's 

way through to co r rec t conc lus i on . 

In t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n my main task u i l l be to deal 

u i t h the problem regard ing the r e l a t i o n s h i p t h a t e x i s t s 

between u j i l l , mo t i ve , i n t e n t i o n e t c . on the one hand and 

ac t i on on the o t h e r . I s h a l l t r y to r e f u t e these who 

consider w i l l , mo t i ve , choice or i n t e n t i o n to be the causes 

of ac t i ons and i n doing so I s h a l l a lso t r y to deal u i t h the 

r e l a t e d problem i . e . human freedom. 

Before going s t r a i g h t to the a c t u a l problem i n the 

f i r s t chapter , I s h a l l t a l k b r i e f l y about the concept of 

a c t i o n (what i s i t f o r any bod i l y movement t o be counted as 

ac t ion?) and w i l l show t h a t ohly those (Bovaraents which are 

the expressions of our m o t i v s , i n t e n t i o n , u i l l , e t c . are to 

be considered as ac t i ons p roper . I s h a l l t a l k about u i l l , 

motive and i n t e n t i o n . I have chosen these because, among a l l 

mental concept3 these are the ones which are most c e n t r a l l y 

connected uith^^concept of a c t i o n . 



The actual problem begins in the second chapter* 

There is a group of philosophers who are of the opinion 

that human actions are causally deteroiped in the sense 

that reason, motive, uill, etc. can cause an action to take 

place* Here I shall talk about Hume's notion of cause and 

thereby try to show that his notion of causality is in­

applicable to these mental phenomena. They cannot be treated 

as the causes of actions. 

In support mf my argument thtt human actions are not 

causally determined, I shall bring the notion of interpreta­

tion in the last part of the second chapter, and shall conti­

nue to talk on the nature of interpretation, hoy Freudian 

notion of interpretation differs from the sort of interpre-

tion ue need to advocate in order to show that actions are 

not determined, in the third chapter. 

As interpretation of human action is possibldf. it 

taill follow that human actions are free and not determined. In 

the concluding chapter I shall talk about freedom,that it is 

possible for a man to choose betaeen alternative courses of 

actions, and such a choice, uill, decision, etc. on part of 

the man proves that he is free to act. Not only his action is 

free but also his choice, reason 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 beings" 

are not "externally" conditioned, would be nonseoss. 



G/ill, Wotive and Intention 

In this chapter I shall talk aboat the mental 

states like uill, motive, intention* I shall take into 

account the different vieus given by the philosophers and 

thereby try to shoe what do ee understand by intention, 

motive and oill* 

Before going to discuss aill, motive, etc* I must 

try to ansuier the question- Bhat is an action? Because 

action is very closely connected to these concepts* Gene­

rally we define an action as voluntary, as well as involun­

tary bodily movements* In this sense actions are not only 

intentional or voluntary but also habitual or involuntary* 

Reflex action, habitual action or actions done from outward 

pressure are also classified as actions. Thus an action is 

equivalent to a bodily movement* But̂ .'thi-s definition of 

action is not adequate to our present purpose. I must con­

fine myself to that range of the theory of action where an 

action is defined as an voluntary, intentional, purposeful 

bodily movement. Philosophers define actionr-as that- which 

are done not only intentionally 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 goings-on* 



Ac t i on i s an over t bod i l y event which i s done along w i t h 

the presumably mental 'do ing of the e v e n t ' , ft movement 

can be counted as an ac t !on imputable to a person only 

t o the degree to uh ich i t appro>fimates t o an a c t i o n , 

performed i n t e n t i o n a l l y , w i t h an awareness of a l t e r n a ­

t i v e p o s s i D i l i t i e s , and,of the agen t ' s f r b e - w i l l . Ue 

can very u e l l make a d i s t i n c t i o n between my r a i s i n g my 

arm and ray arm r i s i n g . In r a i s i n g my arm, I remain f u l l y 

conscious of what I am doing and t ha t I am doing i t w i l l i ­

n g l y . I t i s w i t h i n my c o n t r o l t o regu la te the movement. 

But i n case of my arm r i s i n g I may or may not remain con­

s c i o u s , sometimes, I even observe such an i nvo lun ta r y move­

ments of my arm. In sucn a case I may not be able to g ive 

reasons, when l e g i t i m a t e l y asked, f o r my a c t i o n . Here 

I cannot regu la te my arm's movement. 

According to Pr i chard a movemert can be sa id 

a c t i o n only i f t h a t movement i s done w i l l i n g l y . He i n s i s t e d 

t h a t ' t o ac t i s r e a l l y t o w i l l someth ing ' and t h a t 'a human 

a c t i o n i s an a c t i v i t y of w i l l i n g some change ' . Uhen a 

s leep ing man moves h is arm he does not act t o r he does not 

w i l l a n y t h i n g , ye can b r i ng about a movement i n the a c t i v i t y 

sense, only by w i l l i n g tha t movement. The b o d i l y ac t ions o f 

men t y p i c a l l y invo lves a mental a c t i o n of v o l i t i o n or w i l l i n g , 

and t h a t such menial acts a r e , i n a t l e a s t impor tant sense, 



the basic ac t ions oe perforiu when ue do th ings l i k e 

r a i se arm. \ 

Now, w i l l may be regarded as the capac i ty f o r 

vo lan ta ry movements i r r e s p e c t i v e of whether such an 

a c t i o n cowers only e x t e r n a l behaviour or a lso mental 

a c t i v i t i e s * Ue very u e l l knou hou t o luse the terra ' w i l l i n g ' 

Out oe are incapable of g i v i n g any d e f i n i t i o n of i t * I t 

i s a pecu l i a r mental a c t i v i t y by which we b r ing about a 

change i n our behaviour* T r a d i t i o n a l l y , t h i s k ind of 

mental a c t i v i t y considered as the cause of a man's v o l a n ­

t a r y movements i s c a l l e d w i l l i n g * 

G* Ryle i n his book 'Concept of n iod* has 

c r i t i c i s e d the t r a d i t i o n a l theory of ' w i l l ' as raythacal 

e n t i t i e s * He t r i e d to e s t a b l i s h t h a t there i s no hidden 

ope ra t i on of w i l l i n g which t r a n s l a t e s i t s e l f i n the over t 

a c t i o n . He argued t ha t i f v o l i t i o n s are genuine mental 

events from which a phys ica l a c t i o n f o l l o w s , i t should 

be poss ib le f o r the huraan be ings , those who undergo such 

a mental process, to answer t(je quest ions about t h e i r na­

t u r e , i n t e n s i t y , t i m i n g , e t c . But no one would ever be 

ab le t o answer such ques t i ons . People are unable t o g ive 

any d e s c r i p t i o n of ffuch a inner conscious process of mind. 



Again, volition is postulated to be that which 

makes a bodily movement as wall as mental happening 

volantary. So uhat of volitions themselves? Are they 

voluntary or involuntary? If the latter, then how can 

the actions that'̂ '̂ issued from them be voluntary? If the 

former, then 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 doctrine of 'will' is 

negative. Uhat 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 

competence, intelligent capacity, etc. Can these terms 

be thought of as being 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 ue 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 one's behaviour, 

"but the behavioural clues on which people rely are only 

the evidence of his intention and do not constitute it." 

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

from what Ryle said about will. The influential conclusion 



of Aristotle, that actipg requires a desire, led 

Prichard to 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 
2 

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", and the activi­

ty of willing is not, 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 change." By using 

the words "some cases" he 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 3ohn performed certain action in the 

activity sense hf the word and that by moving his hand 

he brought about a change. He willed his hand to move and 

thereby performed an action. The action a man performs 

in moving his hand could also ba performed if, owing to 

paralysis, his hand failed to move. This suggests that 

the action statement '3ohn moved his hand' asserts the 

samething as 'John willed his hand to move.' Prichard 

was aware of the difficulty that is involved here and 

said that John's activity of willing his hand to move 

would not "ordinarily be called an action"^ if his hand 

did not move. He insisted that John's activity of willing 
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is s t i l l "of the same sor t " as what t>e ordinar i ly 

cafti an ac t ion . He grants that will ing can resu l t 

from a des i re to wil l something but denies tha t i t 

can resu l t from a further wi l l ing . In any case if 

willing is some sor t of doing which one performs not 

by means of other doing- one wills and that is the 

end of the matter . Thus to speak of wil l ing as he does, 

is not therefore to invi te the kind of vicious regress 

Ryle speaks of when c r i t i c i s i n g 'The myth of vo l i t ion* . 

Prichard*s conception of ' w i l l ' reminds us 

what C.H. Uhitely said in his book *fflind in act ion*. He 

opinea t h a t every vo l i t ion is the outcome of some d e s i r e . 

It is aloays the s t rongest desire that determines the 

w i l l . He considered desire as passive whereas ' w i l l ' as 

act ive mental s t a t e s . The will is exibi ted in in tent ional 

or voluntary ac t ion . Uhen I am will ingly moving my arm, 

I am not aware of two th ings , I am not aware of f i r s t 

doing something e lse which is followed by the movement 

of ray arm. 

0 Generally it is supposed that a voluntary 
action is such where people act according to the dictates 

of the will. It is true that whenever we will we perform 

some action either physically or mentally. Wittgenstein 

say, "Willing, if it is not to be a sort of wishing, must 

be the actionl.itself. It cannot be allowed to stop any-
7 

where short of action." Such action not necessarily be 



physical. Qe can rightfully make sach expressions like 

"so far as he, but not necessarily, his arm, was con-

8 
earned, be moved his arm." Thus Uesey concludes, "He 

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

arm moved' is false." 

I 
Uhat/have t r i ed to show is tha t bot|;i Ryle and 

these ' i n t r o v e r t ' philosophers have gone to the extreme. 

Ryle's behaviour is t ic view towards vo l i t i on , devoid of 

any mental process i s as much unacceptable as ehat P r i -

chard and Uesey said about c t i l l . The extreme view, the 

' i n t rove r t ' philosophers produce l ike ' I will to move ray 

hand and thereby I perform a mental action* is d i f f i c u l t 

to accept . Whenever I wi l l something, I o i l l i t whether 

I mater ia l i se i t physically or not. And if we are to 

accept ' w i l l i n g ' to move one's hand is the action i t s e l f 

then ue equate will with act ion and therefore , whatever 

is will is an ac t ion . If will is nothing but action then 

the very poss ib i l i t y of asking whether an action has a 

causal. • connextion with w i l l , does not a r i s e . But as a 

matter of f ac t , the problem regarding causal i ty and act ion 

occupies an important place in the philosophers ' world. 

And I am in teres ted in showing in the next chapter what 

can be said on th i s problem./ 

II 

The Oxford English Dictionary defines motive as 
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'that which 'moves' er induces a parson to act in a 

certain way; a desire, fear, or other emotion, or a 

consideration of reason, which infloences or tends to 

influence a person's volition; also often applied to a 

contemplated resmlt or abject of desire of which tends 

to influence volition'. Motive is something which makes 

a man to act in a certain way. It moves a man touards 

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. Uhen we are 

motivated to act in a certain uiay we are in a way con­

scious of uhSt we are doing or at least able to find out 

the reason and that we are doing according to our own 

desire and will and we have some objectives in our mind 

while performing an action from a motive. Thus a motive-

action has demarcated from those of babittaal action, reflex 

action and actions which we perform under the pressure of 

some external forces. Actions which are done from a motive 

are actions where we have always some further end to achi­

eve. Reflex action, habitaal action, actions done by 

accident, actions which we perform 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 reason or any goal to achieve by murdering 
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tha t man, i s an action uithoot a motive, if th i s act 

Hera done oat of jealoasy or for money, e t c . , then the 

murder laotild have a motive. Theis, "the great majority 

of motive explanation of act ion do f i t the paradigm of 

explaining the act ion by assigning a far ther end towards 
10 the accomplishment of which the action was directed-* 

says Sutherland. 

R.S. Peter , in his book 'Motives and motivat ion ' , 

t r i e s to shoia the cha r ac t e r i s t i c s of motive as an expla­

natory concept in ordinary language. According to him 

motives are a pa r t i cu la r fclass of reasons. Wotive-aords 

serve as the reasons for ac t ion . Ue can ask fof a reason 

for an act ion 'uhat uas his motive? and he gives a motive-

explanation by shouing the reasons for which he ^as acted 

in a pa r t i cu l a r way. A motive-question is generally asked 

when an act ion does not Conform to the customs or where 

there is a breakdown of conventional expectat ion. We do 

not generally ask 'uhy* when someone is playing chess or 

get t ing married. But »e ask for a man's reason for commi­

t t i ng a murder because th i s action is not cha rac t e r i s t i c 

of hira. Thus, a motive-action needs j u s t i f i c a t i o n . Ue 

often ask for motives tshen there is a departure from a 

habit or usual process; for i t is jus t in these sor t s of 

contexts that men have to jus t i fy the i r a c t i ons . Peter says, 
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" I t is used i n context uhere condact i s being assessed 

and not s imply e x p l a i n e d , wtiere there is a breakdown 

11 
in conventional expectation." 

'Mot ives are p a r t i c u l a r c lass of reason ' says 

Peter and such reasons must of d i r e c t e d s o r t . Uheneoer 

we ask f o r a mo t i ve , we ask f o r reasons i n support of 

t he done a c t i o n . When one's a c t i o n is not w i t h i n our 

s o c i a l convent ion we look f o r s«ach a reason which i s 

ope ra t i ve i n t h a t p a r t i c u l a r c o n t e x t . Oirectedness of 

motive i s one of the most impor tant c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . 

Peter says , " I t is used t o r e f e r to a reason of a de i r ec te 

s o r t and imp l i es a d i r e c t e d d i s p o s i t i o n i n the i n d i v i d u a l 

12 whose conduct i s being assessed." An example Peter gave 

of a d i rec tedness o f reason i s 'H is motive f o r marrying the 

g i r l was g r e e d . * As t h i s i s not a convent iona l means of 

f u l f i l l i n g one's greed, so the usual reasons f o r g e t t i n g 

marr ied do not f i t h is case. Such d i rec tness of reasons 

d i s t i n g u i s h e s a motive from other types of a c t i o n s . For 

i n s tance , we can e x p l a i n a man's ac t ions i n terms of t r a i t s 

of c h a r a c t e r , siach as , cons idera teness . Considerateness 

may be the reason why a people act 4R a c e r t a i n way. But 

t h i s cannot be t r ea ted as mo t i ve , f o r a cons iderate man 

does not have any d e f i n i t e s o r t of goal towards which h is 

a c t i o n i s d i r e c t e d . 
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" I t must s t a t e the reason why a person a c t s , 
a reason t h a t i s ope ra t i ve in the s i t u a t i o n 
to be exp la iped* The motive may co inc ide w i t h 
' h i s * reason oat i t must be ' t h e ' reason 
why he a c t s . " 1 3 

There are reasons tahich induce a man t o act i n 

a c e r t a i n way. Sach reasons may be agen t ' s own reasions or 

may be reasons which j u s t i f y the a c t i o n i n t h a t p a r t i c u l a r 

circurastancesv Psycho log is ts are i n t e r e s t e d i n showing 

the J^jifferance t h a t e x i s t s between ' h i s reason* and ' t he 

reason ' why a person acts i n a c e r t a i n way. Our ac t ions 

must be ru le -governed* Thus dhen ue see a man ua l l i ing 

very f a s t towards a shop and ask him the reason behind 

his walk ing so f a s t , ue come to know t h a t he is going 

to buy some tobacco* 'To buy tobacco ' i s h is "reason'. 

Walking towards a shop i s not only ' h i s ' reason f fo r 

buying tobacco bat i t i s r e a l l y a means f o r a l l t o get 

tobacco. His way of g e t t i n g tobacco is not something 

unconven t iona l . I f there i s no other reason except buying 

tobacco then ' h i s ' reason co inc ides w i t h ' t h e ' reason. Ue 

sometimes say t h a t ' h i s ' reason may have been ' x ' but ' t h e ' 

reason why he acted l i k e t h a t was ' y ' . Thus a man's reason 

may be buying tobacco but ' t h e ' reason why he walked so 

f a s t i s t o see the g i r l ubo was l ook ing i n the window of 

the t o b a c c o n i s t . To speak of ' the ' reason i s a way to c a l l 

a t t e n t i o n to the law under which the g iven case f a l l s . 

According t o Pe te r , our reason must not only fee ' o u r ' 
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reason but i t raust be ' t h e ' reason which eould be appro­

p r i a t e to a p a r t i c u l a r c o n t e x t . Psycho log is ts speak of 

•unconscious* lootive where Lhe persons do not e n t e r t a i n 

t h e i r goals as conscious o b j e c t i v e s . As the person is 

unconscious of h is goal he cannot bave ' h i s ' reason but 

only ' t h e ' reason whicn is j u s t i f i a o i e . Repressed w isn , 

e t c . can be t r e a t e d as ' t h e ' reason why a peraaoo'-atfes i n 

a p a r t i c u l a r way. As a person l a unconscious of . his wisOa^ 

the reason f o r a c t i n g i n a c e r t a i n way., cannot be ' h i s ' 

reason. 

Now, aga ins t Pe te r ' s account of tnot ive, which 

serves as the reason f o r a c t i o n , i t can be sa id t h a t a 

reason cannot be one's m o t i v e , lile need to d i s t i n g u i s h 

between motive and reason. Reasons by themselves are not 

iBot ives. Of course, when a man produce reasons f o r an 

a c t i o n , we can f i n d out the motive cons ide r ing such r e a ­

sons. Itle cannot equate a reason w i t h a mo t i ve . Uhen asked 

f o r mo t i ve , we g ive reasons f o r perforroing an a c t i o n and 

such reasons cannot be t r e a t e d as mo t i ve . Ue can g ive 

reasons l i k e - John k i l l e d Henery because Henery had k i l l e d 

John's b r o t h e r , t h a t Henery had beaten John severa l t imes , 

e t c . out these are only reasons and not mo t i ves . The m o t i ­

ves t h a t John had behind k i l l i n g Henery was ' revenge* . K i l l ­

ing John's b r o t h e r , e t c . are reasons whereas t a k i n g revenge 

is a mo t i ve . 



Again, Peter says , "Wotives, thaq, are reasons 

for act ions which are asked for when there is a issae of 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n . . . . " D.S. Rannison while disojssing 'Ply 

motive and i t s r easons ' , said that i t is troabiesome. 

The question a r i ses in what sa ise he is using the term 

ju s t i f i ca t i on? Obuiotaaly he is not asking for moral j u s ­

t i f i c a t i o n . Sappose i ask John to give reason for marry­

ing a pa r t i cu l a r g i r l and I am answered, "out ef greed", 

in what way is John's act ion "Jus t i f i ed" by t h i s replyY 

Uhat would count as j u s t i f i c a t i o n in t h i s case'r 

There are some psychologists according to whom, 

we have motive for everything tha t we do, tha t a l l our 

behaviour is motivated, and thereby they ignore the fact 

that there are some cha rac t e r i s t i c s specia l for a motive 

action which the other types of actions lack, f̂ or instance, 

in case of motive we ask of a reason for an action because 

there is a departure from the conventional expectat ion. 

We as}?, 'what is his motive for committing a murder?' ~^he 

implication is that the act ion i s not cha r ac t e r i s t i c of 

him. A habitual act ion or a reflex act ion can never be 

t reated as motivated a c t i o n . These actions are s tereotyped. 

These are performed almost automatical ly, Ue do not have 

any reason while doing anything habi tua l ly . Though, i t is 

true that l ike a motive-actiop, sometimes, our habitual 

actions are al<so directed touards goals , but we are not 

\ ^ > 
^ ^ 9 -
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t o t a l l y conscious of such a goal d i r e c t e d behaviour and 

t h e r e f o r e , unable to g ive reasons. ReCle l l and , the 

P s y c h o l o g i s t , t r i e s to r e s i s t the tendency of cons ide r ing 

eve ry th ing t h a t we do are done frdm mot i ve . He claims t h a t 

the concept of motive is use fu l only i f i t has some s o r t 

of l i m i t e d base. Re ho lds , " the essence of m o t i v a t i o n is 

i t s capac i ty to e l i c i t a l t e r n a t i v e behav ioura l man i fes ta -
T - 15 

t i o n s . This would d i f ' f e r from a c t i n g out of h a b i t . " I f 

we accept the view , that we have motive for eve ry th ing t h a t 

we do, then the c r i t e r i a , t h a t we use f o r d i s t i ngu i sh i i ag 

a mo t i ve -ac t i on from other s o r t s of a c t i o n , would be 

meaningless. A l l ac t ions would become m o t i v e - a c t i o n , they 

would be of same ca tegory . Thus Peter concludes, " . . . . from 

the po in t of view of o rd inary usage i t i s bad enough f o r 

Psycho log is ts t o suggest t ha t we might have motive f o r 

ebery th ing t h a t we d o . " 

In chapter lU of 'Boncept of Mind* G. Ryle has 

expressed his view about mo t i ve . His main con ten t ion i s 

to descr ibe motive as p r o p e n s i t i e s , t r a i t s of charac ter 

or behaviour t r e n d s . According to him, ae should not 

c o r r e l a t e motive w i t h an ' o c c u l t cause ' , but we should 

b r i ng i t under a behaviour t r e n d s . A mot ivated a c t i o n is 

such whi le doing i t the agent i s 

" a c t i n g more or less c r i t i c a l l y , c a r e f u l l y , 
c o n s i s t e n t l y and p u r p o s e f u l l y , adverbs which 
do not s i g n i f y the p r i o r or concomitent 
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occurence of extra operations of r e ­
solving, planning or cog i t a t ing , but 
only that the action taken is i t s e l f 
done not absentmindedly, but in a^~ 
cer ta in posi t ive frame of raind."-
says Ryle. 

Ryle gives an example of motive bf usimg the term 

•van i ty ' . A person is said to be vain if he acts in a 

cer tain way under cer ta in circumstances. Vanity is more 

or less a l a s t i n g - t r a i t in his chafcacter, which is also 

a d i spos i t iona l property^ A d ispos i t iona l statement can 

be expressed in hypothetical proposition as 'whenever 

s i tua t ions of cer ta in so r t s have a r i sen , he has always 

or usually t r i e s to make himself prominent. ' 

Ryle explains motive in terms of behaviour, there 

is no such mental s t a t e s or processes, uhich Ryle c a l l s 

'occul t c ause ' , behind an ac t ion . A vain parson is not 

undergoing a peculiar mental s t a t e s or vanity does not 

have any ' o c c u l t ' cause, i t simply implies that he ta tks 

a l o t , r e j ec t s c r i t i c i sm and so on. 'Vani ty ' refers only 

to the 'overt* performances. Now, ehen ue judge others 

motive we do in te rpre t t he i r behaviour, but the behavioural 

clues on ahich they rely are evidences of t h e i r motive and 

do not cons t i tu te vani ty . Woreover, I do not rely on my 

behaviour while acting from a motive. On th i s matter I 

have a unique au thor i ty . 

Ryle concentrates only on the use of such s ingle 
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words, for instance, vani ty , pa t r io t i sm, e t c , , to answer 

questions about motives. But how far explaining behaviour 

by use of one of these eords is explaining i t by pointing 

to the end to which i t is directed? N.S, Sutherland 

expressed his vieu that yhen ue say someone does something 

from vani ty , part of what ue mean by being vain is that 

a person enjoy contemplating his own imagined good points ^ 

or that he d i s l ikes contemplating bis oun feeling e t c . 

A single uord ' v a n i t y ' , without any descr ip t ion of 

behaviour, does not explain a motive properly. Ploreover 

he says . 

"although, vanity may funct ion 'as a motive 
uord i t often does not: a person may be vain 
knows he is vain and de l ibera te ly refrain 
from doing thing out of vani ty . If he looks 
pleased when praised for something t r i v i a l , 
or douncast when c r i t i c i s e d , ue sha l l know 
he is vain: but vanity is not his motive 
for feeling pleases or downcast."18 

Ryle t r i e s to ass imi la te motive explanation to 

d i spos i t iona l explanation. Motives are not themselves 

d i spos i t i ons . Being of cer ta in d i spos i t ion or'.having a 

cer ta in propensity may be reason which explains one's 

behaviour, but motive is not i t s e l f d i spos i t i on . A.R. 

Uhite expressed his vieu tha t an i nc l i na t i on , which Ryle 

uses as an a l t e r n a t i v e to motive, " i s a d ispos i t ion but 

not motive, although inc l ina t ion may furnish the motive. 
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The fact that a man is inclined to do something may 

provide a aaotive for one's doing i t but motive is raot 

incl inat ion i t se l f . " ' ' ^ 

Again, uhen there is no idea of a purpose or 

goal but only the exercise of d i spos i t ion , the d i spos i ­

tion does not serve as motive though i t is a reason. For 

example, vain people often do vain things automatical ly . 

Dispositions which compel a man to do something are not 

motives. \/anity i s a motive but whenever a vain people 

does something without being aware of i t , he is not 

acting frem motive. The an t i t he s i s of act.ll»g from motive 

and not act ing from motive is bound up with the purposive 

and not purposive, and not with that of d ispos i t ion and 

noti d i spos i t i on . A man can have d i ^ o s i t i o n to behave in 

ce r ta in way without being aware of i t . But he cannot have 

a motive, nor can he does in t en t iona l ly , or on purpose, 

without being aware of that ha does so . 

Ryla uses character t r a i t s as motive. But if we 

are to take directness of motive as one of the character­

i s t i c s , then we cannot t r e a t most of the character t r a i t s 

as motive. Ue have already seen that ' cons idera teness ' 

which is a c h a r a c t e r - t r a i t , is not a motive, as—it does 

not have any def in i te goal to a t t a i n . Goodness and *badness' 
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do not f u n c t i o n ira motive exp lana t ions of behat/ ioor. A 

good man does good th i ngs j u s t because he Giants t o and 

not to achieve some f u r t h e r end. A l though , of course, 

the ^ood man may presumably persues good ends. 

So f a r I have discussed »hat ph i losophers have 

sa id about mo t i ve . To my mind, motive uord should inc lude 

both ' o u t u a r d ' and ' i n w a r d ' a c t i v i t y of man. Wotives are 

not reasons, but a man ohen ac t i ng from mo t i ve , must be 

able to g ive reasons f o r f i i s^ .ac t ion . He i s a c t i n g con­

s c i o u s l y , u i t h purpose and has a p a r t i c u l a r aim to f u l f i l * 

I I I 

Genera l ly ise take motive and i n t e n t i o n as having 

almost the same sense and o f t e n use them in te rchangeab ly . 

The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s t h a t a motive (aord has, are sharable 

by i n t e n t i o n a l s o . Ue can say t h a t an i n t e n t i o n a l act i ion 

i s such where the agent wh i le engaged i n a c t i n g something 

knou, and is able to s p e c i f y the a c t i o n uh ich he i s do ing . 

When a person has done sons t h i n g , f o r example, s t ruck 

another person, the ques t ion whether he d id i t i n t e n t i o n a l l y 

or u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y may a r i s e , î nd i f such an a c t i o n i s 

i n t a o i s i o n a l , t h a t i s , i f he is not working under any 

pressure or i f he i s ignoran^pof the f a c t or i f i t i s 

only a h a b i t u a l a c t i o n , then he must be able to g ive the 
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honest answer. Because in tent ional act ion makes a man 

answerable to his deeds. Ue ask 'did you do that 

in tent ional ly? Uhera such an action is not cha rac t e r i s ­

t i c of him or when there is a conventional expectat ion. 

Usually the suggestion a r i ses from the fact that what he 

has done is abnormal or wrong in some way or that i t is 

sooB thing ahich ordinary people would not do except 

un in ten t iona l ly . The whole meaning of intentionaL'iy l i e s 

Simply in i t s negation of accident or mistake. According 

to Harapshire and Hart,ifan action is in ten t iona l they must 

sa t isfy two different kinds of requirement. 

( l ) "The agent roust baoe ordinary empirical 
knowledge of cer ta in features of his 
environment and of the nature and charac-
e r i s t i c s of ce r ta in things affected by 
his movements, (2) the agent must know 
that what he was doing is d i f ferent from 
other non-accidental actions performed a t 
the same tirae.''^'^ 

Such cha rac t e r i s t i c s are equally applicable to 

motive. 

G.E.I!9. Anscombt has made a d i s t i nc t i on between 

motive and in ten t ion . She considers love, p i t y , hatred, 

revenge and some such mental goings-on as motives. 

According to her, " Intent ion is what he aims at or chooses", 
21 whereas "motive determines the aim." Intention helps 

to perform an action whereas motive can be treated as the 
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cause of s u c h i n t e n t i o n . Ue somet imes s a y - ' t o r e l e a s e 

h i m s e l f from t h i s aefEil s c a f f e r i p g ' he has done s o m e t h i n g , 

here a s l ong a s ue a r e t a l k i n g abou t t h e " s p i r i t " e i t h 

which an maa has done s o m e t h i n g , we a r e t a l k i n g a b o u t 

mot ive* But as soon as ue c o n s i d e r t h e done a c t i o n tie 

a r e c o n c e r n e d w i t h ome*8 i n t e n t i o n and can r i g h t f t s l l y 

put t h e q u e s t i o n "why?" A motiv/e i s t h a t lahich p r o d u c e s 

or b r i n g s a b o u t a c h o i c e . Accord ing t o Anscomb<^motive 

for an a c t i o n "has a r a t h e r wider and more d i y a r s e a p p l i -
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c a t i o n t h a n i n t e n t i o n w i t h which t h e a c t i o n was d o n e . " 

P h i l o s o p h e r s a r e i n t e r e s t e d in c o n s i d e r i n g ' g a i n ' as 

i r t e n t i o n whereas ' d e s i r e f o r g a i n ' i s mo t iwe . Wotiues 

imply d e s i r e bu t i n t e n t i o n does n o t . 

A c c o r d i n g t o A.R. Whi t e , i n t e n t i o n s c a n n o t be 

projaer ly quo ted as mot ive fo r a c t i o n . To c i t e a mot ive 

i s n e c e s s a r i l y t o o f f e r an e x p ) l a n a t i o n , s h e r a a s t o men t ion 

an i n t e n t i o n i s n o t . He g i v e s an example by s a y i n g t h a t 

i f someone goes t o A u s t r a l i a w i t h t h e i n t e n t i o n b o t h of 

v i s i t i n g h i s grand c h i l d r e n and of r e t u r n i n g t o England 

b e f o r e C h r i s t m a s , t h e l a t t e r i n t e n t i o n c a n n o t be t h e 

e x p l a n a t i o n of h i s j o u r n e y t o A u s t r a l i a , even i f t h e 

former c a n ; e h e r s a s w h a t e v e r i s quo ted a s one of h i s mo t ive s 

f o r j o u r n e y must be p a r t of t h e e x p l a n a t i o r j . 

Accord ing Bo Barnes and T a l k , t h e q u e s t i o n as 

t o how ' m o t i v e * i s r e l a t e d t o ' i n t e n t i o n ' seems t h e q u e s t i o n 
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whether an e x p l a n a t i o n o f a p e r s o n ' s conduc t i n te rms 

o f i n t e n t i o n s can be s a i d t o be a motiv^e t y p e e x p l a n a ­

t i o n , and no t t h e q u e s t i o n whether a m o t i v e i s o r i s no t 

p a r t o f an i n t e n t i o n , whe the r i t p r e c e d e s , f o l l o w s , e t c * 

Anscombe s a i d t h a t mo t i ves a re n o t i n t e n t i o n s 

and do no t have i n t e n t i o n as component p a r t * An a c t i o n i s 

i n t e n t i o n a l i f t he q u e s t i o n 'why d i d you do t h a t ? has 

a p p l i c a t i o n i n the sense i n ufeich i t asks f o r a reason 

f o r a c t i o n . She t a l k e d abou t t h r e e k i n d s o f m o t i v e s , f o r ­

w a r d - l o o k i n g , b a c k w a r d - l o o k i n g , and m o t i v e . f i n - g e n e r a l . She 

s a y s , " I c a l l a m o t i v e f o r w a r d - l o o k i n g i f i t i s an i n t e n -
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t i o n . " Examples a re ' t o g a i n w e a l t h , fame or h a p p i n e s s . 

One has a b a c k w a r d - l o o k i n g mo t i ve i f " s o m e t h i n g ( t h a t ) has 

happened ( o r i s a t p r e s e n t happen ing ) i s g i v e n as t h e g round 

f o r an a c t i o n or a b s t e n t i o n t h a t i s good o r bad f o r t h e 
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p e r s o n * . . * a t whom i t i s a i m e d * " Examples a re r e v e n g e , 

p i t y , g r a t i t u d e , r e m o r s e , e t c . F i n a l l y , m o t i v e - i n g e n e r a l 

g i v e s o m e t h i n g l i k e l i g h t i n wh ich the a c t i o n i s t o be seen 

and seem t o r e q u i r e a " d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e f e e l i n g s p r o m p t i n g 
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t h e a c t i o n o r o f t h e t h o u g h t t h a t had gone faith i t . " 

Examples a re a c t i n g oa t o f l o v e , h a t r e d , f r i e n d s h i p , e t c . 

Now, t o c o n s i d e r m o t i v e as t o t a l l y d i s t i n c t f rom 

i n t e n t i o n i s i m p o s s i b l e * I n t e n t i o n , wh ich i s a f o r w a r d -
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lookiRg mo t i ve , can be foumd i n backoard- look ipg m o t i v e . 

Susan L. Feagin expresses the view tha t one can act from 

revenge, which is a backward- looking mo t i ve , only i f one 

intends t o harm someone. I f he is u l t i m a t e l y to help 

he is not mot ivated by revenge* One acts out of g r a t i t u d e 

i f he in tends to help those to whom he is g r a t e f u l . 

S im i l a r s p e c i f i c a t i o n s of i n t e n t i o n s f o r each backuard 

look iag motive can be made. "Backward- looking mot i ves , t h e n , 

do not form a t o t a l l y d i s t i n c t c lass of mo t i ve , but invo lves 

a f o rwa rd - l ook ing component" — says 3 . L . Feag in . 

One a c t i o n has to be thought of by the agent as 

doing good or harm of some s o r t wh i le a c t i n g e i t h a backuard 

look ing mo t i ve . -Such thoughts must be i n t e n t i o n s w i t h which 

one a c t s , as the thoughts of doing good or harm are the 

o b ^ c t i v e s of one's a c t i o n . 

I f there i s no i n t e n t i o n r e l a t e d to the mo t i ve -

i n - g s n e r a l i . e . l o v e , h a t r e d , e t c . then one would say t h a t 

he is only expressirag emotion wh i le a c t i n g i n a c e r t a i n way 

and not a c t i n g from mo t i ve . And t h e r e f o r e , raotive-in-

genera l cannot be t r e a t e d as motive words. 

From the above d i scuss ion i t becomes c lea r 

t h a t the no t i on of w i l l i s invo lved i n o ther mental s t a tes 

from which a man a c t s , t h a t whenever I act from a mo t i ve . 
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intent ion or̂  I act w i l l ing ly , I am awara of ehat I am 

doing* A bodily movreraent which can be considered as 

ac t ion , generally follows from a w i l l , motive or in ten­

t ion . Uheraever I ara act ing from a pa r t i cu la r rootiva or 

in ten t ion , I have a will to act accordingly. Wotive 

and in tent ion have a necessary re la t ionsh ip with w i l l . 

Action not done uilliragly^i' cannot be t reated as motivated 

or in ten t iona l ac t ion . Bef lex-act ion,"act ion done under 

pressure , are not dons voluntar i ly and therefore , they 

cannot forra the part of motive or in ten t iona l ac t ions . 

Various attempts have been made to exhibi t ^^he r e l a t ion 

between intent ion vo l i t ion e t c . on the one hand and 

actions on the other . Now whether there ex i s t s a causal 

or logica l re la t ionship tha t I sha l l discuss in ray next 

chapter . 
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Caosation and Hoaan action 

In recent philosophy there has been two issoes 

concerning the relationship between an action on the one 

hand and motive, intention, will, etc. on the other. From 

a particular motive to perforro an action, a man performs 

the action. Such motive, intention, etc ''accorapay" 

our actions, or from soch "mental phenomena", action 

follows. The qaestion generally arises- does it causally 

fellow or logically follow, or whether explanation by 

reason is or is not as species of explanation by cause. 

Accordingly there are two groups of philosophers. 

One group holds that explanation by reasons in causal 

explanation, the other greiaps holds that explanation by 

reason can never be causal explanation, as the reasons 

that we give while explaining an action cannot satisfy 

the causal conditions. 

How, what are the conditions that must be satisfied 

while explaining something causally ? According to David 

Biume, "We may define a cause to be an object, followed by 

another, and where all the objects similar to the first 

are followed by objects similar to second ." If we 

analyse the Hamean idea of a causal relation- that must 

hold between events when one is the cause of other, we 

can say; A causes B if (a) it is logically possible for A 
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to e x i s t w i thou t B and v i ce ve r sa , (b) there i s a non-

t r i v i a l e m p i r i c a l g e n e r a l i s a t i o n to the e f f e c t t h a t 

E/henever there occurs event o f a t ype to tsrhich A belongs 

there occurs a subsequent event o f a type to oh ich B 

belongs* 

I t i s c l e a r t ha t cause and e f f e c t are teo 

d i f f e r e n t e n t i t i e s . They are two even ts . Hame says " • • • 

the idea of ca&jse and e f f e c t are e v i d e n t l y d i s t i n c t * * » . " 

?he^ are l o g i c a l l y independent i n SQch a taay t h a t the 

ex is tence or non-ex is tence o f the one oust i n no way 

l o g i c a l l y e n t a i l the ex is tence and non-es is tence of the 

o t h e r . 

Cause-e f fec t r e l a t i o n s h i p s are inatances of 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n . Whenever we see a cause »e appeal e i t h e r 

e x p l i c i t l y , or i m p l i c i t l y t o a g e n e r a l i s a t i o n ehich l i n k s 

cause and e f f e c t b y / s t a t i n g t h a t whenever the p r i o r c i r ­

cumstances o b t a i n the event f o l l o u s * 

A causal r e l a t i o n s h i p can be known only on the 

basis of i n d u c t i v e evidence* In the o rd ina ry cases, to 

know t h a t A i s the cause of B r a t h e r than a mere acciden­

t a l predecessor of B, oiae must have evidence* 

There i s a tendency amongst ph i losophers to 
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exp la in human ac t ions c a u s a l l y . They take reasons as the 

causes of a c t i o n s . WcCracken holds t h a t one's aroused 

motive or one's character is the fundamental cause of one 's -

a c t i o n s . I t is necessary to hold motives are causes i f we 

are to a t t r i b u t e to them a t rue importance, ' . . . t h a t ^ i t 

is somehow to b e l i t t l e motive t o deny t h a t they are 

causes ' - says PlcCreacken. 

I t can be sa id t h a t the concept of a c t i o n belongs 

to a sphere of d iscourse q u i t e d i f f e r e n t from tha t i n which 

the no t ion of causal exp lana t i on f i nds i t s p l a c e . Whenever 

we perform an a c t i v i t y © i t h c e r t a i n mo t i ve , VQ remain aware 

t h a t we have a l t e r n a t i v e courses open to us and t ha t we can 

choose and decide between the a c t i o n s , and the re fo re we are 

i n no way bound to act or t h a t our a c t i o n i s not causa l ly 

de termined. 3 . 0 . U-rtnson,s i n his a r t i c l e "Motives and 

Causes", made a d i s t i n c t i o n s between the f o l l o w i n g so r t s 

of ques t i ons : 'what was the po in t of h is doing tha t? What 

made him do t ha t? Uhat l ed him do tha t? Uhat was his 

reason f o r doing i t ? e t c . The general conc lus ion was t h a t 

i t eould be f u t i l e t o a t tempt to accomodate a l l the 

d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n s i n which these quest ions are asked 

i n t o an over a l l exp lanatory model of causal t y p e . Uhere 

we can ask what made or possessed the agent t o ac t there 

we cannot ask f o r his reasoQ. 

A g a i n , i f an a c t i o n i s the a f f e c t of something 
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or if it is an event, then it merely happens to persons 

uho are thereby rendered passive and "helpless victims" 

of events which befall them rather than active agents 

doing things on their oun* An event is that which occur 

but an action is that which a man performs* Human actions 

are not events* No person is a event* So he cannot cause 

another event to occur* Therefore, action is not an event* 

Caosal relation demands tuo distinct events* 

nelden says that a cause must be logically distinct from 

the alleged effect'* But our reason for an action is not 

logically distinct* If a motive of one kind (M.) is causally 

connected with an appropriate action (n^) then R. must be 

a description which is available to the agent and which 

meets the requirement of causal isolation but such a 

description has not yet been found* Intention and motitr* 

canî ot be individuated or identified as mental processes 

without mentioning their logical relation to the objec­

tives, or action* Actions are the exprassions of our motive, 

intention, efcc« Weldsn says ".... Tbe willing in question 

cannot be a cause of the muscle movement, since the refe­

rence to the muscle movement is involved in the very des-
3 

cription of willing" * 

D.ll* Hamlyn says that to give a causal explana­

tion of an event requires- being able to show how, other 
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things being eqaal, a change in one of a given set of 

variables is a sufficient condition of a change in another* 

However, if this sort of explanation is to be applied to 

huraen behavioar, it. seems to require that we should be 

able to specify actions exhaustively in terms of movements 

of the body for only in this way could we set dotiin a set 

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

how a person must move in order to be said to have signed 

a contract, precisely what movements he must make. He may 

hold bis pen between his toes* All we can do is lay down 

certain very general specification, as signing. So we cam 

never give a sufficient explanation of an action in causal 

terms, because we can never specify the movements which would 

have to count as dependent variables. 

Similarly, human action cannot be taken as in­

stances of generalisation. For example, it is not always 

true that whenever I feel faint, I put my head down between 

my legs, although very often I do so. I may sometimes, lay 

down or do other thing. Similarly feeling, willing etc., 

may get different expressions in different times and places. 

Inductive evidence is not needed in case of an 

action done willingly. A man knows his reason for acting in 

a particular way without any evidence. When I say 'It is 

raining* I need evidences to believe it. Humean causal 
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statements are like "it is raining", in that a persoB 

making them can be mistaken biit my reasons have the logi* 

cal featare of first person utterance like 'I have pain'. 

Qur avowals may be sincere-insincere, but it does not 

make sense to say that they are mistaken. They need no 

evidence. 

0^ Davidson is quite aware of the above diffi%. 

colties and tried to reply thera in his article 'Action, 

Reasons, and Causes"* hb discusses that explanation by 

reasons are basically explanations of what one has dene 

because of reasons one has and that one has reasons for 

acting if and only if having reasons causally effects one's 

action. He say primary reason for action is its cause." 

For hire having reason means (a) "having some sort of Pro-

attitude towards actions of certain kind, and (b) believing 

5 
that his action is of that kind." 

Philosophers who assimilate reasons to causes 

have pointed out that bot^ causal explanation and explana­

tion in terms of reasons can be signified by the words 

'because' and 'cause' and even reason. Each explanation 

may en suitably described occasions give the necessary and 

sufficient conditions of the occurrence of what is to be 

explained* Davidson say "if, as î eldsn claims, causal 

explanations are wholly irrelevant to the understanding 

we seek of human action then we are without an analysis 
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of the becaose in He did it because* •••', cahera we go on 

to name a reason" 

The first difficulty in treating primary reasons 

as causes, is that primary reasons are states, disposi­

tions and not etientso Davidson replies that events are 

closely associated with the primary reasons* States, dis­

positions are not events but the onslaught of state and 

dispositions is. Those ubo tried to show that mental states 

are not events, have the idea that an event must be obser­

vable or they must be like a stab, a qualm, a prick, etc* 

But in driving a car the driver knows his turn lis coming up 

and he signalled* If we ask the driver 'why did you raise 

your arm' we learn from his answer tha event that caused 

his action* Ue sometimes even cannot mentdion the reason and 

give answer like- 'finally I made up my mind'- here we are 

ignorant of the event that caused my action, but there are 

events* When a bridge collapses because of its structural 

defect, we do not see the preceedirag event* Bat, Davidson 

say that though we are ignorant of the event, "we are sure 

there was such an event or sequence of events" 

Ue have seen before that causal relation demands 

two distinct events but a reason is not logically distinct 

from an action* But, Davidson says that our primary reasons 

like desires, wants, etc*, cannot be defined in terms of 
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the a c t i o n they r a t i o n a l i s e . Primary reason and a c t i o n 

are d i s t i n c t . 0ur des i re f o r doing an a c t i o n cannot ex ­

p l a i n an a c t i o n i n the uay the s o l u b i l i t y of a t h i n g 

exp la ins i t s d l s o l v i n g . Here the wary nature of the t h i o g 

i s found i n the t h i n g i t s e l f . To descr ibe an event i n 

terms of i t s cause i s not t o i d e n t i f y the event a i t h i t s 

cause. When I f l i p the se i tck t , I am caused by my wanting 

to t u r n on the l i g h t , and my eant ing and a c t i o n a ra not 

i d e n t i c a l * I f there i s any l i n k betoeen my t u r n i n g on the 

l i g h t and my uan t ing to t u r n on the l i g h t , i t must be 

grammatical r a t he r than l o g i c a l . Thus our pr imary reason, 

i f e * our d e s i r e , b e l i e f , laants, e tc are d i s t i n c t from our 

a c t i o n . 

Against the op in ion t h a t tue can knou our oun 

reason f o r a c t i o n w i thou t any i n d u c t i v e - e v i d e n c e s , and 

causal r e l a t i o n demands ev idences , t he re fo re the r e l a t i o n 

betsteen reason a rad a c t i o n i s not causa l , Davidson holds 

the v i eu t h a t sometimes ue are wrong about our own reasons* 

Especial ly'^^ when there ara ttao reasons f o r an a c t i o n , e * g . 

one Bants t o save Charles from pa in and aants him out of 

the uay. In such a case one may be wrong about uhich motive 

made him poison Char les . One may, a f t e r sometimes accept 

p u b l i c or p r i v a t e evidences showing t h a t he i s tarong about 

h i s reason, but he does not have evidence and makes no 

obse rva t i ons . Here one*s knouledge of one's reason i s not 
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inductive because uhere there is induction, there is 

evidence, but the lack of this inductive evidence does 

not prove that the relation between reasons and actions 

is not causal. Induction is no doubt a good way of lear­

ning the truth of a particular law but that does not mean 

that it is the only way to learn the truth says Davidson. 

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 does not hold 

between a motive and action. ^ume*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 description *^* and 'B' or it may 

mean that 'A and B' entails only that there exists a causal 

law instantiated by some true descriptions of A and B* On 

the first versioA,_ a causal statement of the form *A and 

B*,'would entail covering law. But on the second version 

it would not be used to predict the occurence of B without 

replacing its descriptions of A and B with the descriptions 

•A' and 'B'. 

Davidson avoids the difficulties of making reason 
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fit tbe covering lav model by boldiag tbat only second 

version of Hume's account, uhich does not fit tbe cove­

ring lau model, can be made to fit most causal explana­

tion including rationalisation* op explanation in terms 

of reason* 

The vieta, that whenever ue are caused to act 

in a certain uay, we are helpless victim and we are not 

responsible for our action, is not true* Davidson holds 

that the source of this mistake is that us tend to assume 

that a cause demands a causer*• But some causes have no 

agents* The states in us are reasons as well as cousss, 

and such state does not make a man victim of it, but makes 

a person its voluntary agent* 

Davidson claims that if a primary reason is to 

be the agent*s reason, then that primary reason must also 

satisfy the conditions tba t it is a cause* But the term 

* cause* stands for a thing uhich ue cannot choose, uhose 

Wery nature is that it is determined by some other thing. 

Whereas a reason is that which I choose from a number of 

possible reasons. James, E* yhite says that avo&ied reasons 

for an action are not causal explanation* The reason that 

1 avotii for my action is 'my reason' , I choose thai;- from 

a number of possible reasons* 

"An avowed reason could not be causal 
explanation because there is no causal 
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c o n d i t i o n f o r , say, i n s Q l t i n g a man 
and s t a t i n g s c i e n t i f i c laus cover ing 
i n s c i l t i n g remarks were e x p l i c i t l y s t a t e d 
i .e» i f sach-and-sach aratscenent cond i t i ons 

as 
.te 

o b t a i n , tfcten e\7snts of the same k ind £ 
i n s u l t i n g » i l l o c c u r " " - says 3«E. Uhi i 

Again a person does not always avou a prioiary 

reason uihen he exp la ins h is a c t i o n * For he might have 

reasons avoued f o r i n s u l t i n g a s t ranger a t a pa r t y was 

s imply "becaase I j u s t d id not l i k e h i ia " , and t h i s i s not 

pr imary reason. For be coald t r a t h f a l l y say , "be fo re I 

u t t e r e d my j i b e , I r e a l l y d id not want t o i n s u t t the f e l l o w , 

bu t when i t casre o a t , I setddenly wanted to say i t . " Bctt 

Davidson's pr imary reason would be (1) beCaase I wanted to 

do i t , and (2) because I be l i eved t h a t temark t ioald i n s u l t 

h im. For i t cons i s t s o f a p r o - a t t i t u d e and a b e l i e f about 

i t . 3.1J. Ub i te says ' • 

" • • • • b u t i n t h i s case my avowed reason 
expresses my negat ive c o n - a t t i t u d e ' ( d i s l i k e ) 
of a person, not a p r o - a t t i t a d e towards my 
a c t i o n . I t i s a d i s l i k e and aot b e l i e f aboot 
him or my a c t i o n . I n f a c t i t seems absurd t o 
speak of an express ion of d i s l i k e as a " b e l i e f 
a t a l l , f o r t h i s woold absurd ly i n p l y t h a t 
my express ion i s based on ev idence* " ^ 

Avowed reason f o r an a c t i o n i s not cause of t h a t 

a c t i o n . Even i f ray avowed reason f o r i n s u l t i n g d id r e f e r to 

some past even t , t h i s past event eould not necessa r i l y be 

a cause* ISy remark may only be an express ion of contempt 

f o r t h i s s t range r * Even not on ly I might be ignoran t of the 
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caase ef my behauiour, bat the cause might be coiapletely 

di f ferent trom ay avowed reason. The oaQse may be that I 

are angry because I had a quarrel ui th my friend and t h i s 

i s the oaiase of rey outburst* Thus a cause cannot be my 

reason* 

(Davidson f a i l s to d is t inguish tuo very dif ferent 

»ays in ehich a primary reason cam r e se l t in an actio^f 

(a) the primary reason is the agent ' s reason for ac t ing; 

(b) i t is the cause of his ac t ion or i t caused his action* 

0*E* niiiligan gave one example of a man whose des i re for 

alcohol may be his reason for taking a dr ink, or i t may 

cause him to take a drink; the f i r s t would be a voluntary 

ac t ion , second a compulsive involuntary action* If we com­

pare the case of an ordinary dr inker , with tha t of an 

alcoho'iCw then in each case we may find the same primary o 

reason* Each of them has a des i re for a lcohol , each of there 

bel ieves tha t the action in question i s of a so r t to s a t i s ­

fy tha t desire* If what Davidson say i s accepted, then in 

order for the ordinary d r inke r ' e desire for alcohol to be 

h is reason for his ac t ion , i t must also be the cause of 

tha t action* 

In the f i r s t case the desire for alcohol was 

something the agent could have decided not to s a t i s f y , and 

as t h i s was a de l ibe ra t ive act ion the agent decided hotJ far 
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his desire for alcohol aas to affect his action. In the 

second, the agent is addicted to alcohol, he has a craving 

for it he cannot but try to satisfy his desire. Thus in 

explaining the two actions the desire is related to the 

action dlfferaratly in each case. In the one a decision 

of the agent makes the desire his reason for the action; 

in the other the desire directly causes the action; what­

ever the agent may think or feel about that desire. Thus 

if the agent can make that decision and he can act on it, 

than the action is to be explained in tertas of the agent's 

reasons. If he cannot uhe action is to be explained causally* 

Petero suggested that explanation of human beha­

viour in terms of a "purposive, rule-flowing model" is the 

only appropriate sort of explanation to give except in cases 

where there is oovious reason to think that a person is 

deviating from the accepted sat of standards for behaving 

in some situation. 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 Psychologists hold that if ue know enough 
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about the processes going on in the body- particularly 

in the brain- then tje should be able to specify sufficient 

conditions for the occurrence of a particular piece of 

behaviour* 

Uhenever ae explain one's action in terms of 

some standards and rules, his action is not caused by 

something else* 'Jones crossed the road because.... ue must 

giue here a sufficient explanation of Jones' actio(j* Peters 

says f 

"to ascribe a point to one's action is 
ipso-facto to deny that it can be 'suffi­
ciently' explained i^ terms of causes, though, 
of course, there will be many causes in the 
sense of 'necessary conditions. A story can 
aluays be told about the underlying mechanism; 
but this does not add up to a sufficient 
explanation, if it is an action that has to 
be explained" 1Q 

If Jones' crossing the road is not an action done from 

certain reasons, but only somethihg that happens to Jones 

then ee can deny it as a haraen action* A causal explanat­

ion in terms of internal and external stimulation would be 

counted as Jones' suffering rather than performing an action. 

Again, in case of causal explanatdion there involves a spa­

tial and temporal contiguity between the movements* But 

this sort of explanation of human action is inappropriate 

as "we can never specify an action exhaustively in terms 

11 
of movements of the body." For a human action is 
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inseparable from wil l to perform tha t ac t ion . A precise 

functional r e la t ionsh ip between anoveroents tha t we make 

vbi le performing an action could never be established* 

Aigain, reasons, wants, e tc cannot be t rea ted 

as mental events as causing the action throogh some 

s p i r i t u a l nechamisre uhose operation is as yet imperfectly 

understood* There i s altiays openness betueen performing 

or fa i l ing to perform an ac t ion . If there were a causal 

3:iE)k between reason and ac t ion , the action would cease 

to be voluntary, ^t may be tha t there is a caeisal genera­

l i s a t i o n to the ef fect tha t those «iho have been taithout 

food for some days cannot help grabbing the f i r s t food 

£bey see , i r respec t ive of a l l consideration for o thers . 

If 80, there is a good case for saying tha t t h e i r move­

ments are catusally determined by their hunger^ and they 

cease to be voluntary ac t ions . In the normal case of 

motivatied act ion t h i s i s not so* A men toho gives a present 

out of generosity is not compelled to give by anything, not 

even by his generosity* The voluntary act ions of an agent 

are not caused by anything, nei ther by the agent ' s de s i r e s , 

nor by the agent himself. Uhatetoer he does be does i t 

according to his own wi l l , power and knoffilngly, There i s 

no mysterious causal link between vo l i t ion and ac t ion . 

Davidson, says, "I f l i p the switch, turn on the 
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l i g h t , and i l l u m i n a t e the room, llnbeknovirst t o me I a lso 

a l e r t a p r o u l e r to the f a c t t h a t I am home. Here I do not 

do f o r t h i n g s , but only one, of which fou r describptions 
12 

have been g i v e n " . In h is op in ion the sa id ac t i ons are 

i d e n t i c a l as the same bod i l y movements are i n v o l v e d . In 

the a r t i c l e ' i n d i v i d u a t i o n of e v e n t s ' , Davidson suggests 

t h a t events are i d e n t i c a l i f and only i f they have exac t l y 

the same cause arad e f f e c t . I d e n t i c a l ac t ions have i d e n t i c a l 

1 3 causal r o l e . In rep ly t o Davidson, Goldman says t ha t many 

pa i r s of acts (Oguidson) would c lass as i d e n t i c a l do not 

have exac t l y the same causes or do not have exac t l y the 

same e f f e c t s . Goldman gave an example t ha t by p lay ing p iono , 

John puts Smith to s leep and auakens Broun. Since the 

p l a y i n g , the auakening, and the p u t t i n g to s leep invo lve 

the same a c t i o n . But GoSdman argues t ha t u h i l e John's 

p l a y i n g piano caused Smith t o doze o f f , John's auakening 

Broon d id not cause Smith to doze o f f . T^cis, h i s p lay ing 

and h i s awakening Brown d i f f e r i n t h e i r e f f e c t s , and on 
of 

Davidson's v iew/ 'events , they cannot be the same event . 

Events ate i d e n t i c a l only i f they have exac t l y the same 

e f f e c t s . 

By the same reason ing , i t seems Davidson must say 

John's p lay ing i s a d i f f e r e n t eeent from h is p u t t i n g Smith 

t o s l e e p , s ince the p lay ing d id awaken Brown, and p u t t i n g 
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Smith to sleep did not* Different events cannot be the 

sqme action. So either sameness of caasal role or same­

ness of bodily movements must be rejected as the crite­

rion of identify of actions. 

In the above example of flipping the switch and 

turning on the light Savidson DSSS same bodily movements 

as the criterion of identity of actions. Goldman sees a 

difficulty here for Davidson. HQ says that since no 

assymetric and irreflexive relation can hold between a 

given thing» and itself we must conclude that the acts in 

example are not identical. 

G.E.CHo Anscomb^ in her article "Intention" made 

a point that same bodily movements cannot be treated as 

the criterion of same actions. She gives an example of a 

man who moves his arm in a way which under the circum­

stances, constitutes working a pump, replenishing a water 

supply, and poisoning S ' household with tainted water. 

On Davidson's view he has performed just one action, to 

which our four descriptions differently refer. But Aqscombe-

asks Are we to say that the man who moves his arm, operates 

the pump, replenishes the water supply, poisons the inhabi­

tants, is performing four actions? Or only one? She answers: 

moving his arm up and down with his fingers round the pump 
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handle Is, in these circumstances, operating the,pump; 

in these circtamstances it is replenishing the house-bold 

water supply; and in these circumstances, it is poisoning 

the household* T 

Having the intention of pperating the pump 

explains moving one's arm up and down on the pump handle 

- explains it, as Anscorab* says, by interpreting the action, 

by answering a certain question "Uhy?" Thcjs- though one set 

of bodily movements is involved here ue can not treat them 

as the same action* Interpretation plays an Important role 

here for explaining human action* One's intention to operate 

the pump does not explain the action of poisoning the 

inhabitants at all, in the sense of providing reasons for 

the action done* Auscomb^says thert the reason or motive for 

doing something interprets an action- explains it thus-

but the reason supplied for an action cannot be said to be 

the caused of the action* A particular series of movements 

may be interpreted in a number of different «ays, for 

example, a movement of A's foot into B's shin may be 

interpreted as A.s kicking B, A*s clumsy attempt to per­

form a certain dance step, or a completely involuntary 

movement* Thus a particular movement may be Interpreted in 

a number of different aays* 

There is a group of philosophers «aho try to 
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r e c o n c i l e the two k inds of exp lana t i on of human behaviour* 

There i s no incons is tency between accord ing a p rev i leged 

s t a tus to an agen t ' s repo r t of why he a c t e d , and count ing 

h is reasons among the causes of h i s deed. C.H* & h i t e l y | 

i n hiis a r t i c l e 'Reasons and Causes ' , has g iven an example 

t h a t Smith being threatened u i t h a bea t iog-ep etnless he 

hands over h i s p a l l e t , promptly does so, amd accounts f o r 

h i s a c t i o n by say ing ' I uias too scared t o do any th ing e l s e ' * 

This looks l i k e a causal exp lana t i on because he might say 

t h a t h i s f r i g h t compelled him to hand over h i s w a l l e t * But 

here we can very w e l l say t h a t the avoidance of a b e a t i n g -

up an e x c e l l e n t reasons f o r p a r t i n g w i t h one's money. 

Accord ing to them when ue enquire i n t o the causes 

o f a man's behaviour ue f i n d t h a t what they do is r a t i o n a l 

and pu rpos ive . Reasons do not operate i n the absence or to 

the eaclasf-ion of causes; they f u n c t i o n i n a context i n which 

causes are a l so f u n c t i o n i n g . The r e l e v a n t d i f f e r e n c e s , t h a t 

e x i s t betuean reasons and causes, are d i f f e r e n c e s ofT degree. 

Reasons fo r a c t i o n can never account f o r being done w i thout 

re ference t o o ther f a c t o r s which make an agent ready t o 

accept them as reasons. Thus there does not e x i s t any 

dichotom|)ny between an a c t i o n done from reasons and a c t i o n 

dons c a u s a l l y . 
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Of course , I have no i n t e n t i o n t o e s t a b l i s h 

t h i s t h e s i s of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . In f a c t I want t o show 

t h a t reason i n no uay can be t r ea ted as cause- i n the 

t r u e sense of the te rm- ' c a u s e * . And ray next chapter 

w i l l g ive an account of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of buiaan a c t i o n 

wh ich , i n ray raind, s i i l l make t h i s po in t raors c l ea r * 
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Interpretation 

In the last part of the previous chapter I have said some­

thing about interpretation in a very nut-shell oay and 

thereby tried to defend the position that human actions 

are not causally explicable* In this chapter my main con­

cern will be interpretation, its nature and subject-matter* 

yhat is an interpretation? What role does it play 

in the science; of man? Charles Igrlor in the article 'In­

terpretation and the Sciences of Plan*, made an attempt to 

ansoer these questions by saying that interpretation "is an 

attempt to make clear, to make sense of an object of study* 

This object which in some uay is confused, incomplete, 

cloudy, seemingly contradictory- in one eay or another un­

clear* The interpretation aims to bring to light an under­

lying coherence of sense*** Interpretation also deals with 

the confusingly interrelated foroas of meaning* It is a natter 

of taking 8omei$ne*s utterance or behaviour in some context as 

giving a basis for ascribing a particular motive, attitude or 

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

of some mental states* An example uill make this point clear-

Are X*s political views the result of a reaction against his 

family background, or are they the result of sustained thought 

about the possible forms of social organisation? These are 
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the problems uhich arise in interpreting X's particular 

vieu4.'- Andv &e seek the correct answer by interpreting his 

actions most successfully* If ue consider Anscomb/^s exam­

ple of a man eho moves his arm, operates the pump, reple­

nishes the uater supply, poisons the inhabitants, etc., ue 

are in a fix to decide uhat is he actually doiog* And ee 

need the help of interpretation* Human actions are usually 

described by the purposes or end-state realised, and in case 

of Anscombi's man*s action oe try to understand his goals or 

purposes, the meaning of his action* And Anscomb^^says that 

interpretation is the only source by the help of shich oe 

can decide the purpose of that mara*s action* 

If we are to understand an interpretation properly 

then we must see what it involves* Herra'eneatical science 

deals with the confused forms of meaning* They are confused 

because such meanings in interpretation admit more than one 

expression* A msaniag under different circumstances may 

have different expressions* Interpretation lays a claim to 

make a confused meaning clear* It explains a confused beha­

viour and such an explanation of behaviour makes sense of 

that behaviour* This "making sense of" is the proferring 

of an interpretation* Thus the task of interpretation is 

to restore the "real" meaning of an expressisn* 

There are certain characteristics which an inter-
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pratatixre meaning must satisfy* In an interpretation a 

meaning must always be for a human subject* Uithout such 

a subject the sense and coherence araorag the different con­

cepts uill be arbitrary* The subject must be a human 

subject* 

Secondly, a meaning is of something* Ue must be 

able to distinguish between a given element - situation, 

action - and its meaning* A meaning must be of a substrate 

but that doss not mean that meaning and substrate are physi­

cally separable* For otherwise, the task of making clear 

uhat is confused eould be impossible* 

Things have meaning in a field, in relation to the 

meaning of other things* There cannot be any such thing 

uhich is single, unrelated meaningful element* A change in 

one meaning in a field may lead to the change in another* 

The meaning of a word depends, for instance, on those Bords 

uith uhich it contrasts; on those which defines its place 

in language* The introduction of new concepts will alter 

the boundaries of others* Therefore, the meaning in inter­

pretation is 'experiential meaning** Plsaning changes with 

the changes in another thing in that particular field* 

It is sometimes thought that the meaning in inter­

pretation is only an extension of linguistic meaning, flo 

doubt, there are likenesses as well as differences between 
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them* Linguis t ic meaning, liios meaning in i n t e rp r e t a t i on , 

i s also for a human subject and i t has meaning only in a 

field* But the meaning in language, unlike the meaning in 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i s of s i g n i f i e r s and i t i s about the »orld 

of referents* In i n t e rp r e t a t i on tga do not knoa the meaning 

of an expression by knouing the object i t refers* 

In i n t e rp r e t a t i on an act ion makes sense »hsn we 

find a coherence beteeen the action of the agent and the 

meaning of h is s i t ua t ion for him* tie find his action puzz­

l ing u n t i l l ve find such a coherence* Likewise when we 

consider Anscombe's man's act ion we must be able to r e l a t e 

his act ion to the s i tua t ion* His act ion will carry meaning 

only whan we take his fee l ing , emotion, d e s i r e , etc* in to 

consideration* tie must take these mental phenomena and the 

s i t ua t i on as a whole and must r e l a t e them*^ Ultimately a 

good explanation of his act ion will sa t i s fy us* 

Of course there i s every chance for people to doubt 

the explanation we offer by in te rpre t ing a man*s action* An 

" in t e rp re t a t i ve dispute about meaning i s po ten t ia l ly endless"-

says Xf^lor* Every affirmation may be challenged by a r i va l 

in te rp re ta t ion* This procedure may continue unless someone 

sees the adequacy of our in te rpre ta t ion* He must recognise 

the expression, which we are trying to i n t e r p r e t , and puzz-
3 ling and must "e***read the or ig ina l language as we do*.*" 
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Ue knou that our ihterpretation is successful because the 

meaning is expressed in a neu btay, or if this does not 

satisfy our quest ue must ultimately be able to ask the 

man about his oxbtivation and settle the dispute* The agent 

is the ultimata authority to settle an interpretative dispute* 

Interpretative dispute does not arise in case where 

human activities can be checked against some brute-data* It 

sesms that political and social activities are checkable 

against some brute data. There are rules, and people who are 

active politically, their actions are constituted by such 

rules* People in a political group are more likely to consent 

to a certain sets of propositions supposedly expressing the 

values underlying the system* Their behaviour is verifiable 

against the rules of that institution* Political reality is 

made up of brute-data* Such brute-data are nothing but the 

activities and behaviour of people* There are constitutive 

rules and such are the basis for understanding a particular ac­

tion* Such rules are constitutive in nature for they constitu­

te an action* In this connection tse can talk ablut 3*R*S8arle*s 

conception of constitutive rules* He says that the consti-

. tutive rules are such that create or define our behaviour* 

For example, 'voting* is a political activity* Uhat counts 

as voting can be checked against the rules constituting this 

notion of votiBg* Uhat is essential to the practice of 

voting is that sorae decision or verdict be delivered, through 
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some criteria of preponderance out of a set of micro-

choices* If there is no some such significance attached 

to our behaviouri no amount of marking and counting pieces 

of paper, rising hands, etc* amounts to voting* These 

constitute the practice of voting* Thus the rules of 

voting create the possibility of or define that activity* 

The activity is constituted by acting in accordance aith 

the rules* Voting has no existence apart from these rules* 

These constitutive rules are the basis for the brute->data* 

against tiihich an act of voting can be checked* 

Such constitutive rules render the possibility of 

intsr-subjective meaning* Every society has practices 

constitutsdly such rules* It is, therefore, possible for 

tuo societies to understand each other by understanding such 

rules and can follou a single practice* Thus, a man uho is 

acting politically hds a common language, belief, etc* shared 

by all others uho are within this political institutionr-

These are the parts of inter-subJective meaning or common 

meaning* An inter-subjective meaning is such that it can 

be shared by all in the Institution or society. It cannot 

be the property of a single person* It gives a common-

language to talk about social reality and common understan­

ding* Ue all are caught in these inter-subje ctive meaning 

as social beings* The social reality is constituted by 

brute-data and such brute-data in a society, are nothing 
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but acts of people as i d e n t i f i e d supposedly beyond i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n by p h y s i c a l d e s c r i p t i o n s and they inc lude the 

i n d i v i d u a l ' s a t t i t u d e , b e l i e f s , va l ues , e t c . 

C o n s t i t u t i v e ru les are impor tant f o r i n t e r - s u b -

Jec t i ve meaning but they exclude s u b j e c t i v e oieaningyfor 

s u b j e c t i v e oeaning i n no eay t a l l y e i t h b r u t e - d a t a . Sub­

j e c t i v e msaning needs i n s i g h t on pa r t of the i n t e r p r e t e r 

and not some ru l es e r i t t e n out t h e r e . The meanings and 

norms of a p o l i t i c a l a c t i v i t y i s out there i n the p r a c t i c e , 

and t h e r e f o r e , i n t e r s u b j e c t i v e meaning i s poss ib l e * But 

s u b j e c t i v e meaning requ i res i n s i g h t uhich cannot be comrou-

n i ca tsd by ga the r ing b r u t e - d a t q a lone . Hermanecitical sc ieucs 

13 founded on s u b j e c t i v e meaning and not on b r u t e - d a t a , i t s 

most p rem i t i ve data i s reading of meaning. 

I have sa id t h a t p o l i t i c a l and s o c i a l a c t i v i t i e s 

can be checked aga ins t b r u t e - d a t a , but i t does not con ta in 

the whole t r u t h . Society and p o l i t i c a l i n s t u t i t i o n s uhich 

are made of i n d i v i d u a l agents cannot be t o t a l l y based on 

b ru te -da ta l i k e na tu ra l sc ience . Hen are s e l f - d e f i n i n g 

beings and t h e r e f o r e , meanings are p a r t i a l l y c o n s t i t u t e d 

by t h e i r s e l f d e f i n i t i o n . Such s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n s are noth ing 

but i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

I t i s argued t h a t communication between men i s 

poss ib le i f and only i f words have only one meaning. That 
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toeaning must be a literal meaning. A senteace containing 

more than one meaning cannot be smoothly communicated* 

Philosophers have gone to the extreme by saying that not 

to have one meaning is to have no meaning. Rore than one 

meaning in a sentence is equivalent to having no meaning 

al' all. Meaning simply is what it is. 

But the general theory of interpretation is 

operative in the notion of analogy, allegory and symbolic 

roeaninig. 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 allegory, 

only in terms of the literal meaning it conveys, is not 

possible. A literal meaning is direct meaning. But in 

case of Reality, Pletaphysics, we can not say anything direct-

ly. Ue interpret reality by sa$̂ ing something of something 

because the real meaning is indirect. Ue attain things by 

attributing meaning to a meaning. 

I have said that hermeneutic science is founded 

on subjective meaning. But that does not mean total ex­

clusion of inter-subjective meaning from the science of 

hermeneutics. For reading of meaning is the main concern 

of an interpretation. And therefore, in an interpretation 

"ue need to go beyond the bounds of a science based on 

verification to one uhich would study the intersubjective 
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and common meanings embedded i n s o c i a l r e a l i t y * " In 

t h i s sense p o l i t i c a l sc ience , psycho- 'ana l / s i s , e tc * are 

a lso hermeneut ica l because t h e i r most p rem i t i ve data 

are readings o f meanings* For them the 'he rmeneut i ca l 

c i r c l e * i s unavoidable* Nou uhat i s the hermeneut ica l 

c i r c l e ? C* l i y l o r says, 
"An emotion term l i k e 'shame' f o r i n s t a n c e , 
e s s e n t i a l l y r e f e r s t o a c e r t a i n k ind of 
s i t u a t i o n , the ' shame fu l ' or ' h u m i l i a t i n g ' , 
and a c e r t a i n mode of response, t h a t o f 
h i d i ng o n e s e l f , of cover ing up, or e lse 
'w ip i ng o u t ' the ' b l o t ' . That i s , i t i s 
e s s e n t i a l t o the f e e l i n g ' s being i d e n t i f i e d 
as shame t h a t i t be r e l a t e d to t h i s s i t u a t i o n 
and g ive r i s e to t h i s type of d i s p o s i t i o n . 
But t h i s s i t u a t i o n i n i t s t u r n can only be 
i d e n t i f i e d i n r e l a t i o n to f e e l i n g s which i t 
provokes; and the d i s p o s i t i o n is t o a goal 
which can s i m i l a r l y not be understood w i thou t 
re ference t o the f e e l i n g s exper ienced: The 
' h i d i n g ' i n ques t ion i8::rGne yh ich B i l l cover 
up my sb&ros; i t i s not the same as h i d i ng 
from an armed pursuer ; ue can understand 
uhat i s meant by ' h i d i n g ' here i f ue 
understand what k ind of f e e l i n g and s i t u a t i o n 
i s being t a l k e d about . Ue have to be w i t h i n 
the c i r c l a * ' ' ^ 

Now Psychoanalysis being a sd. sncg of i n t e r p r e t 

t a t i o n - as i t i s a search f o r meaning- must remain w i t h i n 

the c i r c l e * But Freudian exp lana t i on of man's behaviour 

invo lves a no t i on of causal connect ion whereas the idea OF 
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interpretation, that I have tried to outline above, is 

free from all sorts of causal explanation. 

Freud interprets unconscious human behaviour; 

his interpretation is concerned with any set of signs 

that may be taken 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 behaviour of the dream 

of a man. In The Interpretation of Dream 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 cot up. He has not 
7 

seen the person who ate i t . " This dream represents the 

c h i l d ' s wish f o r r i c h f ood . I f we make an enqu i ry we s h a l l 

f i n d t h a t the boy had been put on a mi lk d i e t f o r soraadays 

and the day he had the dream, he had to go t o bed wi thout 

any supper because he had been naughty. Here hunger i s 

the cause f o r the c h i l d ' s dream. " I t i s c l ea r t h a t what 

f i x e s the meaning of the dream f o r Freud i s i t s exp lana-
8 t i o n i n terms of causal powers of a w i s h " - says 1*1. I ^ i r i . 

The exp lana t i on Freud tiffered f o r neu ro t i c behaviour i s 

c a u s a l . He t r i e d to s p e l l out the meaning of c e r t a i n 

a c t i o n s , behav iour , dream, e t c . , whose sur face meaning i s 

obscure and c o n f u s i n g . And here i s the need f o r i n t e r p r e ­

t a t i o n * For the task of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s to make c lear 
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what i s obscure and confusing* Freudian in te rp re ta t ion 

involves a notion of causali ty* Pliri says, "The i n t e r ­

p re ta t ion tha t psychoanalyst'.', offers flow from cer ta in 

fundaraetital assumption about the working of human psyche. 

And these assumptions are essentxal ly causal*** Thus 

while ta lking about Freudian in t e rp re ta t ion we cannot 

but ta lk about his notion of causat ion. 

In his c l a s s i c a l analysis of causation David 

Hume pointed out tha t causation implies a regalar con-

junct ion of cause and effect and, furthermore the effect 

has a functional dependence upon the cause. Similarly in 

a careful study of explanation of human behaviour one can 

consider the nature of causation. In a somewhat negative 

statement i t can be said that a cause of a phenomenon would 

be defined as any condition or occurrence, which if i t did 

not e x i s t , or had not ex is ted , would r e su l t in the phenome­

non not being precisely what i t i s observed to be . The 

explanation of a b i t of human behaviour involves the d i s ­

covery of a whole net-work of causal r e l a t i o n s h i p . Freud 

assumed tha t a l l mental processes are causally determined 

s l i p s of tongue, forget t ing names, e t c . are dependent upon 

the mental causes. All behaviour i s dependent upon cer ta in 

conditions and determinants . But there are differences 

between Humean causation and Freudian causat ion. GJe can 

say tha t Home's causation is applicable only in natural 
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sciences whereas Freud's causation is i n t e l l i g i b l e only 

in sciences of man and not in the natural sciences* 

Hume's cause-effect r e l a t i on is s t a t i c IR the 

sense tha t given a pa r t i cu la r cause the same pa r t i cu la r 

ef fec t must occur under a l l circumstances* The r e l a t ion 

ex i s t s betueen a pa r t i cu l a r cause and i t s effect is fixed* 

There i s no obscurity or hidden meaning which we want to 

make clear in Hume's causat ion. The cause-effect r e la t ion 

being determined in such a way in Uums'si account, the 

question of r e s to ra t ion of meaning does'^^not ar ise* But 

Freudian causal r e l a t i on i s such where as man's pa r t i cu l a r 

motive may be the cause of di f ferent types of expressions, 

under d i f ferent circumstances, as i t s effect© Given tha t 

a child i s hungry, i t i s not necessary that the same par­

t i c u l a r dream must occur* 7be hunger may finds i t s express' 

ion through di f ferent a c t i v i t i e s of the child* So, i n t e r ­

p re ta t ion has a place in Freudian causation* 

As Freudian causa t i l i t y is applilsable only to the 

science of man, ue can ta lk about causes only in terms of 

mental causes* Piotive, in ten t ion , etc* are the mental 

causes which lead to the physical a c t i v i t i e s * Feeling of 

ins ignif icance i s the cause of a Kleptomenia which leads 

the man to s tea l* Stealing is the effect of such a feeling. 

There are conditions and determinants both for 
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Humean caasation and Freudian causation* Bat in case of 

Freudian causation i t i s d i f f i cu l t to discover a l l the 

determinants of a human a c t . 

If ye look to the Freudian in t e rp re ta t ion and 

in t e rp re t a t i on in the e r i t i ng of C. Tjylor, ee find that 

there are two polarised opposition concerning i n t e rp re t a ­

t i o n . According to one pole, hermeneutics is understood 

as the manifestation and res to ra t ion of meaning, according 

to the ether i^ole, i t i s understood as demyst i f icat lon, as 

a reduction of i l l u s i o n . I t i s in the second sense psycho­

analys is a l igns i t s e l f to hermeneutics* 

An e s sen t i a l feature of Psychoanalysis is the eay 

in Bhich the neurotic comas to recognise and to acknowledge 

the purpose of his acts* I t i s only tithen th i s has come 

about tha t he is able to red i rec t his i n t en t ions , to a l t e r 

his behaviour in the l igh t of ne& self-knouledge. This 

acknoaladgsment by the pat ient confirms the a n a l y s t ' s 

i n t e rp re t a t i on of the motivation of the neurotic behaviour* 

And unless the pat ient wil l in the end allow his in tent ion 

the a n a l y s t ' s i n t e rp re t a t i on of his behaviour i s held t o b e 
1 @ 

mistaken* Sometimes pat ients deny strongly the ana lys t ' s 

i n t e rp re t a t i on of his conduct* And there are unsuccessful 

a n a l y s i s . For an in t e rp re t a t ion to be successful the 

in ten t ions or purposes behind an act ion must be capable of 

being avoued* 
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I t i s a lso the case f o r the s o r t of i n t e r p r e ­

t a t i o n ue are concerned w i t h . Uh i le i n t e r p r e t i n g one's 

a c t i o n , we must u l t i m a t e l y depend on the man's exp lana­

t i o n of h i s own a c t i o n * Because the man- whose a c t i o n i s 

being i n t e r p r e t e d , i s the u l t ima te a u t h o r i t y t o e x p l a i n 

h i s mo t i ve , i n t e n t i o n e t c . I f he denies the exp lana t i on 

we o f f e r f o r h i s a c t i o n , then our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s 

unsuccess fu l , i f he a f f i r s , then i t i s s u c c e s s f u l . 

Now whi le t a l k i n g about Psychoanalysis as the 

sc ience of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , ye should know the d i f f e r e n c e , 

between a Psycho-ana lys t ' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and the i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n we are advoca t i ng . There i s no doubt d i f f e r e n c e s 

between Freudian i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of a neu ro t i c behaviour and 

the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ue o f f e r f o r the a c t i o n done by a normal 

man. In Freudian i n t e r p r e t a t i o n the ana lys t imposes an 

e x t r a image on the p a t i e n t and thereby helps him to recog­

nise h is own motive f o r a p a r t i c u l a r _ a c t i o n . The p a t i e n t ' s 

own motive i s something which i s r e a l i s e d by him w i th the 

help o f the a n a l y s t . His a c t i v i t i e s are exp la ined to him 

i n a way whicjs u l t i m a t e l y g ives a f i r m p i c t u r e to the p a t i e n t 

o f h i s own raotivej- But t h i s i s not the case f o r the s o r t of 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n we are concerned w i t h . The man i n our i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n i s more or less aware of h i s motive and t h e r e f o r e , 

does not need the he lp of any o u t s i d e r s . 

In Freudian i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i t seems t h a t the pa t i en t 
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i s unconscious of h is moti^^e and t h e r e f o r e , the tneasurs 

the ana lys ts take i s t he rapeu t i c i n nature* Freud say: 

"For a Psycho-analys is i s not an i m p a r t i a l 
s c i e n t i f i c i n v e s t i g a t i o n , but a t h e r a p e u t i c 
measure* I t s essence is'̂  not t o prov/s any th ing 
but to a l t e r something. In a psychoanalys is the 
phys ic ian aluays g ives h i s p a t i e n t the conscious 
a n t i c i p a t o r y image by the help of oh ich he i s 
put i n a poso t ion to recognise and grasp the 
unconscious m a t e r i a l * " ' ' ' ' 

But tahile i n t e r p r e t i n g an a c t i o n of a normal man ue do 

not take any t h e r a p e u t i c measure as ue assume t h a t the man 

i s normal and he is a c t i n g out of h i s motive f r e e l y . And 

t h a t h is motive i s not a cause f o r his a c t i o n * 

NoGf, i t seems t h a t Freud is not conscious of the 

i n s i g h t conta ined i n t h i s passage and thought the accep­

tance of psycho-ana ly t i c method is a t h e r a p e u t i c and 

transforming procedure is compat ib le w i th t he c la im tha t 

the method enables the p a t i e n t ' t o recognise and to 

grasp the unconscious m a t e r i a l ' and thus to d iscover t r u t h 

about h imse l f * Thus to look a t Freud t h e r e f o r e is to b r i ng 

out the t r u t h of a passage i n W i t t g e n s t e i n ' s p h i l o s o p h i c a l 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n (247) "on ly you can know i f you bad the 

i n t e n t i o n " * 

B*A. F a r r e l l , i n h i s a r t i c l e 'The C r i t e r i a f o r 

Psychoana ly t ic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ' says t h a t i t i s duty on 

p a r t of the Psycho-analyst t o f i n d out the cause of one's 
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depression or repressed motive behind a particular express­

ion etc. And uhile finding out a cause they give a mechani­

cal interpretation of such behaviour. Such a interpretative 

utterance 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 in nature for they iropell 

a patient to recognise and talk about his own feeling, 

attitude, etc. and help to change the patient so as to make 

the interpretation seem to be true of him. If there hypo­

thesis were true then it is natural to seaupch for a truth 

criteria. But *it is doubtful whether this general assumption 

12 
is true" He says that a Psycho-analytic interpretation 

is not genuine hypothesis which is either true or false, 

but a "statement whose main point is instrumental, proposed 

in order to change the patient rather than to explain hia 

state." 

Now, if we take Psycho-analyst's hypothesis as true 

then it is natural that we should look for a criteria which 

an interpretation must satisfy. For Dr. W. Wiri says **... 

there oust always be criteria of correctness for any genuine 

description. If any putative description there are no obvious 

criteria of correctness, it must be doubted whether it is a 

14 
genuine description at all. 

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

for there is none to be found* 

One can criticise that the kind of interpreta­

tion oe are advocating also lacks independent criteria 

of troth, for the man is the oltiraate aatbority to ex­

plain his motive or to affirm the trath or falsity of our 

interpretation of his action. So there is no other way 

tS find out the truth of our interpretation except the 

agent's own verbal statements. But the natare of this 

type of interpretation is different from the Freudian 

interpretation for Freudian interpretation involves a 

notion of causality and therefore, the ncessity for an in­

dependent criteria in Freudian interpretation is acute. A 

causal explanation must have a independent criteria for it 

is necessary that se must be able to point odt the cause 

independently of the explanation given in causal terms. 

In an interpretation it is not possible to distinguish 

between an interpretation and an interpretative explanation* 
to 

It is nonsense/Think in this way. But it is aloays possible 

to make a distinction between the cause and the causal ex­

planation. So it is necessary for a causal explanation 

that there should be an independent criteria for finding out 

the truth and falsity of the causal explanation. Causality 

is such a notion which finds its place in the scientific 

world and therefore verification must be possible. But the 
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type of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n we are concerned taith i s beyond 

the bounds of v a r i f i a b l e s c i e n c e . Thus ask ing f o r a 

c r i t e r i a of t r e t h i n case of Freudian i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s 

more important and genuine than to the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ue 

are advoca t i ng . 

"filen i s a s e l f - d e f i n i n g animal taith the change 

i n h i s s e l f - d e f i n a t i o n go changes i n what man i s , such 

t h a t he has to be understood i n d i f f e r e n t terms'* - says 

T y l o r . Hard p r e d i c t i o n i s impossib le i n case of human 

a c t i o n * P r e d i c t i o n works i n cases of n a t u r a l sciences only^ 

Oe can p r e d i c t t h a t f u t u r e s ta tes of s o l a r - s y s t e m , e t c . 

on ly by b r i n g i n g past and fu ture—- under the same concep­

t u a l net and by r e a l i s i n g t h a t the l a t t e r i s some f u n c t i o n 

o f the s ta tes o f former* But roan i s to be understood i n 

d i f f e r e n t terms* Human science i s l a r g e l y "expost under­

s t a n d i n g " * The assymetry which i s i n the sc ience of man 

i s not there i n the n a t u r a l sc ience because here events 

can be p red i c ted a t ease w i t h the help of past events* In 

the science of roan we have a l l such r a d i c a l l y unpred ic tab le 

events l i k e P u r i t a n r e b e l l i o n of the s ix teent j t i and seven­

teen th c e n t u r i e s , i y l o r says , " • * . r e a l l y t o be able to 

p r e d i c t the f u t u r e would be to have e x p l i c i t e d so c l e a r l y 

the human c o n d i t i o n t h a t one would r.already have pre-empted 

a l l c u l t u r a l i nnova t i on and t r anso rma t i on . This i s hard ly 

i n the bounds of the p o s s i b l e * " 
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Thus a hermeneutic science r e l i e s on insight* I t 

required tha t one must have s e n s i b i l i t y and understanding* 

A cer ta in raeasure of insight is indespensible* Such insight 

cannot be communicated by the gathering of brute-data ."This 

i s not a study in uhich anyone can engage, regardless of 

t h e i r level of ins igh t ; tha t some claims of the formJ "if 

you don' t understand, then you in tu i t ious are a t f au l t , 

are blind or inadequate", some claims of t h i s form u i l l 
17 

be justified"* 

From the above discussion it clearly appears that 

the subject-matter of interpretation is human behaviour* The 

method ue apply in interpreting is analytical* It adds no4>î -f> 

thing and substracts nothing from the subject matter but 

restores "^he meaning which is hidden and confusing. Proper 

understanding of a confused action leads one to interpret 

that action successfully* And a good explanation ultimately 

is one uhich makes sense of the action. And therefore, the 

causal notion by the help of which people try bo explain 

human behaviour is inapplicable to interpretation which I 

have tried tg advocate* For in interpretation ue try to 

find out the meaning o^ *sense' of a particular behaviour 

and thereby try to make that behaviour intelligible to us 

whicJR was previously confused and unclear* But in case of 

causal explanation our aim is not to make clear the meaning 

or sense, but to show that whenever there is a particular 

cause the effect must follow. The relation between a cause 
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and its effect is fixed and clear. Thera is no chance 

for unclarity. 

Again there is possibility that a particcilar 

action may be interpreted differently under different 

circumstances but it is impossible to imagine that a 

causal relation can be interpreted differently or that 

it changes with the change of the sitoation. And there­

fore 'experiential meaning' of which I have talked abowe 

in connection to the meaning in interpretation, has no 

place in causality. 

Human behaviour cannot be generalised^ If it 

uers such that each and every human behaviour can be 

checked against some brute-data than it uould have been 

possible for us to generalise human behaviour and there 

oould have no scope remained for interpretation. I have 

8bou;n that action which can be checked against brute-datat 

are not the primary concern of an interpretation. Ufe 

interpret such behaviour for uhich there is no definite 

constitutive rules which can be taken as criteria of 

correctness* A causal relation involves this condition 

of generalisation and therefore we can very wall say that 

the notion of causality is outside the boundary of inter­

pretation. 

Woreover, 'insight' which is the basic need on the 
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part of a interpreter, has no role to play in caeisality* 

For a causal explanation needs scientific proofs and not 

'insight' or iatuition. 

Blow, what I hav/e said on interpretation in this 

chapter have been taken mainly from what C. "^lor said* 

I think "tylor's article can be treated as the basis for 

understanding the notion of interpretation for a novice* 

I haOe not discussed it in detail for I think it needs a 

separate research uork and uhat I need for my present 

purpose i*8. to shou that human actions are not catasally 

explicable, is a very general understanding of the notion 

of interpretation* 
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Freedom 

This is the colciudinng chapter of th i s d i s s e r t a t i o n . 

In th i s chapter I want to devote myself to a discussion of 

human freedom, freedom of uhich I uant to t a l k , can be seen 

as a consequence of ohich has beeb said in the previous chap­

ters* Human freedom occupies an important place in the argu­

ments concerning moral r e spons ib i l i t y . Of course, my mam 

contention wil l not be to shoo hoia, being detsrmine^i man 

doss or does not escape moral r e spons ib i l i t y . I u i l l try to 

ansuer the question generally a r i s e s - Is man in his thinking 

and acting a free-being or is he compelled by something out­

side or inside him? 

In the second chapter I have made an attempt to 

shou tha t the Humean variety of causal r e l a t ion does not 

hold betueen motive and ac t ion . According to some philosophers 

human act ions are causally determined. They take reason,motive 

or choice for action as the cause of that ac t ion . But ue have 

seen tha t human actions are not causally determined. Ue have 

always the p o s s i b i l i t i e s open for us for performing an action 

and fa i l ing to perform i t . Such a pos s ib i l i t y makes an action 

free. Those philosophers uho believe that Humean causal i ty 

does not hold betueen motive, intent ion etc on the one hand 

and act.ions on the o ther , also use the term 'cause ' and take 

motive, reason, choice as the causes of ac t ions . The question 

might a r i s e , in sihat sense do they use t h i s term? Here ue must 
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be, clear that the term 'cause' is not ased in the Humean 

sense• 

Nou, uhat did Hume say on causality 1 He offered 

tuo definitions of cause: (l) "an object precedent and 

contiguous to another and uhera all objects resembling the 

former are placed in like relations o£.43recedency and con­

tiguity to those objects that resemble the latter," and 

(2) "an object precedent and tontiguous to another and so 

united uith it that the idea of the one determines the mind 

to form the idea of other and *the' impression of the one to 

form the idea of other and the impression of the one to form 

more lively idea of the latter". He says, "Ue may define a . 

cause to be an'object', followed by another.••.etc." 

It is clear that Hume's idea of causality is appli­

cable to the objective world and not to human will, motive, 

etc. Given a particular cause, on Huime's account, the same 

and particular effect must follow. But in case of human ac­

tivity, which is performed with a particular motive, there 

remains alternative cgurses open to the agent and that ha can 

choose and decide between the actions. It is not necessary 

that a particular motive should get its expression through 

a particular action only* It might get expressions through 

the different activities of a man, under different circum­

stances. And therefore, ws cannot say that a motive is the 

cause of that type- where a particular bodily movement must 
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occur g iven t h a t p a r t i c u l a r ajotiv/e. And t h i s makes i n t e r ­

p r e t a t i o n of human behaviour p a s s i b l e . I f a man's ac t ions 

laere caused, then there oould have no chance f o r i n t e r p r e ­

t a t i o n . I t i s poss ib le f o r an agent who acted one eiay under 

c e r t a i n cond i t i ons may subsequently act i n an e i t i r e l y 

d i f f e r e n t eay under s i m i l a r c i rcumstances, even though he 

himsel f has not changed a t a l l . According to Mums the 

r e l a t i o n between a cause and i t s e f f e c t i s f i x e d , i . e . a 

p a r t i c u l a r cause has only a f i x e d p a r t i c u l a r e f f e c t . But i n 

case of human a c t i o n , a man can choose t o act d i f f e r e n t l y , 

evea though the motive behind the a c t i o n may remain one and 

same* 

In t h i s paper cihi la going t o ss tabf t ish the b e l i e f 

t ha t human beings are tree both i n h is t h i n k i n g and a c t i n g , 

I s h a l l t a l k about agen t ' s c a u s a l i t y . Phi losophers l i k e 

Chisholm, Campbell are of the op in ion t h a t an a c t i o n is f ree 

i f I t i s not done due to any e x t e r n a l fo rces but i t i s done 

because of the agen t ' s t a i l l , mot i ve , e t c . Agent is the u l t i ­

mate, indeterminate cause of the a c t i o n . He can choose to 

perform an a c t i o n out of seve ra l a l t e r n a t i v e courses of a c t i o n . 

In choosing to perform t h a t a c t i o n he h imse l f is not caused 

by any th ing e lse outs ide h im. The agent i s causing the a c t . 

And t h e r e r o r e , i n t h i s sense he i s f r e e . ^ man should be con­

s idered as determined only uhen he h imsel f i s caused by some 

f o r e i g n causeA Given a mo t i ve , i t is upto the agent whether he 

Bould m a t e r i a l i s e i t i n t h i s or t h a t manner. He has the a b i l i t y 
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and power t o choose between the a l t e r n a t i v e courses of 

a c t i o n s . Afi'd such a power and a b i l i t y on pa r t of the man 

shows t h a t he is f j ree. 

While t a l k i n g about human freedom, «e must know 

what i s i t t o t a l k about de termin ism. Determinism can bo 

def ined as the view t h a t whatever happens has a l l along been 

necessary, t ha t i s f i x e d or i n e v i t a b l e . I t is the t hes i s 

t h a t every event is caused. Psycholog is ts are i n t e r e s t e d in 

conc ider ing man as determiined by t h e i r inner causes and thus 

tend to imagine t ha t the cirfeie of our freedom is foreve^r 

d i o i n i s h i n g as psychology advance. Thus Hampshire w r i t e s : 

" . . . a s our psycho log ica l and p h y s i o l o g i c a l 
knowle-dge of human ac t ions and reac t i ons 
inc reases , the range of human ac t i ons which 
we can reasonably say 'an a l t e r n a t i v e a c t i o n 
was p o s s i b l e ' or 'he could have acted o t h e r w i s e ' , 
necessa r i l y d i m i n i s h e s . " ' ' 

The psycho log is ts i n s i s t t h a t an i n c i d e n t or acc ident i n the 

ea r l y stages of our development may a f f e c t the whole course 

of our l i v e s . He red i t y , a c c i d e n t s , e t c . have a bear ing on man's 

though t , cnarac ter and a c t i o n s , and even sometimes have a 

de te rm ina t i ve one. 

He red i t y , env i ronment , e t c . are no doubt , important 

and have e f f e c t on man's reason and a c t i o n , but they do not 

exhaust the ma t te r . Î l̂an has the power to b r ing about a change 

i n what he gets by h e r i d i t y . Such a power i n man makes him 
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responsidle for shat he does. He is not determined oy his 

envxronment as the flams is determined dy fire. 

There is a group of philosophers who believe that 

the' actions tier perform are determined in the sense that the 

actions could not have h&en dons other(>)ise from the uay ue 

have dons and therefore« ue are not fees in performing them. 

This cooclusion holds even if the antecedent conditions are 

our oun desires, beliefs, character trait or whatever. If 

our actions are determined by nothing, then they are gust 

random happening and in no sense our actions. Eduard Von 

Martman asserts that human will depends on two cniaf factors, 

the motives and the character. If one bears in mind that a 

man adopts an idea or a meni;al picture, as tne motive of his 

action only if his character is such that this mental picture 

arouses a desire in him, then he is determined from within* 

According to him even though we ourselves first adopt a 

mental picture as a motive, we do so not arbitralily, but 

according to tj^^&f^tesaity of our characterelogical dispo­

sition, that is oe are anything but free. Our want, will, 

stt^vare determined by motive. Without a determining motive 

the will is an empty faculty; only through the motive does 

it become active and realj., It is therefore, quite true that 

human will is not free in as much as its direction Is alsays 

determined by the strongest motive. It is easy to explain 
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why the movementt of a stone seems to us necessary, u h i l e 

the v o l i t i o n of a man does mot. The caeses uh ich set the 

stone i n mot ion are e x t e r n a l and v i s i b l e , u h i l e the catuses 

ahich determine one's v o l i t i o n are e x t e r n a l and i n v i s i b l e . 

The deterraiciimg causes are not v i s i b l e and t he re fo re 

thought to be n o n - e x i s t e n t . The v o l i t i o n on the other hand 

i s the cause of one's a c t i o n . 

A man may be sa id to be psycho log i ca l l y determined, 

f o r example, a k leptomaniac, a n e u r o t i c , e t c . A menta l ly i l l 

person sometimes performs vo lun ta ry crimes (where vo lun ta ry 

is used so as not to beg the quest ion about f reedom). Uhy 

is i t t ha t we a l low the presence of mental i l l n e s s as the 

cause of the menta l ly i l l person's motives or desi re? I t 

can be sa id tha t a menta l ly i l l person 's c r i m i n a l behaviour 

i s i ncohe ren t , sense less, e t c . and he c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y 

lack i n s i g h t i n t o his own mot i ve . His mental i l l n e s s is the 

cause of h is a c t i o n and t he re fo re h is ac t ions can be taken 

as determined because he lacks the r a t i o n a l power to regu la te 

b is a c t i o n . Thus psychot ic behaviour i s not i n t e l l i g i b l e 

behaviour and cannot be exp la ined i n terms of motive and 

reason. Psycho log is ts emphasise t h a t our behaviour i nc l ud i ng 

our s o - c a l l e d reasonable behaviour i s r e a l l y unconsciously 

de termined. The unconscious is the master of every f a t e and 

the cap ta in of every s o u l . Freud &as steeped i n causal 

psychology i n his search f o r ' unconsc ious ' d e s i r e , needs 
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and p leasu res , where no such 'raotiwes* were obvious e i t h e r 

to the agent or to the c lose observer* I f Mr* Jones sudden­

l y k icks Mrs. Dones* s h i n , and i f he is unable to answer the 

ques t ion *why d id yoia k i c k your w i f e ? ' then Plr* Jone*s ac­

t i ons needs a psychoana ly t i c e x p l a n a t i o n . His a c t i o n may be 

i d e n t i f i e d - a s the necessary response to a psychic st iratalt is. 

ye mtist admit t h a t l*Ir* 3ones could not have r e f r a i n e d from 

k i c k i n g h is w i f e , wince he was the he lp less w ic t im of an 

i r r e s i s t a b l e psychic f o r c e . 

Determin is ts t r e a t reason as a spec ia l k ind of 

cause. According to them whenever a person has a reason f o r 

doing something or o ther he cannot help doing t h a t t h i n g . I t 

depends e n t i r e l y hou s t rong the reason i s . And such a reason 

i s t h cause of h is behav iour . 

dac ln t y re says , . . . t o say t h a t our g i v i n g of reasons 

supp l ied a s u f f i c i e n t de termin ing c o n d i t i o n or cause of beha-

2 v iou r would be to u t t e r an empty t a u t o l o g y . " 

Those who be l ieve t h a t the s t ronges t des i re to 

perform an a c t i o n causes t h a t a c t i o n , might g ive an example 

l i k e - when a person say, " I c a n ' t help smoking" i t means t ha t 

his a c t i o n is determined by his des i re or l i k i n g f o r tobacco. 

His l i k i n g or i n t e r e s t becomes so s t rong t h a t a person cannot 

help doing what he l i k e s or is i n t e r e s t e d at a l l . He might 

say to someone; "you smoke because you l i k e tobacco, but you 
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c a n ' t help l i k i n g tobacco , and t h e r e f o r e you c a n ' t help 

smoking". 

3 
This argument is f a l l a c i o u s . R.C. Skinner says 

t h a t i t i s as f a l l a c i o u s as saying t h a t a person a c t s 

f ree ly when he has no reason for doing what he does . If 

someone broke a cup a c c i d e n t a l l y , we should c e r t a i n l y not 

say t h a t , s ince he had no reason for breaking i t , he did 

so of his oun f r e e - u i l l j but should say , on the c o n t r a r y , 

t h a t he could not help breaking i t . 

A man's s t rong l i k i n g for tobacco can be sa id to 

be formed by h a b i t . His case is not the same as the k l e p t o -

m e n i a c ' s . A kleptomeniac may not r e a l i s e t h a t he cannot help 

s t e a l i n g , and thinks t h a t he does so in order to improve 

t h i s s t andard of his l i v i n g , whereas the reason may be a c -

t taally be a f ee l ing of i n s i g n i f i c a n c e . But he is unconscious 

of his f e e l i ng of i n s i g n i f i c a n c e . He does not know the a c t u a l 

r eason . A man's h e l p l e s s n e s s in the mat te r of smoking can be 

sa id to be a r e s u l t of h is h a b i t . R.C. Skinner says t h a t 

a c t i o n s done from habi t a re not determined because they can 

be changed. I t might happen t h a t a p a r t i c u l a r habi t uas so 

de'eply ingra ined t h a t a person found i t impossible to change 

i t , in uhich case we should say t h a t t he person could not 

help doing what he did* A d e s i r e , however s t rong i t might be , 

cannot be s a id to determine one ' s conduct because i t i s not 
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t o t a l l y impossible or ou ts ide the capac i ty of a man t o act 

cont rary to t h a t d e s i r e . 

The aiaseer t h a t has been g iven to the f r e e - w i l l 

problem by a number of ph i losophers is t ha t a person 's ac­

t i o n i s f ree uhen, houever he behaved, he could have behaved 

d i f f e r e n t l y i f he had chosen to do so , and tha t his a c t i o n 

i s determined when he could not have acted d i f f e r e n t l y , even 

i f he had chosen t o * Nou uhat does i t mean to t a l k of a man 

ac t i ng con t ra ry to h is choice? A man ac ts cont rary to his 

choice only when he is determined not by his w i l l , motive 

or i n t e n t i o n but by the e x t e r n a l f a c t o r s - f o r example, uhen 

someone pushes me, I f a l l . 

As roan i s a r a t i o n a l be ing , ue seek f o r the reason 

as w e l l as f o r the causes of h is behavd-our. I t i s true t h a t 

some of his behaviour i s more c o r r e c t l y escr ibed t o causes 

than to reasons, and t h a t a causal element may enter i n t o a l l 

his behav iour . Uhere a causal exp lana t ion is completely 

adequqte, ue have movements of the human body, and not acts 

or deeds, i f i n a loaded bus a person boards on the bus and 

stamps on another person 's f ee t t h e r e f o r e hur ts the man, he 

i n f a c t d id not cause i n j u r y . Ue uould say t h a t i n j u r y was 

an acc iden t or t h a t i t uas caused by his s tamping. The more 

n o n - r a t i o n a l an act i s , the more i t is a movement of the human 

body, the mors roechanicl i t i s ; and the more appropr ia ta i t is 
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to t h i nk of i t under the concept of c a u s a l i t y . Freedom of 

w i l l can be conceived of i n terras of r a t i o n a l choice as 

con t ras ted w i t h mechanical and quasi -mechanical responses. 

Ulhen ue t a l k of roan a c t i n g f r e e l y we use the terra 

' f r e e l y ' i n the sense, i . e . t o mean 'w i t hou t any e x t e r n a l 

compu ls i on ' . The causes from which men ac t when they are 

f ree are not the same as the causes from which wheels act 

when they are ' f r e e ' . I t makes sense to t a l k o f a man's 

motive f o r f ree a c t i o n , whereas wheels do not have mot ives . 

Wen are" i n c o n t r o l of t h e i r ac t i ons or respons ib le fo r 

t h e i r ac t i ons j u s t as a wheel may be thought t o be respon­

s i b l e f o r the way i n which i t runs ; but the two are not 

respons ib le i n the same way. Now what i s meant by ' o u t s i d e ' 

and ' i n s i d e ' cause. ' I n s i d e cause' cannot be counted as 

Humean cause, but i t necessary f o r f ree a c t i o n . Free a c t i o n 

occurs when the 'cause ' or ' o r i g i n ' of the a c t i o n is ' w i t h i n ' 

the agent . Uan t i ng , d e s i r i n g or choosing to do something are 

• i n s i d e c a u s e ' . Compelled a c t i o n occurs when i t i s ' o u t s i d e ' 

the agent . Being pushed, threatened or diseased are a l l 

cases of the o p e r a t i o n of i ns ide cause. According to 3. Wilson 

when we speak of a man compelled by his d e s i r e , we are not 

t a l k i n g of the causes outs ide us but we are t a l k i n g of the 

ins ide cause. Compulsion by des i re is i n no way incompat ib le 

w i t h freedom. Here the term 'compuls ion ' should not be taken 

i n i ts- s t r i c t e s t sense, " . . . . f o r i t i s nonsense to say t h a t 
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a man can be compelled by himself.""^ An a c t i o n i s compelled 

by d e s i r e means t h a t such an a c t i o n is done with a d e s i r e to 

perform i t , and not without any d e s i r e . There are p o s s i b i l i ­

t i e s open even not to perform i t . Thus before going to judge 

whether an a c t i o n is ' f r e e ' or ' c o m p u l s i v e ' , we roust know 

whether i t s cause is ' i n s i d e ' or ' o u t s i d e ' . One's motive, 

i n t e n t i o n or reason for a c t i o n in no way makes a man 

compelled l i k e a ou t s ide cause . P l a t o , for example bel ieved 

t h a t man was only ' r e a l l y ' f ree when governed by his reason . 

When we ac t according to the d i c t a t e s or our r eason , we do 

not become co&pelled, on the o the r hand an a c t i o n becomes 

eafi ingless or looses i t s sense when done withoug any r eason . 

I t is be l ieved t h a t agent c a u s a l i t y i s necessary for freedom. 

Chisholra grant® t h a t agent c a u s a l i t y i s not incompatible with 

the presence of d e s i r e or motives upon which the agent may 

choose to a c t . But these d e s i r e s ' i n c l i n e withoug n e c e s s i ­

t a t i n g ' i f the agent can r e s i s t the t empta t ion to ac t upon 

them- and he can only r e s i s t the t empta t ion if t he re are no 

psycho log ica l laws according to which people i nva r i ab ly ac t 

in a c e r t a i n way, given these d e s i r e s and b e l i e f s . If on the 

o ther hand, the d e s i r e s n e c e s s i t a t e a c t i o n in accordance with 

a psycholog ica l l a u , there i s no agent c a u s a l i t y . For Campbell, 

t o o , the agent i s in a p o s i t i o n t o say why he acted in the 

way t h a t he d i d . The a c t i o n i s under the a g e n t ' s c o n t r o l . He 

i s the cause of t h a t a c t i o n and the re is no o ther ou t s ide 

cause . Campbell, Chisholra, and o ther w r i t e r s have argued 
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e l o q u e n t l y f o r the f o l l o u i n g p r o p o s i t i o n : r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 

f o r an a c t i o n may be p l a c e d on the agen t i f and on l y i f t h e 

agent i s u n d e r s t o o d t o be t h e 1 u l t i m a t e , wndetermined cause 

of the a c t i o n . A l l a c t i o n s i n v o l v i n g p h y s i c a l movement a re 

caused by the i d e n t i f i a b l e p h y s i o l o g i c a l e v e n t s , a n d they a re 

caused by the agent - r - the man. The concep t o f agent as the 

immanent cause of h i s a c t i o n p r o v i d e s us a u t o m a t i c a l l y w i t h 

a p rope r c e n t e r o f r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , ^he agen t i s the t r u e 

o r i g i n a t o r o f the a c t , s i n c e immanent c a u s a t i o n i s unde rs tood 

i n such a way as t o p r e c l u d e any change happening t o the agent 

i n h i s c a u s a t i o n o f t he a c t . U h i l e t he agen t i s c a u s i n g the 

a c t , n o t h i n g i s happen ing t o t h e a g e n t . T h e r e f o r e , t h e r e i s 

no f o r e i g n c a u s a l i n f l u e n c e t h a t m igh t remove r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 

f o r t h e a c t f rom t h e agen t h i m s e l f . The agen t i s f r e e i n the 

s i m p l e and c l e a r sense t h a t he can cause an a c t w i t h o u t 

h i m s e l f b e i n g s u b j e c t e d c a u c a l i n f l u e n c e s . A man i s f r e e 

w i t h r e s p e c t t o an a c t and t h e r e f o r e , r e s p o n s i b l e , says 

C h i s h o l m , i f he has the pouer botjTi t o p e r f o r m and not t o 

p e r f o r m t h a t a c t . Immanent c a u s a t i o n a c c o u n t s f o r t he p r e ­

sence o f t h a t power. 

•Everyone i s a t l i b e r t y t o d e s i r e , w i l l , dec i de or 

not t o u i l l , d e s i r e , e t c ' wh i ch i s t he r e a l p r o p o s i t i o n 

i n v o l v e d i n the n o t i o n of f r e e d o m . A t h i n g i s f r e e wh i ch 

e x i s t s and a c t s f rom t h e pure n e c e s s i t y o f i t s n a t u r e , and 

u n f r e e , when p r e c i s e l y and f i x e d l y d e t e r m i n e d by someth ing 
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e l s e . A person i s f ree only by v i r t u e of h is d e c i s i o n s . 

I f someone has severa l p o s s i b i l i t i e s se t before him but 

cannot of h is own power b r i n g some of these p o s s i b i l i t i e s 

i n t o play f o r h imse l f , the concept of freedom is then 

i r r e l e v a n t . Otherwise s t a t e d , he is f r e e . The very nature 

of freedom impl ies the person 's p o t e n t i a l t o a l t e r h is 

behav iour , s i t u a t i o n , meaning t h a t he may choose not t o 

change_ i t , or to a l t e r i t i n any of seve ra l d i r e c t i o n s . 

According t o one p h i l o s o p h i c a l t r a d i t i o n , being f ree is 

fundamental ly a matter of doing uhat one uants to do. 

Human freedom e n t a i l s the absence of de termin ism. Whenever 

a person performs a f ree a c t i o n , accord ing to Chisholm, i t 

is a m i r a c l e . The^ motion of a person's hand, uhen the person 

moves i t , i s the outcome of the se r ies of phys ica l causes; 

but some events i n t h i s s e r i e s , "and presumably one of 

those t h a t took place u i t h i n the b r a i n , uas caused by the 

agent and not by any other e v e n t s . " ^ f ree agent has, 

t h e r e f o r e , a' " p re roga t i ve uh ich some would a t t r i b u t e only 
„8 

t o God; each of us uhen ue a c t , is a prime mover unmoved." 

Not only one's ac' t ion i s , f ree as i t i s caused by the agent 

h imsel f but one's w i l l is a lso f r e e . Our u i l l , d e c i s i o n , c 

cho iee , mot i ve , e t c . are not determined by a n y t h i n g . His 

u i l l , cho i ce , e t c are f ree only i f he is f ree to have the 

u i l l , d e c i s i o n , e t c . uh ich he uan ts . He is f ree to u i l l 

anyth ing and thereby f ree to act accord ing to his u i l l . 

Phi losophers whi le d iscuss ing human freedom s t a t e 
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the prepositions "He could have done otheruise" 

or "I could hav/e done otherwise", in order that hu­

man beings can be thought of as free to choose the course 

of action he uill take. He had the ability to do otherwise. 

The analysis of "could have" implies »uould have if certain 

conditions had been fulfilled'. Such conditions are 'if he 

had chosen»,*if he had tried', 'if he had wanted to', etc. 

Nou these conditions seem to determine our action but in 

no uay 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 to". Here 

my choice was a necessary co ndition 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 

events occuring now, at t^, which causally necassitate that 

I will not want or choose at t^, to go to a certain lecture 
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a t t g . Suppose, f o r i n s t a n c e , t h a t a l a d y i s nou making 

( a t t ^ ) , or has , a t somet ine i n t he pas t made a p l a n t o 

i n v i t e me t o her p lace f o r d i n n e r a t t ^ . Th is making o f 

p l a n s , t o g e t h e r w i t h a u ide v a r i e t y o f o t h e r even ts a t t . 

c a u s a l l y n e c e s s i t a t e s my b e i n g i n v i t e d , a t t ^ t o t he d i n n e r 

p a r t y . Furbherraore i t c a u s a l l y n e c e s s i t a t e s my u a n t i n g t o 

go t o the d i n n e r p a r t y a t t „ , and hence my no t u a n t i n g t o 

a t t e n d the l e c t u r e . 

But none o f t h i s sequence o f even ts and none o f 

t h i s c a u s a l n e c e s s i t a t i o n need make me p o u e r l e s s (From t . 

t h r o u g h t o t . ) t o go t o the d i n n e r p a r t y a t t . I had t h e 

r e s o u r c e s , the knowledge and so on t o a t t e n d t h e l e c t u r e ' ^ 

Ply not g o i n g uas no t the outcome o f my, no t possess ing the 

power t o a t t e n d , bu t s i m p l y t h e f a c t t h a t I was d i s i n c l i n e d 

t o g o . C l e a r l y , I had the pouer t o do o t h e r t h a n I , i n 

f a c t , happened t o d o , and t h i s s a t i s f i e s t h e demand of 

f r e e d o m . 

A . C . M a c l n t y r e i n h i s a r t i c l e ' D e t e r m i n i s m ' s a y s , 

" r a t i o n a l b e h a v i o u r i s d e f i n e d w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o t he 

p o s s i b i l i t y o f a l t e r i n g i t " . Hence; " t o shou t h a t b e h a v i o u r 

i s r a t i o n a l enough i s t o shou t h a t i t i s not c a u s a l l y d e t e r ­

mined i n t h e sense o f be ing t h e e f f e c t o f a s e t o f s u f f i c i e n t 

c o n d i t i o n s o p e r a t i n g i n d e p e n d e n t l y o f t h e a g e n t ' s d e l i b e r a t i o n 
g 

or p o s s i b i l i t y o f d e l e b e r a t i o n " 

To e x p l a i n a p i ece of b e h a v i o u r as r a t i o n a l i s 
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t o show t h a t there were good, s u f f i c i e n t reasons f o r the 

a c t i o n and t h a t these reasons were the agen t ' s own in 

performing the a c t . One has the pouer and a b i l i t y to con­

t r o l or regu la te one's a c t i o n . Only when he exerc ises h is 

pouer or knous t h a t he has the a b i l i t y t o e x e r c i s e , then 

he is f r e e . This use presupposes our a b i l i t y to make d e c i ­

s i o n s , and gene ra l l y speak ing , to implement them. For i t 

i s appropr ia te only to the matters about uh ich ue can 

d e l i b e r a t e , and as A r i s t o t l e observed, u/e do not d e l i b e r a t e 

about matters outs ide our own c o n t r o l . A person 's a c t i o n 

i s f ree when, houeuer he behaved, he could have done 

d i f f e r e n t l y i f he had chosen to do so , and t h a t his a c t i o n 

i s determined uhen he cannot act d i f f e r e n t l y even 

i f he has chosen t o . According to the s c e p t i c s , f o r a person's 

a c t i o n to be f r e e , i t i s necessary not only t h a t he could 

have bebaved d i f f e r e n t l y i f he has chosen, but a lso t ha t he 

could have chosen d i f f e r e n t l y . The statement t h a t "he could 

have behaved d i f f e r e n t l y i f he had chosen", can be analysed 

as "He d id what he d id of h is oun f r e e - u i l l " or of i t s 

equ iva len t "His a c t i o n uas done f r e e l y " . 

There a r e , sometimes s i t u a t i o n s (Wi l son 's example) 

where ue uant to say t ha t a man's a c t i o n i s not f r e e . Suppose, 

a man had the chance of breaking a promise, but d id i n f a c t 

kept i t , because of his sense of honour and o b l i g a t i o n . I t 

must be granted t h a t to say t h a t he kept h is promise ' b e ­

cause of h is sense of honour' is not to g ive a f u l l exp lana-
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tion. In order to do this, ue should have to trace back 

the causes of his having sense of honour, ue should come 

to the conclusion that his sense of honour was due to 

some 'outside' cause'. We should sensibly say that as a 

child, he was compelled to acquire a sense of honour, in 

the sense of conditions of heredity and environment. It 

must be admitted that if ue trace the causes for their 

actions sufficiently far back, ue shall always arrive at 

•outside* causes. Thus ue could argue that to defend his 

action as free on the grounds that a sense of honour is 

an 'inside' cause is merely short-sighted; for that sense 

of honour is itself the product of 'outside' cause. Yet 

despite all these, it seems that ue should uant to say 

that the action is free. It is free because given a similar 

situation, it is not irrational to expect him to act in 

a similar uay each time. He is not compelled by his sense 

of honour in the Humean causal sense. There is aluays 

'chance of open for him not to keep the promise. It is 

uithin the agent's pouer whether to keep it. 

The mSst important condition for making a choice 

and taking a decision is the possession of freedom of action. 

A person has freedom of action if, in a particular situa­

tion, there are tuo or more alternative courses of action 

which he is able to follow. Suppose a man one evening is 

considering uhether 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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t o both , and he knows t h a t he i s able t o . Even if , 

t h e r e f o r e he chooses to a t t e n d the d inner p a r t y , ue 

should say t h a t he could have chosen to go to the l e c t u r e . 

Since he uas ab l e to go to the l e c t u r e , and kneu t h a t 

he uas able t o : the re uas t h e r e f o r e , nothing to prevent 

his cho ice . Ue are a l l of us of ten in s i t u a t i o n s where, 

whatever ue choose to do, ue could equa l ly u e l l have 

chosen to do s^amething d i f f e r e n t , s ince choosing to 

behave d i f f e r e n t l y , and knowing t h a t one is ab le to be ­

have d i f f e r e n t l y show t h a t man is f r e e . 

But t h i s is not the case with people whose a c t i v i t y 

i s de termined. A hypnot i s t may suggest to someone t h a t in 

an bout's t ime he u i l l take off his coat and open a l l the 

uindous in the room, and the man w i l l . d o t h i s even i f 

he s u f f e r s s eve re ly from t h e cold in doing s o . He u i l l 

invent reasons for his a c t i o n and even- t h i s i s the 

d i s t u r b i n g p o i n t - imagine himself t o be a c t i n g f r e e l y . 

Yet uhen we found out t h a t his ac t i on was due to the 

h y p n o t i s t ' s command, ue should have no h e s i t a t i o n in 

c a l l i n g i t compulsive. 

Thus, a man is f ree both in his th ink ing and 

a c t i n g . He is not compelled by his r eason , motive or 

w i l l . These mental goings-on are a l so wi th in the a g e n t ' 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 external world and not 

between will and action, which I have tried to show in 

the Second chapter* 
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