INDETERMINACY AS A FUNCTION OF

THE LIMITS OF /+LANGUAGE



INDETERMINARY AS A FUNCTION
OF

THE LIMITS OF A- LANGUAGE

By

KITTY YI-KAI SUN, B.A.

A Thesis
Submitted to the School of Graduate Studies
in Partial Fulfilment of the Requirements
for the Degree

Master of Arts

McMaster University

May 1971



MASTER OF ARTS (1971) ' “ McMASTER UNIVERSITY
(Philosophy) Hamilton, Ontario.

TITLE: Indeterminary as a PFunction of the Limits of
A- Language

AUTHOR: Kitty Yi-Kai Sun, B.A. (University of Hong Kong)
SUPERVISOR: Dr. A. Shalom

NUMBER OF PAGES: 1iv, 112



PREFACE

. It might be in order %o preface this discussion with a
word in apoclogy of its pprportea scope =3 i.,e., in apology of
the bibliography:

. Except for the compilation of the bibliography and a
few -minor altérations made this year, this paper ﬁas writien in
August and September, 1970, &s a drastically revised and shor-
tened version of the initial draft written earlier that summer,
In the rather long intervél betwéen the writing of the text
and the compilation of the biblicgraphy as it now stands, how-
ever, a number of works have come to our attentioﬁ as being
sufficiently relevant ﬁo be ineluded in the bibliography —-
notably a number of works on the “philosophical‘implications"
of quantum theory (which, to some extent, had initially sug-
gested the central thesis fto be given here) and Donald McKay's

Freedom of Action in a Mechanistic Universe (Cambridge, 1967) .

At the samé'timé;fﬁe have tried to list all the major works
consulted, or mentioned only in the initial draft, but nov
cited in the present text,
Hopcfully, this might help explain the presence of a
suspiciously‘lengtﬁy bibliography that seems to belie the
gre

scope of this meagre text, -~
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Thanks go to Dr. A, Shalom, Dr. C, Georgiadis, and to-
' Dre Ee Sihpséﬁ, for their comments on this essaye Though we
have still not been able to meet all their criticisms, they
bave chosen to be very lenient with the final draft,

Therks also go to all thqse who have at some stage
generously loaned the ﬁse of their typewriters, and particularly
to Mrse. Bes Crews, the departmental secretary, wﬁo has offered
to type some of this draft herseif. And once again we must
mention Dre, C. Georgiadis, who has kindly agreed to proof-
read the final typescript, in spite of his acquaintance with
{ the present writer's deplorable attempis earlier on to produce
legible_copies of the thesis,

'Finally, thanks are due t6 all the staff in question
for their patience with the series of delays and inconveniences
incurred by what we should, but for them, have termed a

totally inexcusable insistence on finishing this thesis abroad,

April, 1971.
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INTRODUCTION

This is an attempt to re-énalyse the freewill-determinism
Assue-in the light of the following main concepts, to be deve-
loped in the course of our enquirys: |

&) the distincition between the language-~of~agency and

and the language-of-observation,
which will then lead us to a formulation of

b) A ~language,

The latter concept fnrmé the nucleus of this ais—
cussiony; in spite of the fact that it is not explicitly dig=
cussed until the final chapter., What precedes may be seen as
pointing to this concept as a possible means of solving the
Problems introduée& earlier on in this enquiry.

Briefly, them, our pecsition is tb be.as follows:

Instead of being so related that the negation of the
one entails the affirmation of the other, the respective tenets
of voluntarism and determinism are to be seen as conseguences
of two alternative* frames of reference. Accordingly, an
event regarded as free from within one frame of reference may
be regarded as determined from another: nor would it do to say
that one frame of reference is '"wvalid" whilst the other is note.

| Whether an "individual'** takes a given event to be

free would, in turn, be geared to the limits of his potential

-
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to communicate and to observe,***

The present thesis is to be distinguished from the

position that both voluntarism and determinism are to some

extent tenable ~- a position which we shall try to'argue is
inconsistent,

In prospect, this discussion is to cover the following
grounds .

In the opening chapter; we shall be tracing some of
the key~problems resulting from the presumption that voluntarisnm
and determinism are so related that the negation of either
tenet would inwvolve the affirmation of the other, Ve shéll
also be analysing some of the difficulties intrimnsic to the‘
tenet of 'hard", or Laplacean, determinism, The chapter will
close upon a lock at so-called "soft'-determinism, which, we
shall contend, cohétitﬁtes an inconsistent attempt to forge
a synthesis between the voluntaristic standpoint and the "hard!-
deterministic one,

The second cﬁapter Qill be geafe& to an exposition of
the égencynobservation distinction, and this will lead us,
towards the end of the“chapter, to try to probe the problem
of "Otherst! Actions'", The latter problem will be taken up
again in the final chapter, where more resources will be intro-
duced for tackling it,

Finally, we shall try to relate the issue of determinism,

or determinacy, to the factor of observation-cum-communication



potentials Here, we shall be suggesting that some of the prob-
- lems discussed in the initial chapter might be consequent upon
presuming observation-cum- communication potential to be inde-
pendent of the jﬁdge-speaker. This will take us into a brief
analysis of the concept of intelligence, which, we shall try

tb indicate, is an inconsistent oﬁe as it staﬁds; we shall then
be led to formulate the concept of /\-1anguage as a means of
finding an exit from the inconsistencies involved in the ap-

proaches examined in the earlier sections,

*3 We are usingtthe word latu sensn =~ viz., so as not
to preclude the possibility of more than two "alternatives',

K The terminoclogy here is merely provisiornal: we do not
wish tc become involved at this stage in the problem of

tindividuals'" or !"persons''e

¥E¥g No dichotomy is intended here between tcommunicationt?

and tobservation': but see Chapter III, infra, passim,



CGHAPTER I

PROBLEMS WITH THE "EITHER-QORM!
_ASSUMPTTON

1. Prospectus
.A The logicai‘relatibn between determinism and v§lﬁﬁtarism.
has offen been regarded as being such that, if either positiqn |
€¢id not hold, then the other must -~ as a logical consequence,
== be justifieds Such a polarity seemsﬁto lead to a number qf
inconsistencies, héwever; in the present chapter, we shall be
probing into the main oﬁes.

A word in advance on our use of the two key-ternms here:

By tdeterminism', we refer throughout to what is czlled
"hard"-determinism by those who wish to maintain that there is:
another variant of determinism, viz,, "sofi'"-~ determinism, The
sort of tenet referred to by the latter epithet will be dis-
cussed in due course.1 Meanwhile, by 'determinism?, we undef~x
stand only the teﬁet that all events are in pringiple

predictable - ﬁith no spécifiCatioﬁ per sé& as to the extent to

which freedom may be said to co-exdist with it,

We do not propose to define the terms 'freedom? or
*freewill?! at this early stage, if only because their normal
usage'tendsvto be. extremely ambiguous. 1This much, neverthe~

less, we are prepared to assumes

I



a) The tenet of "freewill" is not prima facie to be inter-
preted as being incompatible with that of deternminism,

b) That, if it does not accord with any of the normal
applications of the term tfreewill! to 1n»erpret the volun-~
taristic tenet as being entailed by the negatlon of tne determi-
nistic position, then the "either-or" relation between the

- two may be rejected, -

The main argument of this chapter consists of =a

reductio ad absurdum of the relation in question: We shall

start by trying to show that determiﬁism, in the '"hard", or
laplacean, sense, involves anm inconsistency. If this is so,
and if, at the same time, the "either~or" relation holds,
then the voluntaristié position should follow., But this, we
shall try to suggest, ié not so: for unléss the latter posi—
tion.weré.a vacuous one, #oluﬁtarisﬁ coﬁld oﬁly foliow from
the denial of determinism if the tefm tfree?t had the‘éame range
ofipredi&atibn aé 'deﬁermin%te'.t And this does not accord
with the established use of these terms, Thié argunment is té
be presented in more detail in theléection on voluntarism
(ppe26 ff., infra.).

We shal’l then come to a sho”u dlsCL551on of what is
known as "boft”-deue*mlrlsm, which, we shall conteﬁd ‘1s at
best an irrelevant attempt to evade the inconsiétencies in
the Yeither-or' assumption., More than that, it,vtoo, ap-

pears on analysis to be inconsistent,



In the final sedtion, it will be suggested that
perhaps the common pfecept, or precepts, underlying the
tenets of voluntarism and determinism -- ih so far as they
are taken to be logically related to each other, -~ might

~themselves merit re-analysis,

1.1, Determinism indefensible

Before proceeding to look-at determinism as such,
one or two words on a term that #ill be recurring throughout‘
.muqh of this discussion, viz., 'kinesist,

We shall be using this term whenever we wish to refer
to any macroscopicallylob;ervable (phenOmenologically~obserf
vable) piece of behaviour, unspecified per se as to "freedom"
or determinacy. In order to specify it, —- i.e., in order to
interpret it as either free or non~free, we should have to say,
for instance, 'voluntary kinesis!?!, or: 'non-voluntary kinesis'e
This is to-circumvent the term tact! (or 'action'), which
appears to ve-ridden-with volunﬁaristiq overtones (e¢f, Chapter IT,
~ passin).

That determinism (sc., "hard", Laplacean, determi-
nisﬁ) involves the‘ééfadOX of predibﬁing, or being able to pre~
dict, in-principle, one's own behaviour,.is by.ncw‘é hack~
neyed argument, If indeed the possibility of predicting |
onets own ''voluntery" behaviour (so-called), -~ and hence,
‘one's own decisions, -- must in consistency be dismissed, then

determinism, tooc, would have to be rejected on the basis of



modus tollens,

To dismiss offhand the possibility of -such self-.
prediction, however, would be too cavalisr =~ for it remains
to be discussed whether D,F, Pears' attempt to defend it, in

"Predicting and Deciding% is a valid one, We shall be arguing

that, in the final anélysis, the érospect of predicting one's
own voluntary behaviour does involve én inconsistency, 'But
Pears! argument seems to have an intuitive credibility that
might be worth closer scrutiny, To this argumént, then, we
now turn, '

We shall not be entering upon a point-by-point analysis
of Pears! érticle: what concerns us at the moment is"merely its
commitmenf £§ the position that one can, and doeé in practice,
inductively pfedigt one's own "degisionsﬁé. Perhgps we
should also stress in advance that our criticism of Pears
does not entail our taking him to be a "delterminist':

The possibility_of predicyihg one's cwn voluntary
behaviouf (which-we shall hencefortﬁ refer to simply as
'éelf—prédictioh') is.a>coﬁsequence of determinism (sc.,
"hard"-determinism), Hence teo refute the possidbility of self-

prediction would suffice, on the basis of_modus tollens, to

refute the deterministic .position, This, however, is to be
distinguished from saying that to grant the possibility of
‘self-prediction is in effect to grant the position of determi-

‘nism: te argue thus would seem to be guilty of the fallacy



known as "affirmiqg-the-consequent". We shali, then, be.saying
that self-prediction cannot irn consistency be conceded, and
hence, thaﬂ determinism, too, is untenable,

Now, two sorts of case seem, on initial analysis, to
Hexa@pl;fy‘the‘inductive pged;cyion_éf one's own decisions,
vig.:

1) those where desires, or what we shall term "priﬁary‘
propensities"? play the prominent.r31e, | |
and

é) thosé‘caseé‘whiéh Pears calls "caldulative".

It is to be noticed that we are pfecluding; without’ 
further ado,

1) cases of apparent self-prediction which, according to
Pears, call for "rationalising descripbions's

An -instance of what Pears would term a "rationalising
description' womld be when, €.8., one épparently predicts that
one will do whatever onet's friend will end up imitating?

Such an instance, however, may be seen to be a specious sort

of example to give of self—?rediction: for here, one would scen
to be predicting what thehfriend will end up doiné -— in %this
‘case; imitating one's own actionsy ~--rather»than predicting
what one will do oneself. This sort of case, then, we shall’
be rejecting without further analysis as a sheer plece of

verbal legerdemain, In addition, we shall also be precluding:



2¢) céses where induction would ostensibly be of no help ==
viz,, cases where one is presented with a range of equally
"neutral options: which of a number of identical-looking
fruits to pick from . a bowl, say.7

- A note might élso be in order here as to how we are to
distinguish Dbetween the dec¢ision égg se and the performance
in accordance with the decision. In this connection,»Pears
ﬁimbly cheoses to festrict his cases to thase where, as he
thinks, "the agent would naturally and easily make his decision
at a definite moment which preceded the moment of action,"
This procedure has its an difficulties, but we shall not
have cause to analyse them here, Suffice it for our purpose
to limit ourselves to.the range of what may be agrsed upon to
constitute voluntary kineses -- i.e., observable "actions", --
and hence  circumvent for the moment the question as to whethgr
making a decision as such constitutes a finite event,

-Having finally dispensed with preliminary qualifi-
_catipns, we might now turn to analyse each of the two remaining
sorts of apparent self-prediction in turﬁ. |

leleds Predictions of 'aesthetically" motivated dctions and

actions involving calculation

1) Predicticns of "aesthetically” motivalted actions

(is2,, those where desires play a discernible rola)

In general terms, eases of this sort involve the

formulation of what we might term a "prediction-matrix",
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which is to sérve as ain inductive guideline,

Thus, if (to use Pears! example) the individual in
question, knowing that his own tastes are closely similar
to a given friend's, predicts that he himself will end up
buyiﬁg an article similar to what the friend has bought,
then his prediction-matrix would'éo sometﬁing like this:

| I shall end up buying X, where X is an artiéle

similar to what A has bought, -- whatever X turns

out to be,

On closer analysis, however, this turas out to be an
- extremely misleading‘sort of example: Fof if taste were to
:be analyséd as a genﬁine factor in one's eveﬁtually choosing
the sémersbré.q??artiéle.as'one's'friend, 4, then it should
bé afgﬁable.thét ogé is po? alﬁays in the ?osition to exércise

what we might call onels "existentialist's prerogative' to

chocse in intentional contravention to onel's taste, But if
it were the case that one‘is rnot always in principle aple tq
deliberaﬁely thwart what one feels to be ohe'svgzggggz»pro—
pensity, then we should no longer be»déaling with voluntary
behaviour, -~ with kineses performed-in-accordance~with-
decisions., To say that one always acts in accordance with onels -
primary propensities (i.e., in effect, to take it as analytic
that one invariably follows onel's primary propensities) would
be to render the whole.issué Vacuous For then, the case would

not even be an inductive one: Given one knows one's taste,
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there would no longer te any question as to whether one would
agt in accordagcé'with it on a particular occasion,

Yet it may readily be objected that, in practice,
when we say X has a certain taste, we are.saying ne more than

that he has a certain disvposition -- and this does not involve

any invariance in his behaviour in this respects But then,
wauid.saying that one can predict, ihducti%ely, one's own
"éesthetic" decisitng be anything more than to say that one has
5established, from past occurrences, that one does (or, to be
Megarian, did) have a certain taste, or aesthetic propensity?
In more detail: |

To predict, inductively, that one has similar tastes
to A is to say not merely>that one has tended so far to
manifest the same aesthetic prefereﬁces‘as A5 5ut‘in.addition

that one is very likely to go on doing so. But now to say this

would seem, prima facie, to bhe on a par with making any other
inductive' statement - thatvice hasvﬁhe disposition and

will always haveAthe disposition to'melt at a temperature above
Oocentigrade, for instance;

“But the very factor of self-prediction emerging as a

problem over aznd above the general problem of (inductive)- pre-
dictioh at least suggests that the former problem is of a
different genre, fﬁars' treatment of the problem at issue seems
‘simply to neglect the source of the asymmétry between self-

‘prediction and inductive prediction at large., In genéral,
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then, the problem of self-prediction, as distinct from the
generalised problem of & inductive prediction, might be
expressed as follows:

Ex hypothesi, the kinesis fo be predicted is volun-
tary. But at the same time, the 9ne~§ho.is{to do the predicting
is co-incident with the would-be agent. Thus in this case, the _
would-be agent would be "privy"; as it weré, to fhe predictién
(or, at any rate, prediction-matrix) in question. And in so
far as the prospective kinesis is to be voluntary, the agent
might, in principle, deliberately opt to thwart it, Fér
instance, if the prediction-matrix is, |

I shall end up choosing X, where X is the option

that most accords with my primary aesthetic

propensity~
then the would-be agent might well decide to thwart wﬁat'he
takes to be his primary propensity,'and'Chdose Y instead,

At this juncture, a number of objections might be
seen to emerge, ~- Viz.:

a) that one's choosing Y, rather than X, really consti-
tu£es the éption'ﬁost in accord with the primary propensity

at issue;- |

pioseiy associatedbwiﬁh this would be the objection that

b) that one's deliberately ﬁhwaiting onels pfimary PrO=-
pensity is really an indication of one's being able toﬂpre-

Q
dict how one would behave;”
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and
c) that, in principle, one may predict that one will end up

choosing an article similar to Ats, ,without knowing beforehand .

precisely what-article‘this is gqing_tovbe; and henée, that
one would not have the means -~ Le€.,-the ngcessary‘information
-~ to thwart the prediction.
We shall now try to answer each of these in turn:
a)  Here, the following points are to be“observedi‘

i) that choosing ¥ (as againsfsg) "'really"” constitutes
the primary propensity at issue cannot consistentl&'be said to
"be the ageht~ggg¢predictor's own view;

ii) that, in so far as one's ultimate cholce of X
goes againét one‘é ggglinductiVe predicfion, - i.e.,'agaiﬁst
"what one takes to be one'!s own primary propensity, ~- the |
prediction, gua self-prediction, must be deemed to be'falsified.

For supposing A were tq be taken‘as the authority on the
issue as to what may be saild to accord with B's primary propen-
sity; and supposing alsoc that A aﬁd B were at variance in this
regérd.' Then even if B's ﬁifimately choosing article Y over
article X were to be interpretedvbyv§~as the sort of choice B
would normally have made anyvay, the fact‘remains‘tﬁat the
choice would not accord with the prediction,

I shall end up acting in accordance with my

primary propensity-
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as understood by B himself, Hence, as a self-prediction, this

would have to be regarded as falsified,
b) The second objéction may be understood in one of two
sensess

1) In theusengé tﬁét,ﬁ;nuqrder to be. able to thwart
one's primary propensity, one would have to know what fone's
primary propensity isj; and to kdow what one;s primary propen-
sity is would in turn entail one's being able to predict, as a
rule, how one would act under the circumstances,

2) In the sense that entails the following dilemma;
If one were to thwart one’s Yprimary" propensities more and
more often, then this thwarting itself would become a.sort of
nabit-of-perversity (or exomplary Kantian habit-of-self-
denial), and hence, inductively predistzkle. If the thwarting
is to remain sn exception rather than become a rule, then the

inductive grounds for saying that one would tend to follow

one's primary propensity would not thereby be endangered,
To.take semse (1) first:
HefeA it is to be noticed that the "thwarting! in
questﬁqn wguld éﬁ most involve’a‘statemént as to what one

would have done under the circumstances had one followed one's -

priﬁary propensitiess it does not invoive a prediction as to
what one will, in faect, end up doing, The closest thing to =2
factual assertion such a "thwarting" would involve wouild be

thef: premise astto how one has, as & rule, chosen in the past
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under like circumstances. But inductive self-prediction

involves the prediction that one will in fact act at a given

future instanf similarly tb the way in which one has acted
in the past, Thus thwarting ome's primary propensity would
not involve any inductive self-prediction as such,
The second inéerpretationvpushes the problem a sfage
further to that of what miéﬁt be termed "secondary" propen-
fties ~~ e+8+, the propensity to make surprise "existentialistic!
moveSe Bﬁt it may be seen”that to proceed along this line
would lead us on to the path of a vicious spiral., For sup-

posing we were, per Impossibile, to come out with a predic-

tion~-matrix to the effect that one would probably end up
thwarting on;;s primary propensitiés. Then the ”%hwérting“
propensity would simply edge the lower-order propensity off
the scene and itself become the new 'primary propensity'.
We should then be obliged to.accéunt for the tertiary pro-
pensity to thwart the thwarting-propensity, byi acting, in
effect, ascording to the iﬂiﬁiﬁlvﬁrimary propensity, TThis
‘couia'only lead ﬁs ad infinitum iﬁto an evér-wideﬁing
whirlpool,

" Again, with regard to the second horn of the
ngilemma! (see pe 14), we might observe that, even if a
not~too~frequent exercise of the "thwarting" tactic does not
constitute evideﬁce against the statgment that one fends to

follow one'!s primary propensity, to say the latter is-not
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ipso fgggg to make a prediction, It.dis merely to state a
disposition, 'True, fhe statement of dispodsitions does
involve an elément of pre&iction to this extent, that to
say X has a disposition 4 is, as a rule, also to say that X .
will very likely manifest a certaln "dispositional property',
g g in the presence of certain other factors,jé;. But |
here, the disparity between self-prediction (scey of one's
own ”voluntari” kineses) and ofher.sorté of inductive state-
nment comes into play: For in'the case of self-prediction,

in so far as the prediction precedes the kinesis predicted
(or, for that matter, éhe kinesis.contrary to that predicted),
and élso in éo far as tﬁe kiﬁesis.in guestion is'gz hvnofhesi‘
voiuntary, the individual may always, in principle, choose Egl

(again) thwart the prediction, to which he is of course privy,

There is no standing by as a mere observer Lo see if the pre-

. diction will, in fact, be satisfied: one has, it would seen,
to teke sides -~ that is, to decide whether &r not to satisfy
the prediction,

~ Of coprse, the aecision‘m@y subsgquentlj.be thwarted
-~ not, this time, by Oneself,.but by Mexternal! circumstances
-~ but this would, on the same showing, render the kinesis
in question an involuntary one., Still, at this Juncture, it
might beisuggested thaf it fs possible for one to make a pfeu
dietion today as-to whaf'one will end up doing a week hence;

then forget all about it, Thus, it might be said, cne would
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eVentuall§pe caught offguard at the time of the kinesis and
hence be deprived of the prerogative to "thwart” its But this
would be to dissolve the éase into one generically similar to
the.case.of the predictionoof others!? actions.lo Strictly
speaking, this would not constitute .an authentic instance of
self-prediction. What renders a predictiion a case of self-

prediction is .precisely the interplay between decision and

prediction: the one who makes the decision is also aware of

the prediotionjregérdingmthe decision, and at the time of the

gct!” in guestion,

This much, then, has been to indicate that, in the
case where the observer co-incides with the would~be agentl, one's
having dispﬁsition d does no% even coﬁstitnte an inductive
basis fof saying that one will manifestﬂtcf. Pe 16) at any
glven futufe time, Not, at least, if the would-be agent haé
the prediction in mind., And orly if he does have it in mind
would‘it be warranted to call it a case of self-predicticn.

At most, then, sfaﬁements'regarding one'ts own éisPOSitions
or primary rropensities are to be viewed as statémenfs re-
vgarding_tendenciés manifested to date,

v '~ 'As disocussed above (p. 15), the thwarting of such
tendencies cannot itself_become d primary proéensity; _thus
the possibility of stating one's own éispbsitions is not
imperilled"by that particular prospec%; but then, neither does

this possibilily entail, insb.fabta;‘that of self-vrediction.

—
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c) ~ The sort of case cited under (c) on pe 13 is in fact
admitted by Pears as a ge?ﬁine instance of self-prediction,
However,'closer_analysis will show a flaw in such purported
instances of prediction:

 Now;ni£ is tfue that if one were predictingmin‘_
accordance with a prediction-matrix which contains at leadt
one genuine ﬁnknown factory €ege, | -

- I éhali end up buying article X, which will

obe similar to what 4 has just bought ~-

whatever X turns out to be,
one would be deprived of the means of thwarting the predic-

tion, We say 'genuine unknown'! since here, as in the example

above, one &bes not know what X is at the moment of choosing,
and hence cannot deliberately thwart the prediction by inten-~
tionally avoiding X, Bul as a ruvle, it is‘specified that z,'
is to be, for instance, the article most in accord with one's
primary propensity, which one may be presumed to know. - -

Now, all the examples of self-prediction givenrtbhy

Pears are supposed to be based on prediction-nmatrices containing
genuiﬁe uﬁknowﬂs, and héncé'there éﬁoyld be no'fbom for the
thwarting-potential to inteifere with theﬂprediction—ﬁatrices”
in question, Nevertheless, more scrutiny indicates that

either

i) * the supposed "unknown" is‘notugenuige ~= €98s,y 2S5 when

it is known, or presumed~to-be-known, that X is what is to be
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chosen in accordance with one's aesthetic disposition, which
one may be presumed to know, |
or
ii) if the loose structure of the prediction-matrix is
-such that there is a genuine unknown-- genuine enoﬁgh not to
leave room for the thwarting-potential to work, -~ then the
rrediction itself must also be open-ended =- i.e., indeter-
minate,

To begin with, unless one had some idea as to what sort
of choice his friend A's disposition might commit him (scay A)
to, nothing could have led oﬁe to conCiude, inductively, that
one had propensities similar to A's in the first'place. Thus,
for instance, one might éonclude that one's taste was similar
to &'s-oh the ground that both indi%piduals had been known to
favour Impressionistic works, But if one had no idea as to
what A might concelvably buy (cf. Pears! example again), then
one comld not be in the position to éonclude‘inductivély
that A's taste was similars

Granted, ﬁowever; that one does have some idea &s
to the sort of‘thinglé.wauld buf;'théh one would onés more
be in a posiiion to "thwart" the predicficn. Sﬁpposing,
hoWever,tthat one'venﬁ into the shop with the prediction that
one's primary propensity would, like A's, be tbward Impressio~
nism, bud -then thwartédvthis pfesumed propensity by comizsg

out with a contemporary worlk instead., BSupposing, too, that
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one then found out that A had also left with.a contemporary
work, and that 4 had, witﬁput one's knowledge, been collec-
ting contemporary works for some time, 'Then what we should

say occurred is not sSo much that one had failed to thwart

one's Qgg‘pgépsnsity, as thatvoneJﬁad\migjudged Al's, Thus
what would be at issue would be the disappointment of a ''mor-
mal" inductive assertion, or assumption, of another's
taste.ll The upshot of this, then, is as follows:
If, at the time .df the choice to be made, one had not
had the faiﬁtest idea as to the sort of value the variable X!
in the prediction-matrix might take, then one would not have
been in the position to formulate the inductive prediction in-
the first place, If, on the contrary, one did have some notion
as to@what X might be, then one would, by the same token, be
in the position to thwart the prediction by avoiding X,
More‘crucial, perhaps, is the following consideration:
 If‘the 'X! in the pre&iction—matrix were a genuipe
unknown, ~—_i,e.,‘if it were such that one could not deliberaﬁe-
ly thwart thé prediction.in question, then it would also
follow that such'open~endéd predictions-would be logically
independent of the determiﬁistic.position; foridétefminisﬁ :

would only hold if a comvlete seit of determinate predictions

could in principle'be formulated with regard to the state of the

6]

tyorld". To refute the possibility of self~prediction:

would suffice to refute that of determinism just in so0 far
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as the predictions involved in wha* is termed 'self-predlctlon'
are genuine, emplrlcaljy testabLe ones, In addition to this,
. 1f the unknown in the predlculon~matr1x were such as to defy
"thwarting', i.e. such that the one who makes it had no idea
~as to what sort of thing it might stand for, then the predic--
tion-matrix cannot, in any event, be regarded as a bona fide
pfediction.l2 |

In general, then, the}foilowing conéiusion appearé
to suggest i}self with regard to '"propensity-based" predic-
tions:

Self-predlctlon wouud orly be n0551b1e 1n any given

instance if there were no p0°51bllity of the avent's thwarting
it. The latter poss1bllity, howevaz, mnight only be elimi-

nated if one of the following were true:

i) the kinesis in question is not voluntary;
ii) the prediction-wmatrix is formvlated in such a way as

to render it impossible for the agent to know which kinesis
is ﬁrédicted, aﬁd hence, which kineses night be taken as
contrary to the one-predicfed.

Nevertheless, (i) is ruled out ex:hypothesi. And (i1)
could only hold in the case of matrices so loode thaﬁ they did
not express empirically‘testable,predictions,

2) Predictions of kineses involving "calculation"

Again, the prediction is to be made with the help of
13

a general matrix, IHere, it would go someuhlng 1ike this:
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Confronted by the same simple position as
my friend A of similar skill, I shall
make move X, where X is how A would move
under similar circumstgnces, -~ whatever

~r

X turns out to be,

Here, however, nomological considerations begin to

come into playe. Problems emerging in this connection will

be discussed in the mext chapter, when we analyse the distinc-
tion between causal determination and nomological de‘cermina’cion.li+
Meanwhile, the following poinfs might be worth noticing:

To begin with, one must, for the sake of analysis,
distinguish between two levels on which we might speak of the
chess—plaj@r's move as being "voluntary', viz,.:

g) that on which he opts to stay within tﬁe,bounds of the

game at all: for even 1f he were faced with a position where,

for instance, he sees only one move that would remove his

king from check, he could, in principle,.choose to steop Playing
the game instead of meking the move in question, This is the
level which Pears does not explicitly take into éccount.

In ﬁis exampie;.the player hasbpre~opted_to stay Qithin the
bounds of the game, This is a point that will take on more
significance later on,

b) that on which, even within the bounds of the game, the
player sees alternative moves open to him..

a) Supposing,we teke the case of the player with only one



23

Hrational" move open to him, given that he has pre-opted to
play the game to a decent finish, Then, strictly épeaking,
within the level of the game itself, there is no choice open

to him: i.e., it can, on nomological grounds, be "predicted"

with near certainty that he will make the move in question,
But then this would not constitute a voluntary kinesis -~

at least not on the level we are con51der1ng, -- no more than
would be the case with one who is sitting a mathematies exami-
unatlon and who sewgs only one possible solution to a question
on the paper, Then, unless one were to behave in a '"perverse
existentialistic” manner, one wowld have ip put that answer
down, Bﬁt te "prgdict” that this woﬁld be so is tantamount to
saying that the given problem has a unique solution, viz., g.
It would hardly constitute a factual prediction, If, on the

other hand, we were to take the option of moving out of the

bounds of the game into account, then, once more, as in the pre-

vious sort of example, thé would=-be égent woul& iy principle be
able.to "thwert" his own prediction by playing on (if he had
predicted that he would throw the pieces to the floor), or by
stopﬁiﬁg to play (4if he'had‘predicfed that he wOﬁidiﬁlay to é'
decent finish),

b) The analysis of this sort of instance is very similar
to that of (a)s To choose one of a number of alternaﬁive |
moﬁes.would once again be explicable in terms.cf propensities,

and would hence be subject ¥o the sort of difficuity discussed



under Section l,l,l, above. It is to be observed that t

that some of the altermative moves are more “rational! c

than others would yield only a specious sort of option:
as the player sees which moves would be more "rationall,
ygg%d”be‘anélogiqglly bound teo make these moves. This,
be Seen$ would take us back to the sort of instance.disc
immediately above (sc., the '"mathematical problenm" insta
If we were to 1eave‘the possibility open of his deciding
what he sees as the most rational move, then we should a
same time be leaving open the possibility of his "'thwart

his prediction. (Cf. preceding section, passim,)

Thus it would seem that, both in the case of pre
made on the basis of primary propensities, and in that g
dictions of "calculative’ moves, there remains the possi
of the wouké—be agent!s "thwarting' his own prediction,
thati-
i) the prediction is of a voluntary kinesis,
and
ii) the prediction, gua bona fide prediction, is to
empirically testable, such that oné.would be able to tel

which kinesis would constitute a fulfilment of the pred:
and which would nocte

Hencc it follows that at least one sort of predi

viz,, that of self-prediction in the sense so far discus

is logically untenable, ence in turn it follows by mod]
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tollens that determinism too is untenable -- in so far as the
latter entails the possibility of determining all events)

relative to at least ome~bbserver, We make the latter gquali-

ficatioﬁ for the following reason: viz,, even if (per impossi=
_Eiig)l?b it were the case thaﬁ; relative to 4, all events
except his own voluntary kineses were predictable, then to 4,

at least, determinism would not-hold to thé egtent that his oﬁn
actions'" would be indeterminate, And even if A's actions

were, per impossibile, predictable by B, 4 himself could not

share B's predictions to this effect, For if he did, it would
be tantamount to a case of seif—prediction. Hence determinism
could not hold for any particular individual: his own voluntary
kineses would always remain indeterminate., Admittedly, this
argument sounds somewhat tricky, dbut we shall not have the
resources to probe it in depth until 1ater.15a Suffice it nmean-
while to say that self~prediction is logically antenable, and
hence, that determinism (sc., "hard"-determinism}, too, ~~ in.so
far a it entails the possibility of self-prediction, -~ must be
untenable,

1.26 Voluntarism not consequent upon the denial of determinism

- But would tﬁis be to say, by the same token, that
" voluntarism is tenable? On the assumption of the "either-or'
relation {i.e., that the negation of either entails the positing
of the other), it would be, However, oﬁvcloser analysis, the

attempt to interpret.determinism and voluntarism as being so
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being so0 related to each other appears to be suspects For suqh

an assumption would secexpy to generate the following probl‘ﬁs

(inter alia):-

a) If determinism and voluntarism were logically complementary

to each other, and if, at the same time, determinism itself were

logically at fault, then it would follow that voluntaris

should bé supportakle on logical grounds alone, (8ince |to deny
a logically inconsistent statement would be to meke a statement
supportable on logica; grounds alone,)

Yet, in practiaé, the voluntarist would not be likely

to defend such a position: for the voluntarist would ten

that.thefc simply happen as a matter of fact to be inst

grounds alone. Nor is the voluntarist likely to argue to the
contrary.
b) Supposing, then, that voluntarism were to be takeny not
as a "tautologous' clair, but as what might tentatively b
called an ”onﬁblogical” one.. That is to say, that it is to bé
taken, not as being supportable solely on logicai grdunds, but inv
fhe sense.fhaﬁ therebis; as a‘matter of fact (not of logle) such
a phenomenon as ”free”‘behaviour, as distinct from non-"'free"
behaviour.

Now if the denial of determinism were still to be| taken

as entailing the affirmetion of voluntarism, it might be seen



that 'free' would hatre to dbe eqﬁated with 'indeterminate
For if this were not so, there would be no logical link

tween the derial ofvdeterminism and the asSertion of vol
tarism,

apparently do not have the same range of predication; an
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In ordinary usage, however, 'free! and 'determinate?

d thus

'free! cannot, -~ at least not prima facie, be equated with

'not-determinate's This we shall now turn to analyse in
what more detail,

le2.1ls The status of 'willt in tfreewill?

As a rule, the term 'determinate! and its corrsl

tindeterminate! are predicated of gvents. At the same t

SOome -

ate

Lme ,

however, voluantarism is often referred to as the "freewill!

tenete.

that voluntarism involves precdicating "freewill®, or more

strictly, "freedom", of some sort of '"mental entity" --v
"will", ~- we shall preseatly try to see,
1 b

But. if, for

will" were to speak
~~ as involving free action, then it wpuld follow that

and tdeterminate! have different ranges of predication,.

Whether such terminology is to be taken as implying
1z., .the
the sake of aprgument, to speak of "free~

of some mental entity ~- viz,, the "will®

1freet

For

Mwill'™, or "the will", cannot, without stretching language,

‘be interpreted as an event., If, then; voluntarism were.to be:

taken as ascribing freedom to some sort of mental entity

- -

viz., to the "will", ~-and if, zit the same time, 'delerminate!

were to be predicated exclusively

of events, then no logical
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connection could be forged between saying that all events are
prediictable, ‘on the cne hand, and saying that there is such a
thing as "freewill" on the other,

But it may also be seen that to speak of "a something"

called a "freewill" poses logical difficulties, (Par excéllénce,
that with regard to the identity éf "wills": eegey is ex, hypothesi
"free agent! &'S.Will numerically distinct from gg,hzbothesi

""free agent" B's will? Or again, is A's will at the time of A's
ﬁerformance éf El identical to A's will at the time of his per~
formance of 52?) It would, however, not be relevant here to go
into these.conundrums at length: suffice it to say that analysis
seems to suggesf that, if anything is to be said to be fgee, it

is phenomenal behaviour ~- kineses, -~ not any '"mental entity”.

15b

Voluntarism, then, need not prima facie be inter-

preted as predicating "freedom" of some mental entity ov%r and
above instances of observable behaviour., Nevertheless, %his pexr
_se does not suffice to show,fhét the term 'freedom' has #he

same rangé of preﬁication as the terﬁ 'detérminate’. Fo#

é clbser lopk indicates that an ambiguity in fhe established
usage of the term 'freet! has let two categorially éisparéte
"senses of it leak into the languageé. In what vay this méy be

so we- shall now briefly try to examine,

le2.20 'Free agents! or 'free acts'?

We have suggested that, in spite -of the misleading

terminology in use, what is sometimes referred to as the)
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"freewill” tenet need not Be committed to the existence of

any mental entity over and above the phenomena that are Eaid
to be instances of free behaviour. One fact we have not yet
- taken into account, -~ viz., that, in practice, we predicatei

tfreedomt not: only of.

a) kineses, or pieces of behaviour,
but also of
b) entities involved in such kinesés -~ viz., agentso.

Thus, on this usage,.the existence is implied of an individual

which "performs" the free "act" in question, and, by the

.
L

same token, this 'performer™ is spoken of as being "free'’,

This latter extension of the application of the
term 'free' poses certain problems with regard to the relation

between voluntarism and determinism, More analysis seems

to indicate that

.

i) this sense of 'free'y while intrinsic to the volumn-
taristic tenet,. does. not admit of being interpreted in %he

sense of findeterminate's And if not, theun to show tha?
determinism 1s not justified would not ipso facto be to(
show that voluntarism is justified.

Hii). r In-éddition,‘even,senSé (a)y vize, that inIWhich we
speak of acts or kineses, rather than of agents, as being
free; -- has its problems, For when one speaks 6f an azct/
event as being free, one tends more often than notvfo'db 50

in a sense where 'free' is not equivaleny to ‘'indeterminate!.
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We shall look at each of these points in turn._
i) To begin with, we might note the following disparity
between 'free-agent' parlance and 'free-~kinesis! parlaﬁce'

| To speak #n terﬁs of free égents would involve the

concept of a performer of kineses, whereas to speak in terms

of free kineses simpliciter would not., More strictly, the
former mode of‘language would invelve the concept of a
~Eotenu1al nerformerg

For firstly, a free agent is not simply any 1nd1v1dual
that mlght be involved in a (so-called) "free'" kinesis: it is
one that is so 1nvolved specifically in the capacity of
"initiative-taker", or causal agent, 1oe whatever other indivi-
‘duals might be involved in ié'in a different capacity.
Secondly, a free agent need not.be an individﬁal that tends

exclusively to be 1rvol"éu in free kineses in the capacity of

performer: ﬁ{lt may Prequenﬂy pgrtake in non-free kmneses.

An 1nd1v1dual who once took fhe 1n1tiat1ve of throwing a ba1l
may on another eccasioy be (1on—vojuntar11y) hit by one. »

But he is still seid to'be a free agent, the same one as the
agent who once volunfarily threw a Ball, so long as he is regar-

ded as a potentisl performer, Neither of these two facets. -

need be involved in "determinacy/indeterminacy''~ parlance,

Moreover, as we shall try to see 1ater,16 the concept of

‘performer at issue in 'free-agent! parlance is an inconsistent

17

one in so far as it remains ungualified,



To speék in terms of free a ents, then, would»involve'

concepts not inherent in the mode of speech in whichiwe
speak simply of events as being‘determinate of ind;terminate.
‘To speak of free'events or kineses and of free agents in a
single'breath would thus seem to comstitute an equivocation,
for 'free'.would ﬁave &isfinct senses in the éwo cases,

Thus even if the 'free' in ®free-kinesis" parlance
were franslatable into 'indeterminafe', it would not thereby
follow that the !free' in '"free-azgent" parlance would be
similarly translatable, Thus voluntarism, if it is taken to
involve the.position-that there:exist free agents, woula not
‘follow ipso facto from the denial of determinism, And the.
"freewill! tenet, at least in the sense in which it is nor-
mally understood, is apparently geared to the concept of a
free agent,

This much seems sufficient:to indicate that the
‘assumpfion of the ”either—br" relation betweéen the two tenets
at -issue might well merit re-analysis. At this Jjuncture,

.it might élso be relé?ant to note that there is an additional
disparity between the 'free! even in the ”free;kinesis” |
mode of speebhiand the concept of indeterminacy., ITf this

disparity is a genuine one, then it would follow that the

31

"gither-or' relation would be at fault even if it were arguable

that voluntarism did not involve the assumption of any soxt

of ertity not involved in "free-kinesis” parlance., The
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disparity, then, is this:
a) tFree! is:sometimes used, true enough, in the sense
of findeterminate': thus we speak of the "free" -- i,e,
random -- motion of particles in a physical system, If might
be noted in passing that it is this sense of 'free! that iﬁ
exploited by those who try to derive the voluntaristic
poéition from Heisenberg's Indeternminacy Princ'iple;l8 and
‘Epiéuruéf argument for the freedom of the soul gua aggregate
of freely (= randomly) moving atoms.,
b) But 'free! is also used in another sense, even if this is
a sense often enough confused with the one referred&o un&ef
(a). In this éecond éense,‘a kinesié is said to be free
if it is "self-detefmine&"'or “ﬁﬁiﬁéeéed“. This is tﬁe sense
exploited by the proponents of ”soft—determipism”, which we
shall briefly look at in the next_sub—sedtioq. |
Nonetheless, on more analysis, il may be seen that
neither sense lends itself to an attempt to derive the
voluntaristic position from the negation of determinism;
a) - - Eveﬁ suppésing, for'the sake of argument, that
tfree! were to be used in such a way as to admit of our
speaking of random/indeterminaté motion as "free' motion,
Then from the premise that, in the final analysis, thé beﬁa&iou;
of parficles is indeterminéte {(=free) we could at most derive
the positiog ﬁhét a fortiori the particles.combosing our

brains are indeterminate in behaviour.19 Bul they would ne
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ro more free ( this term being ex hzgothesi equated with
tindeterminate!) than anything else, in so far as'everything
is to be regarded as being composed of these particles,

And this is to put aside the consideration that the jump from
‘ﬁheyrgpigmnéss.cf'the‘mgtion.of the particles éomposing the
braiﬁ to.the‘freedbm of the '"mind"/"will® might well consti-
tute what is ?ermed a ”categ&ry;mistake“. |

This empirical digression might $e relevant to show
that even if 'free!' were to be equated with 'indeterminate!,

B aniimpasse would lie between asserting the freedom of the

sort of thing supposed on empirical grounds to be indeterminate,
and asserting the freedom of actions or voluntary behaviour, -~
the latter alone being the assertion to which the "freewillV
tenet is committed, |

b) Finally, to take the alternative sense of !free!

qua ’sélf—defermined’ or ;unimpeded‘,' A little analysis will
suffice to show tthat this:sense runs counter to the sense of-
Ifree! as 'indeterminate':

For here, a '"free' system would be an ideally de-~
terminable.one, without an& extraneous factors that mighf ob-
struct the calculation of the behaviour of the‘system, it
is in this sense that we speak of ”freely—moving” particles
flobeying!! the laws of Newtonian mechenics. It is alse this‘
sense of tfree! that is made use of by the Hsofti-determinists

according to whom voluntary behaviour is free in so far as it



issues from its own "internal" causes without any "extern
impedimeﬁt. AAs we shall now try briefly to see, the init:
impression of unintelligitility that this tenet might giv
is well justified,

LeSe "Soft'~determinism

3.1”

144

The "internal' causes alluded to are ascribed to such

"internal" events ag decisions or desires., This position

to be held concurrently with the view that every event,

internal or external, is determined by other events in its

particular causal chain, Thus decisions, desires, etc, nmust

is

themselves be caused, But what causes are we to ascribe to

- ’ ©w
“these in their turn? To say that the causes in guestion are

in the form of further decisions, desires, etc., would lead

ineluctably to infinite regress, Thus, it seems, we should

have to say that such "internal! events are caused by events

of a different order, viz.,, 'external' ones. But to grant this

would in efféct be to granf that voluntary behaviour is, fin

the final analysis, caused by "external' events, For if gx

hypothesi "internal' event B .causes ¢ {a voluntary kinesis),

and an "external' event A causes B, then A may be said %o

cause

C with B as a mere "catalyst" or by-product. But now woyld it

still be consistent to say that voluntary behaviour is "free!

din a way other behaviour is net? TFor we have seen that ip the

final analysis, such behaviour is on a par with any othery

of behaviour with regard to "causes', It thus appears that

sort
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to confer a distinguishing property, viz., freedom, on volun--
tary bebhaviour would beiat best gratuitous,
At worst, the postulation of cauéal chains with the
attendant notions of "internal” and "external'events seems to
present us with an inconsistency, viz.: So long as we remain
determinist, -- and "soft''-determinism is af-least purportedly
a form of’determinisﬁ; ~- there wowld be nc‘room.for holding
any event to be more Uexternal”; more '"ex machina'', than any
other: hence the possibility of ”extefnak impediments' emérging
from the interlocking of different causal chains would be |pre-
cluded, For, to be consistent, such interlockings would have
to be regarded as being determined. in accordance with a
higher—levei causal néxus; This,.hcwever, would be to rendexr
the initial postulation of causally independent chains un-

warranted -~ at least within the deterministic framework, 190

- Lok, Tentative conclusicn

Thqu from the foregoing .sectioms, it would appear
that if the concept of é free agent is intrinsic to the position
vof vdluntaﬁisﬁ, ;free"would not admit of being equated with
tindeterminate?: for "agents" casunnot consistently be reganded
on a par with events, and 'indéterminate"can only be predicated
of events. In addition, even if it were to be contended that
the concept of a free agent is not intrinsic to voluntarism,

the term 'free' as applied to kineses (which are events) would

not lend itself toc a consistent deduction of voluntarism Ifrom




the negation of determinism, This would hold whether 'fr
is interpreted in the sense of 'indeterminate', or in the
sense of 'self~determined', ¥or in the former case, ther
would be an impasse between tﬁe application of the term
dealt withrin physics, on the one hand, and its applicati
to voluntary behaviour, ~- to what is referred to in tlc

mentally referring statements, -- on the other, As for !

being used in the latter sense, -~ viz. as tself-determin

it has been suggested that some of the concepts underlyin

this use of the term (e.g. the dyadigtconcept of "internal

vis-a-vis-external™ events)are themselves untenable,
Hende, even though determinism itself is untenabl
so far as it entails the possibility of self-prediction,
does not follow ipsc facto that veluntarism is tenable,
Hence, in turn, the presumption ©f.the "either-or' relati
between determinism and voluntarism must be re-analysed,
Finally, we tried to discuss the position of "sof
deﬁerminism,lwhich, though itself untenable, opens 6bliqu

on to a new approach to the problem at issue, For doe

involve the more frequent error of eguating 'free! with !

minate?, Instead, its error is the novel one of asecribin

both freedom and determinacy to some sorts of behaviour (

voluntary behaviour] at once.
Inconsistencies apart, however, it may be seen th

"soft"~determinism is no substantial alternative to the
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-

"either-or' position (sc., that either volun?arism‘or determinism
is justified); for it nesd not even be at variance with the
lztter position, To say {hat either voluntarism or determi- .
nism is justified (the "either-or! position) does not preclude
the possibility (suggested by 'soft''-determinism) that both
are justhfied,

If we are to find an exit from the voluntarism-determi-
nism impasse, then it will not be by trying to forge a syntﬁesis
between the two--~ a policy which, as we have tried to see in

the case of 'soft"~determinism, is untenable.



CHAPTER II

THE AGENCY=-OBSERVATION DISTINCTION

2e ‘ P:o “sﬁeg‘t‘us.

Indigations so far, then, seem to be that determinism
and voluntarism do not admit of being regarded as logically
complementary tenets, Neither, in fact, is justified as it
stands: for both are grounded in the presumption'that
assertlions may be made regarding the freedom, or the determi~
nacy, of a gi&eﬁ kinesis without specifying the frame wf
reference of the one whé is making the Jjudgement(henceforth
simply to be referred to as the ”jﬁage”). That such a pre-~
sumption has grave logical difficulties we shall subsequently
try to show at more length,

In general, however, we ﬁight try to find an exit from
the debacle to which this presumption has led if we said sonme-
thing along the following lines:

| Whether a given kinesis is to be regarded as determinate
or as free would‘deﬁend upon the fraﬁe of reference of the judge
to the extent that all kineses interpreted as the latter's own
voluntary actions, together with all kineses at lérge.interpreted
to be ”intelligent”‘acfions, would remain In principle indetexr-
minable by the Jjudge in question,.

As said, this is tc put it in extremely general ierus:

38
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nodifications énd.elaborations will be made in the course of
subsequent discussion.,

That‘one's own voluntary behaviour must be regarded as
being indeterminate has already been suggested, indirectly,
in,connectioﬁ‘with.fhe earlier discussion of self-prediction,;
The latter part of the claim will admittedly sound problematic
at this stage. But as it is to fornm tﬁe basis of much sub-
sequent analysis, we shall not attempt to defend it at length
for the moment, |

In outline, then, the agency-observation distinction.
is as fol;oﬁs: one cannot be reparded siﬁultaneously in the
capacity of agent and of observer with respect to any parti-
cular kinesis; hence, by extension, one cénnot consistently
regard a kinqsis both as an action (one that involves an

"intelligent' agent) and observe it sub specie naturae as a

causally determined phenomenon,

We sﬁall be using the above distinction te work out

a conceptual‘écheme that would not involve the iﬂCOﬁSiééenﬁn

notion of absolute~freedom-vis-Z~vis-absolute-determinacy,
The ;ttempt tocregaf& only oﬁé;s own "écﬁions” as

in principle indeterminable ﬁill be considered buf ultinately

rejected, We shall then move oh to see, briefly, in what

way the Kentian view of causality might be relevant to

the problem at issue. It will then be suggested that

"in~princip1a«indeterminability” wonld extend beyond the realn
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of one's own "actions'", This will finally lead us to a look
at the,problgm of "Othefs' Actions", whiéh, we shall tr& to
suggest, is, in the final analysis, another aspect of the
by now notorious problem of ”Other‘Minds"._ Both are geared
to the detection of "intelligent" behaviours,

In order fo be able to analyse the relafion betWegn'
the Ufreédom”iaspect aﬁd fhe‘”intelligence" aspecf, we shall
also be forﬁulatingma subsidiary distindtion, viz., that between
N"firstsn and '"second-ordexr" terms%c That the various "second-
oBder" terms such as 'freedom' and 'intelligence'! pose the
same sort of'ﬁroblem is an issue to be taken up at some length

in Chapter III,

2els The ontological basis of determinacy and the paradox

of self—prediction

We have seen earlierz;in connection with the paradom of

self-predictioch that one's voluntary kineses cannot be deter-

mined (= predicted) by oneself, Prima facie, however, others!.
actions would 5tili admit of being regarded as in~principié~
determinable. This much already seems enough to show that

the determihapy of a given kineéis has no "ontological"

gfound: ie.24, that it would not do to say‘thaf a gilven kineéis
'is determinate, or indeterminate, without s specificaticn

as to the frame of reférence, For a certain kinesis in which
A is involvedg‘say, might be regarded by A as a "voluntary"

action, -~ as a free.action, -- whilst by B it might (or



so we may still assume at this stage) be regarded as inductive-
1y predictable. We shall eventually see that even to assume
that B might predict kineses which A takes to be his (sc., A's)

3

own voluntary kineses has its problems.” But these protlems
‘will\not,be rglevant‘gnﬁi1j1ater°, |

Whether a given kinesis is to be taken as determinate,
then, would seém to be a function of the.frame of reference of
the judge in question. So far, to go. beyond this would appear
to be unwarranted, Sé-for‘the sake of argument, we shall
consider the view that, relative to any giveniindividual, only
his. own "voluntary kineses" are in principle indeterminable.
It will subsequently transpire,.however, that such a crude
”autonomiém”Lis»logically untenable, and we shall have to look
for a different basis to which we might gear the concept of
(apparent, or relative,) determinacy.
2024 Autdnomism

That one's an'behaviour'giggz be in—pfinciplef“
unpredictable (=indeterminate), whilst others' actions (more

strictly, other kineses) are in principle prcdictable scems

to have been the starting-pointcof D.F. Pears' Predicting

and Deciding.4'As we ‘saw earlier, the author did eventually

gravitate tc the more radical position..of saying that even one's

own behaviour (sc., woluntary behaviour) is inductively

L3

vredictables That this position is inconsistent we have already:

tried to show. However, we have not yet tested the consistency



of taking only one's own behaviour to be in-principle indeter-
minate, This we shall now try to do. ' |

On thé autonomhstic tenegﬂ whether a given kinesis is
to be rggardqd as determinate woula be a direct function of
the identity of the judge in quesﬁion. The term 'determinatel,
together with Qhétever.correiates it miéht be underétood-ﬁo N
have ('free', for instance, -~ but this would depend upon ome's
usage), would thus seem %o have taken on the status of

5

sitrictly egocentric farticulars, in the following sense,,viz.:
that they would be rendered redundant by the concomitant use
o0f the ¥first-person pronoun''; for tdeterminate? would never
appiy'to deécripfions of voluntary ﬁfirst-persoﬁ” kiﬁesis,
whilsf éindétérminable' wguld never apply toAanonther person.

In addition to this, of course, there is the factor
that to interpret such terms as having an egocentric function
would not accord with the establisHed use of these terms,

. For then, the%e‘would be no way of explaining how these terums
have come %o écquire a non-egocent;ic use at all: Even to sayb
thére has evolved'é_misuse,of these terms would not do, for.
the following reasons fof.a definite misuse to be established,
different SPaékers would have to concur on thisj(mis)applicatioﬁ
of the ferm;,and_to4assumelthis would not be compatible with

assuming the terms to have originally had an egocentric use

-atnall,

Lo



2034 Causality as a Kantian category -- alttonomism
'rejected

. It would seemy then, that the factor(s) to which the

application of the term 'determinate! (together with whatever
_gorrelates it may be taken to have) is geared may not be
pinned down simply to the individual identity of the speaker
(judge). At this junchure, a short look at what Kant's
anaiysis of causélity has to offer -~ in so far as the concept
of causality is logically related to that of determinacy --
might be in order. For‘Kant's analysis of causality appéars
to suggest, e&en if vefy indirectly, that, though the appli-
cation of the concept of determinacy might be‘relative, it
must be relative in a way different from that assumed in the
simplistic sort of "autonomism" just discussed,

Now, the viiews on causality on which we shall be

drawing will be those put forward in the earlier half of the

Critique of Pure Reason: there seems to be a prqnounced
shift away from his earlier views on causality in his‘éecond
Critigue, where freedom comes to be viewed as a sort of\
absolute-cause or motive forces: Butjthis equivocacy on the
part of Kant does not really interfere with our aﬁaiysis;
suffice it to observe for bur purpose that the views to which
we shall be alluding pertain to the phase before Xant was
tempted to take the '"hypostatic! view of cause-freedom which

emerges in the second Critiques (q.ve., passim},



ﬁow; we find that Kent's earlier analysis of causality
suggests a‘felativity geared not so much to the identity of
the individual judge, as to (what we might call) the category
of inteliigence to which he belongs: thus. an individual
belonging to the same cognitive (9r epistemic) category as' the
judge would, ex hyphthesi, concur with him as to whick kinesis
is to be regarded as det-efminate, and which as indeterminate,
More closely: |

For Kant, causality pertains only to the phenomenal
realm, being merely a mode of interpreting or in-forming the
yworld in terms of man's cognitive appabatus,. Causality, then,
is not a factor in the world-in-itself. Hence, in principle,
‘there might be beingé;of a different category6 who apprehend
the world without recourse to the factor of causality., Nor
would thisvhave'to be regarded as a defect on their part,
From this it would follow that such causal laws as enable us
to predict ==~ i.e, determine -- the behaviour of physical
sysﬁems would also only be relative té ouxr particﬁlar cogniéive
'épparatus.' To this exﬁeﬁt, then, determinacy would be
geared to the category-of-intelligence to whicﬁ-:£e-judge in
question belongs.

" From the point of view of humens, morecver, human

action, -- 5¢., voluntary action, -- would pertain (still on

(2]

the basis of the above conceptual scheme) not to the pheno-

menal but to the noumenal realm, and hence not be subject o
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causal determination., Yet this would not be to say that there

is an ontolbgicai;_--or, in Kantian langusge, transcendental, --

difference between such hunman kinesis as Ts said to be voluné
tary on the one hand, and other kineses o# the other., This

\
in spite of Kant's own failure to grant this conclusion,
. e .

Thus, to be consistent, we should‘not draw an ontological,

or "transcendental” line between human ”Tctlons” and other

klneses. For the sole ﬁlffe;ence between‘the two would be that

; I
-presentations of other kineses (-in-themselves) are "strained

through” the grid of the humen cognitive-category of causality,

while those of "yoluntary! buman kineses are not,.
Causality, then, is to have no rale to play in the

explanation of ontologlcal or an sich dlffprerces- on the same

showing, it would not do to subscribe to a concept of absolute

\
determinacy, in so far as the question as to whether a given
|

kinesis is to be viewed as determined is geared to the factor as

to whether its causes can be (pre-)determined. What may be
|

said, however, is that *elat¢ve to the agent in QU&SCIOJ, is20

where the identity of the Jjudge c01n01des‘w1uh that of the

agent, his own "#oluntary” kineses would *ever be subject to the

sort of causes which he presumes to determine (or rather, govern)

other insfances of behaviour,” ‘ ‘

It might be noted that Kant, in later exposition, erred

€ritically in saying that {recdom, as dlstwncﬁ from causation,

is absclute, For it .may be seen that the freeaom from

[
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(phenomenal) causes that human "action" is supposed to have is a
consequence of the very suspension of the application of the ,
causality-category. If that category had been appliéd‘(ger

impossibile) to human "action', then the latter would no longer

be free in the Kantian sense. But this would also be to say, in
effect, that, to the in-principle_conceivable‘beiﬁgs who
apprehend the world without using the causality-~category at
all, there need be no difference between the sort of presen-
tation to which humans do apply the categbry in question, and the
.sort of preéenﬁation to which they do not*apply.that
categor&.

Lengthy Kantian exegesis would of' course be irepelevant
to our present purpose., This nmuch, however, has been to
suggest one possible conmeptual scheme under which the concept
of determinacy would be neither
a) absolute, as it is held to bé under (Iaplacean, or 'hard®)
determinism; for the question as to whether a given kinesis is
to be viewed as déterminate would turn upon the gquestion as %o
wliether its causes can be ascertéined, and the latter in turn
has been seen to be relative to the judgels cognitive
apparatus;
nor
"b) would it be relati¥e in the strictly autonomistic sense
;~i.e., that the determinescy of a kinesis is a functionw of

the individual identity of the judge.
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Instea@, we have a concept of determinacy where it is
taken as being relative to the Qogniﬁive'éppafatus of the
judge. That the Kantian scheme is open to logical objectioﬁs
has been mgde much of, But whether or not the scheme is itself
consistent, it is relevant,here‘tgisuggesﬁ a genersl direction
in which we might seek a consistent interpretation of the
concept of determinacy, What has been said here is neither. pur-
ported to be Kant's views on determinism, nor is it a defence
bf'his views in‘this connection, Using the sort of conceétuél
scheme suggested, however, as a tentative indicatipn of the
sort of:conceptual scheme that would be teﬁable in the final
analysis, we shall now proceed to the agency~observation
distinction,

2okt Nomological versus causal determination

The gist of the agency-observation distinction has
already been given in the opening section of this chapter,
We shall now try to analyse the factors ihat seem to call for
such a distinction, The remainder of this chapter may be seen
as a consideration of thése factors in their various aSpects.

It might be in order to prélude this discussion with =&
genefal reﬁark: The agency-observation distinction may be seen
as, inter alia, an extension of the impossibility-of-~self-

prediction "rule' (cf, pe 7 et 5€Qe;, supra.) But whereas the

latter "rule! would only filter out the possibility of pre~
dicting onels own voluntary kineses, the distinction presently

to be given would preclude the prediction of zny act (kinesis



taken to involve agency) regarded to be intelligent, whether

or not it is'iﬁfefpreted tp be performéd by the judge himself,
Thatv”acts” other than one's own might have to be regarded as
indeterminable relative to any given judge has already tentative-
1y been suggésted in the preceding section, where we considered,
if only in general terms, the possibility that determinacy

might be geared not to the individual identity of the judge,

but rather to his/its cognitive apparatus,

Before going further, it might be as well to try to
disentangle two strands in the concept of "determination'' which
have . often been confused, It will subsequently be seen that the

WO senses are complemeﬁtary to each other,

The facets to be distinguished may tentatively be

labelled:

i) the causal,

and

ii)  the nomol.ogical

senses of ldetermination! respectively.

i) The causal sense is apparent in such sentences as:

Alexander's expeditions determined the course

of history.
Here, we find that the individual (or the event7) which does

the determining interferes with, has a definite hand in, the

realm of events it is said to determine, Here, then, the de-

terminant has the capacity of an agent and enters into the level

of
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events-determined,
idi) An antithetical sense of 'determination' is manifest -
in 9 Ce8ey
The physicist determined the perihelion of
- lMercury.
Here, the oné¢ that does the determining has the r0le of an

observer, or calculator, and is logically precluded from

participating on the level of events which he/it ds said to

Mdetermine”, The physicist here is said to "determine' the path,
or part of the path, of Mercury in so far as he does one of

two things:

a) calculate it in accordance with established laws;
b) observe it "meutrally' without deliberately acting so

as to "cause' the ohject he is tracking te beha#e in any parti-
culdr way, rather than in any other.

| In both (2) and (b), then, the determining element —
viz., the physicist, -- is,vat least in principle, causally
non-determinant, Rather, the one thai "determines” the e¥ent

in question is sa2id to do so merely in tThe nomological sensej

this generic term is:derived Ifronm (a), where laws come explicit-
1y into play, but we use it to csver (b) as well, in order fo
distinguish it from the contrary, viz. the "causél-determinagt”,
sensey True, the individual who seeks Yo determine a certain

course of events in the ‘causal! sense might have toc do some
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"determination in the other sense as well, but he would have to
do so oﬁAa‘différent level from that of direct relevance to the
present issues

From this distinction between the two complementary

‘senses of 'determinationt, it qopligllow that one could only

nomologically determine a certain train of events if one "knowing-

ly" did not interfere with that train of events, Thus one could

only nomologically determine a certain train pof events if one

decided not to play a rdle in it, ~This point will take on more

significance in connection with the later discussion of the re-
lation'between determinacy and communication-limits.aa
Alternatively, the point might be expressed as follows:
if one chose to be an agent on a given level of events, then
one would logically be precluded from predicting -~ hence, from
nomologically determining, -~ events on that particular levél.
Hence, to say that A might determine a given coufse of

events, would be ambiguous: for he might determine it causally

without determining it nowmologicallye. And the nomological

sense of tdetermine' alone is that which is strictly speaking
involved in the concept(s) of determinism and determinacy.

With one's own "voluntary' kineses, one decides to
determine a certgin course of events~- however short --
causally. Thus, for instance, when one decides to threw a ball,

e At AT b 8
‘one seeks to causally-determine the trajectory of the ball.

(4dmittedly, this is mot a very rigorous Formulation:i one does
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not have the exact trajectory in mind when ome decides to throw

a2 ball, But for the present ﬁurpose, this description should be
adequate.) With regard to one's own voluntary kineses, then,
one decides to cause them in the capacity of agent, but one
does not determine them as an observer, in the nomological sense
of tdeterminet,

In the example given, in so far as one's throwing the

.ball is to be taken as voluntary, one would be teieologically

.

biased towards the event of the ball's being thrown as against

its not being thrown., Thus one would not be in a position to

observe the outcome as a mere phenomenon, with a neutral eye.
But to another individual,gé, what B.regards as his own

voluntary kineses may, at least prima facie, be observed as a

"mere' phenomenon, to the extent that A is not involved in it
gua agent (or does not séppose himself to be so involved),
(Sulisequently, this position will have to be qualified, dut To
enter into these gualifications would not be relevant at present:

see section on Others' Actions, infra,)

2e¢5 First; Tersus second;order terms

To interpret a kinesis as a voluntary act, we should
have to "read! intelligence "into' the supposed agent, But in
order to speak in terms ofiintelligence,.wé should have to do
so on a different level from that on which we speak of events

as mere observed phenomena, sub specie naturae, Thus we should

have an "agency" level-of-discourse, as distincet from an
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Yobservation' level-of-discourse. The terms we use when speaking
on the former level we shall call 'Sééond4order'tefms', those

in which we speak of events_sub specie naturae, 'first-order

terms's The remainder of this section will be an attempt to
explicate this terminology, and to_clarify and defend the posi-~
tion to which it is geared, .

The extent to which a voluntary agent must be supposed ,

for the sake of consistency, to be at the same time an intelligent

agent may perhaps be seen from the following considerations:
For A to be regarded as a "wvoluntary" agent, he would,
infer alia, habe to be involved ip a kinesis which conforms to his
decision, desire, or whaf in general involves "intentionality',
But this in turn would involve his being able to tell when
the kinesis in question may be said to have occurred, and when
it may not. That is to say, A must be able to observe what
sort of phénomenon+or phenomena are peculiar to the occurrence
of the kinesis in question. And this in turn would be to say
that in order for B to come to the judgement that A is a
volun%ary agent, he (sc.,; B) would have to tobserve O that
A can observe., Bubt B's 'observation® of é's‘observation~
potenﬁial would have to be regardedv(for consistency's sake)
as being of a higher logical order than Ads.observation-as-

judged-by~B. The distinction in levels here may be seen to be

isomorphic (but rot identical) to the more familiar one of

-

1 ' ) . f ey et 1
object~ versus meta-language. For Bts 'observation" o - Als



53

observation might be expressed somewhat as followss
A said, 'The cat sat on the mat'.‘.

which, in toto, would be in the nmeta~languages As against

this, A's observation,
The cat sat on the mat,

would be in the object-language,

To say that ébis a voluntary agent, then, would presuﬁ-
pdse the tenet that A_ is an observer, or a potential observer.
For he must be able to tell what phenomena (ie.ed observatibns)
are peculiar to the (voluntary) kinesis in guestion, and hence,
mpst be able to observe the kinesis, If he were not able to
distinguish this from other kineses, then the kinesis in question
cannot intelligibly be said to be voluntary., Granted that to
say that A4 is a voluntary agent is to say (inter alia) that he
is a potential observer, then to speak #n &erms of voluntary acts
or agents Would be to speak on a higher level from that on
which we speak of mere {"unintelligent’) phenomena,

We thus say that to speak in terms of the latter is %o
speak in first~order terms, whilst to speak in terms of voluntary
acts, intelligence, or any other concept involving that of the
potential to observe is to speak in second-order terms, First-
order terms, fhen, pertain to the "observation''-level of dis~
course, as opposed to second-order terms which pertain to the
agency'-level of dfscourss.

In the first instance, second-order terms are applied
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when the judge and ""agent"” co-incide == i.c,., Qhen one refers
to one's own voiuntary kineées. Hence the opposition Ybetween
this level of reference and the “observation'-level of dis-
course, where the judge is invdlved.merelx in the capacity of
observer Qith respect to the field of events reférred i"o.ll
Supﬁosing, however, that we ;-were now to introduce the factor of
colinguality and the possibility of the Judge's communicating his
predictions to the would-be ageﬁt, however, it may be seen that
second-order terms may be extended to others. But this is a .
problem that we shall begin te look at in the section on Others!
Actions, and, moré closely, in the final chapter.

2464 The distinction misapplied: O'Shaughnessy's

t0bservation and the Will!

In the present section, we shall try to analyse briefly
the respective fallacies attendant upon

a) assuning that there is an ontological difference between

the sort of kinesis one regards as voluntary and the sort of

kinesis fne regards sub specie naturae:

b) assuming that (in O'Shaughnessy's words) "there is no

compazble difficulty posed by the idea of observing the action
+ 1113 s hat = - sl

of others...', as against that posed by that of observing

one's own action.

Both these fallacies have becn committed in a context where the

impossibility of the agentts observing his own act 1s in fact

conceded -~ viz., in Brian O!'Shaughnessy's Observation and

EED X
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the Will,

The two fallacies will be analysed in turn, the former
at more length ~~ for the latter opens on‘to the problem of
othefs' actions, a proElem to be probed more c¢losely in sub-

sequent sections, as we have mentioned-~time and again. To

begin with, a2 brief preliminary analysis of the agency-observation
distinction to the extent that it dissgranted in the article in
gues}ion, .

In O'Shaughnessy's scmewhat figurative terms:

'1Suppose you are engaged in an action like...
writing a letter, and suppose that you begin

to wonder why...you cannot observe that action,
Then I thinlk one of the most natural answers

to come to mind is as fdliows. Tt is the essen~
tial funetion of observation.io apprise us of the
world we inhabit, whereas this that I am doing is
still of my world, This is not yet a part of

rature, of the status guo, of what is, but 1s on
. . 1
the brink == on the brink of becoming so0.!

Iﬁ less péetic terms, the analysis of this might be as
follows:

One cannot observe one's action btecause the kinesis in

which it consists has not yet been verformed, Once it has

been performed, it is no longer an action as suck, but a

fait accompli, which, being past, is beyond observation.

In a sense, when one sets out, per impossibile, to observe

onel's Yaction", one is Jooking in prospect: all observation
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consists in seeing "what will happen next", with a neutral,

and; in a sense, inquisitive eye., One asks, 'What will

happen next?l, Then one observes thé occurrenée in the next
instant, and.one's question is answered, But now, if what
one sets out to observe is one's own action, one could no
longer ask, tWhat will happen nex%é' ~- for the simple reason
that one has decided what is to hapﬁen next,

It may, of course, happen that one's decision is sub-
gequently thwartea by (what would normaXly be called) external
circumstances: One may for instance decide %o pick up article
X, then find that someone else ends up apprdpriating it instead,

before one can do so oneself. But in that event, we should

say, not so much that one's observation has turned out contrary

to onels prediction, or even expectation, as that one's

decision has failed to be realised., The decision itself is
not altered, and the fact remains thatl one has decided in
advance what is to (7's0ll" rather than “wird") happen next.
What one cbseﬁvqﬁ, then, gives one information, but what one

performs oua agent has already been decided and is hence beyond

novelty and beyond observation,

a)’ Having apprehended the logical disparity between
performing a kinesis and observing it, however, O'Shaﬁghnessy
goes on to commit the all-too-familiar error of holding that

1By action we irreducibly alter the state of

' 1h4b
the universe!



(where by"we'? O'Shaughnessy presumably means' humen belings,
and possibiﬁ such animais as himans migﬁt credit with the
_potential for voluntary action,) and that

‘fe are ultimate sources of change in the environment

in a way a river or hurricane is,not.'15
It may be seen on analysis that each of these statements refers
both on the agency-level of discourse and on the observation-
level, If this is so, then the statemenss would be logically
at fault,
To take the first statement, for it will be seen

that the second one poses the same'problem as the first):
It is apparent that this statement is commiited to both levels
of discourse at once, in so far as it contains simulitaneous
references to "agtion! and to 'universe'', where by the latter
term, O'Shaughnessy seems Lo understand tbé readm of 'naturall
observed events, TFor if the term were understood to comprehend
all events at large, then to say that some of these (viz.,
Yactions') "irreducibly alter' the whole train of events would
be unintelliigidle, Hence the implication that "action' is
something over and above the world of observed events, and

. thus ontologically different from such phenomena, We shail

now try to see where this position errs, with specific reference
to the dichotomy postulated between Vaction”" and the '"matural"
universe,

To say that action alters the natural order of events
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is to say that action (again) thwarts the natural causal order
~- the order established, ex hypothesi, on empirical investi-
gations, What would then result on the imposition of this
literally supernatural "action', then, would be something not
in accordance with the causal order, Hencc the wirld at
large, being an interpley of such quasi-divine interference on
the one hand and 'natural" events on the other, could not con-
sistently be seen as pertaining to any causal order at all.16
Or if a causal order is postulated at a higher level so as to
take into account this quasi-divine interference, then this

newly found order would govern the world at large, so that it

would make no sense toc speak of "action" (part of this order)
as altering the rest of the order, It may also be seen that if
by action we alter the natural order, then the action, or
activity, of scientific investigation itself would impede the
very (causal)>order it is supposed to try to nomologically=-

determine, (Cfs the Indeterminacy Principle, Also see criticism

17b

-
~s

of W, Wick's Truth's Debl to Freedom, Chapler III; infra

That this is impossible, however, is, as we have tried to see,

BN

the very basis of the agency-observation distinction, That
action M"irreducibly alters' the state of the universe thus does
not admit of Being concurrently held with the distinction
mentioned,

It will be sesn that the above argument is structurally

=] 0o,

efutzation of the tenet of divin
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interference: in both cases, the attempt to postulate an order
of events abové the natural one may be ghoﬁn to result in
either a dissolution of the natural order, or in the "super-
natural' order being ergulfed in the natural one, If the tenet

-of divine interference is logically insupportable, then so, Dby

the same token, is the tenet in "supernatural' human inter-
ference, And if the statement éhat action irreducibly alters
the world is untenable, then so is the view that "we (sca,
human beings, and possibly such animals as humans credit with
the potential for voluntary action) are ultimate sources of
change in the environment in a way (natural objects) are not.“l7
More on this, however, in the following chapter.

Before leaving the point at issue, perhaps it would
be relevant to try to see where the impression of the !
firreducible’ potential fér changing the universe has cropped
in, and why it dissolves on scrutiny:

The kinesis which onet's prospective act comstitutesy; -~

eaZs the depression of a button; -- comes to be viewed teleo~

logically, as against sub specie naturae o By the same Token,
to the extént that the complementary event (the event whose
possibilify is complementary to that of the prospective act,
~- in this case, the button's remaining undepressed) is not
viewed teleologically, it is comnsidered as a natural event.
Hence, thé teleoclogically viewed eveht -~ onels prospective

act, -- comes to be viewed, at the same time, as running counter
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to the natural ordetr. Thus, if A decldes to press the button,
and we ask him, 'How do you know you\will press the button??',
it would be irrelevant for him to reply, tBecause the event is
predictable from knowﬁ causal laws.', or anything to that effect,
. Anstead, the most reasonzble sort of reply A could make would be
something like, ;Because Ilye decided to and nmy mind is made
upn,! | |

The answer: that is to say, would have to be in second-~
order terms, such as 'decided', And it is these terms that give
a semplance of the ''supernatural” to those kineses which one
views as one's acis, in so far as such Terms are not on the
Mobservation''~level of discourse, That it would hevertheless be
fallacious to vieﬁ.one's acts, or the kineses constifuting one's

acts, as being ontologically disparate from '"nmatural" events

we have already tried to diécuss.

b) Now t¢ analyse briefly the second fallacy, viz., that of
viewing ''the actions of others'" as "of the world", This view
comes dangerously near to what we have termed "autonomism", if
it does not lead us rignt into ite

18

To the extent that others! actions are (per impossibile)

taken as being Yof the world', they cannot be simultaneously_
regarded zs being éapable of '"irreducibly altering" the world,
The reasons for saying this we have already discussed eariier
in this section. And if fhey cannot te regarded as having this

potential, then it becomes difficult to see to w



are (on O'Shaughnessy's schene) to be reéarded as "actions"

at alle "For we aﬁé af the same time supposed to:assune thét
action ~-sce; action at large, ~- irreducibly alters the world,
Hence it seenms wé weuld have an inconsistent terminology,

This aside, it would seem that whether a given kinesis is to be
viewed as a "world-altering actionﬁ would turn upon the identihty
of the individual judge-cum-agent. And this would be, in
effect, to Take us back to autonomism,

| To hold that a given‘kinesis constitutes an "action” ~~
viz., anotherts action, =~~ and at the same time to hold that it
is "observeable' and Yof the world', would thus seem bo be incon-
sistent with the assumption that by actionjye irreduoiblj
alter' the world, Or, if it is to be argued that some actions -=
vizZe, "others! actions", -~ do not alter the world in the same
"irreducible” sense as one's own actions do, then it would

seen |

1)

that what constitutes an zction at all has not yeb'begn
clarifiédg

L) whether dr notv an'actien, however defined, is""ol the
world" would turn upon the identiity of the individual judge,

and hence thé "worl&liness“‘of an éction ¢zn have no ontdlogical
basls,

2.7, Others?t . fActions

‘Even on the assumption of a rudimentary sort of

agency-~observation distinetion, such as that assumed in
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O;Shaughnessy’s Qbservéﬁion aﬁd the Will, it thus seems, we
should remain with the difficulty of explaining how the term
ﬁaction' came to.be applied to kineses in which cne is not
directly involved, This immediztely suggests an affinity with
the ﬁoﬁe familiaf probiem of ”Other-Minds”. It will sub-
seguently be érgued that both are in fact aspects of the same
‘issue, viz., that of ascribing “intelligence”, --0or, what
amounts to the same thing, ”obsgrvation—poyential”, -= to
otherse We shall be aréuing,too, that even so~called Yothers!
actions', in so far as they are taken to be actions, are in
principle not observable, --or, more strictly, not-observed,--
as being "ol the world", as opposed to the sort of event taken
~into account in {classical) mechanics,

That the ascriptibn,of agency to an individual also:
involves ascribing observation-potential to the latter, we have
already discussed  (see ppe.5l fi,, ggﬁggj. That it would, in
a&dition,:involve~aHdegregTof colinguality between judge %ﬁé.-
supposed»égenﬁ seems Lo be suggeé%éd by the follewing 5gnsi~
deration, viz.:

In so Ffar as the supposed agent is interpreted as

0]

-having observation-potential, he may be teken as ccumunicating

his presumed observation to the individual who judges him %o
have cobserver-potential, That the message read might be

unintended or misinterpreted is for the moment irrelevant, It

of ecolinguality may vary beltween
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different judge-"apent" pairs., It may alsc be seen that such
colinguality, in so far as it is geaﬁeﬁ to the factor of
observation-pote?tial, can bold only between judge and presumed-
agent, not between judge and presumed "mere phenomenon'', Fox.

the DOoS*bl]lty of a nresumed "mera nhenomentn” having

observer~potential is logiczlly prec uded. (See vre 5L fI,,
supra., Cf, also clarification and elaboration of this argument,
 Chapter III, passim.)

Supposing, then, that we had a judgs-'agent® paif,

'é and B, such that A and B could coumunicate with each other

to the thent that 4 could jinform B of A's predictioné of Bis
voluntary kineses.,

Then & would be ablevto tell B what the latier would,
€s8e¢, "decide! to do in then Pxf instant. Here, we.should have
a recurrence, =-- or at any rate, overtdnes of, the paradox of
self-prediction (ef, pps 7 £Iv, supral,

And jev, granﬁed that in principle the judge (viz., &)

could observe ”anoth~1?u actions! (vi

L\’;

X 2’551

should be no inconsistency in supposing that 4 could predict
Bts actions, At least, not until a proviso has been given as
-to what sort of imstance would admit of being cbserved (sc.,

sub specle na+u*ae), ut no+ of being predicted, As we shall -

subsequently try to discuss, however, the inconsistency involved

7

voluntary kineses lies-in the assumption that we.can observe:.

63
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others! presumed-to-be-actions, in the same way as we observe

the behéviéur-éf statistical-mechaniéal ("clockwork"] systems,
The relationship between the ascription of (intelligent)

- agency,; observation, and prediction, will thus form the subject

T the

R




GHAPTER III

/\-IANGUAGE

3¢ . Prasvestus

In the second chapter, we have tried to work téwards a
éonsistent alternative to the concept of absolute determinacy.,
We bhad alss tried to suggest that, even if the concept in
guestion is to be viewed as being in some sense relative to
the frame of refereﬁce, it would not admit of beinégeared sim§ly
to ﬁhe identily of the dindividusl who uses ite. For to regard
gglxvone?s,own'voluntary kineses as being in-~-principle in~
aeterminable would pose logicél problems. of its own,

In so far as the factor of determinacy involves that
of nomological-determination, and in sosfar as the.latier in

turn involves that of observation (pp. 48 ff., supra), the

abové problem opems on to the question as to whether only one's

i

wn Yacts! are in principle unobservablé’(sc,, sub specis
naturae)e
 As we have seeny one of thg problems posed by
autonomiém'(ppg L3 ffa,'supra) is that, if it is dinconsistent
ib enterﬁaim the possibilily of se;f—predictipn, then, on the

same showing, we should preclude the possibility of the

. . L . - . . s A FONE X
sgent ts being informed of predictions of Lis. own voluntary
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in ¥rineciple predictable, and if the judge in question could

qommunicate his predictions, and the grounds of these, to the

would-be ageﬁt,'then the agént would (per impossibile) be in
access to predicﬁiqns cf his own "actioms', Hénce we ghould
have a recurrence of, or a close variation on, the impasse
presented by the paradox of.self-pbediction.

Thus it would seem that an anal#sis of the factors to
which the application of the concept of determinacy is relative
would have to take into account'éhe elgment of colinguality #-
the extent to which communication miéht be assumed to hold
between judge and presumed agent, This element is to .play a
signifiﬂant role in-the present chapter, Eventually, we shall
trf to suggest tha# détérminacy may be seenr te be relative to
the factor of /\nlanguage.

The-formukation of the latter concept would involve an
analysis of the extent to which the Judgels application of

second~order terms, such as !freedon! ox fintelligence{, is

geared to (inter alia) the way in which first-order terms might

be applied to himsell,
Before being in-a poszition to formulate the concept of
/\mlanguage, however, we shall first have to try to discuss
- =8 N . . N .

the fellacy of supposing second-order Tterms ©o have an ontological

basis in the same way as do first-~order terms. This will be

e T . - S
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betweeh first- (in Wick's terms, "empirical) and second ('canoni-

caGadM). ordér terﬁs,.coﬁcurreqtly with the attempt to place them
on the same ontological basis. To this extent, Wick's position
seems antithetical te certain implications in O'Shaughnessy's.
f???%?l?yl wggre §H¢q§igan#ary s§xt of agency-obéervation distinc-
tion leads =~-though not always consistently3 -~ to an autonomism
where the observability of a kinesis cémes to be geared to the
identity of the individual judge. |
.The application of second—ofder ﬁefms.ig geared to

empirical factors, but only in a way relative to the ’ﬁ—language
between judge and agent; Hence the lﬂDllCﬁb*On in chm S paper
that freedom, for instancé, has an application independent_of
who is using the concept would be erroneous, And what goes for
fréeedom would go for-all second-order terns at large.

2y - -

Beka Wick's znalysis. of "acdivitics -characteristic of

intelligence!

LY

So far, O'Shaughnessy's thesis seems to have left us

with the prodblem (inter alia) of accounting for the fact tHal we

i-h
u
B
lod
H
0
i

d¢o in practice refer to others as sgentis, or peri
Mactions", For if only our cwn actions were in principle
unobservable‘and "not ¢f the WOrldﬁ, then unobservability and
fotherworidiiness' could not constitute criteria as to'wgat
sort of klnes;b qualifies as'an “acﬁionﬁ in genéral. And no

Lf“@;@ﬂilac had been suggested for ”aCblO“” other than

- n

"otqc sorldliness" and unobservel ility¢ This much e have



already seen, | :

Now, in-Wick's Truth's Debt to Freedom, we find, prima
facie, at least, an issue from this debacle., .For Wick attempts
to interpret ﬂéctivities_characteristic of inﬁelligence”‘as
being ontologically Gistinct fPom “everything in nature“é*,
so that whether a given kinesis is to Ee considered "not of the
world" or "not in nature’ would no lounger depend upon ﬁhe.
identity- of the individual judge. Thus, an exit seems to emerge-
from. the difficulty of ascribing "action' to others,

However, on further analysis; it will be found that to

assume an ontological difference between '"intelleigent activities!

‘on the one hand and '"natural’ kineses on the other would not be

compatible with the distinction beiween first- and second-order. =

termsy =~ a distimeddion which . Wick.in effect makes,; and which «
must, if one is to be consistent, be made whatever one's termino-
logy or conceptual schome,
ﬁéfbre proceeding to find = genuine solution to the
problem at hand, we shall first have to look al Wick?s thesis:.
The authcr‘tries to argue,
a) ~ that inteliigent activity in general cannot, in congis»
tency, be explained in terms of empirical causes, -- at least
not.gua intelligent abtiﬁity; |

b) that, to this extent, such activily is To be viewed as

* " We italics in the origihal,

GO0 A VORI GG U P



”free”. ' -
That such activity Qénnot consistently be explained

in accordance with causal laws, such as would enable it %o be

-

predicted by the agent, we have already discussed. However,

-

e indications so far also. seecm to be against .viewing such

o

activity as ''free" without provisions. (That such activity is
"free', in the sense of ffree from matural causel laws', has
already been implieit in O'Shaughnessy's paper, of course, --
where action (i.e. intelligent activity in general) was deemed
to have a ''world-zlterding' (which is tantamowunt to '"world-
defying') potential, But, as we have seen, this aspect of the
paper had never been rendered compatible with the autonomistic
aspect of it.)

Meanwhile, to recur to Wick'!s paper: here, it is said
that

eeesall tallt of truth would be utterly pointless
if there were nothing to it but causal influences
that induced me to say or think this, while
causing you to opine that, --~ nor indced would

it make any sense to taltk of thinking or opining,
which involves reference both to an object and
to an objective, which is thinking what is in

7o

fact the case.’

D

By tobjective!’ here, the author may be presumed to be

referring to the "empirical event' of opining or thinking

j=

(though whether thinking

5
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viewed as & finite évoht
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be alluding to the opinion opined (viz,, that-ple. That a
simﬁlfaneous refefénce to bofh object and objecﬁive invﬁlves'
logical difficulties mey once again be seén from the objects
language/meta~language distinction --to leave aside for the
‘moment the first~orderutermeecond-order term distinctiom,
For on the assumptiontthat a given sentence cannot be on more
than one logical level (object-language level, meta-language
level, etc.) at once, it would be unwarranted to interpret a
sentence describing an opinionor thought as describinmg both
an object and an objective.

Thus far, at least, Wick seems to have apprehended a
geﬁuihe problém: logical errors are coensequent upon "talking
about truth" on a par with talking about empirical events.(e.g;

kineses). But eventually, he is led to make an ontological

g

distinction between what nmight be termed truth-involving events
and-othex (“nmatural!) events, in.the sense that he takes truth-

involving &vents as being differént things from "natural' eventse

oo

. 3 -

distinguished from the wvalid distinction,

o
[0

s to

,_h

This position

13

H

that there is a logical (as against ontolog;cal) differenc:

betweéen referenoe;to‘e%ents~as«inVolving—truth‘on the one hand,

and to evenbs-sub-specie-naturae on the other,

In'ordei to be able to analyse Wickls argument in this

> ‘ - o : . g s . . FEy .
connection, we might first look briefly at his-distinction

. . —— ——— e 1 A St comnmn e s oo pn m——
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have suggested, amounts To a distinction between first- and

second-order terms, Wick expresses the distinction as follows:

*esoethe concept of a bacterium is an empificdi concept
in a sense in which the concept of (e.g.,) an empirical -
‘8¢ cience RS'nnt,e,wewldentlfy instances of the first
by referring back to instances that we have met, however
complicated the procedure of identification and classi-
fication may become, But to identify a scientist or
an instance of scientific inquiry...f%ould have to be
€l carried outj in relation to what I shall call a canom,
rather than in relation to individuals previously
observed...A scientist,e.is not recognizable as &
scientist except by the canon of the science,..and tpe

—

concevrt of this is not empirical in the usual sense.

2.4

s ‘ : 3 n N ~
It is, as we say, "only an idea, the archetype of a
kind of norm-regulated activity. We have to understaad
ess Ythe scientific game't,
The distinction here, then, is bet”emn corccpts whose
ekempllf1vatwons have empirically verifiable traiis in common

traits in common, -~ and conéepts whosk

—-= Llece Observa
exemplifications have to be identified by exitra-empirical means,
Further on, Wick says:

1,..while everything in nature happens according to rules,

the sctivities characteristic of intelligence are aimed

at being in accord with the conception of a ruleces!
That is to say, the activities 'characteristic of intelligence
are a C¢2on1041 form of hehaviocur. ' And this is to say that

those said to exenvliify Vintelligent! behaviour riustebedblacto

ry o

T s e mime el e et e i i o v pvne ameap
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observe what consthatutes behaviour in accor@énce with the canon
«~im question, and what ‘doss not. This in turn would také us
back to the concept of obser#er-potenti&l, discussed earlier
(vize, ppe 51 ff.). The distinction being made here by Wick,

2ot inahs xe)
GLECINCCLGN DG

He-u elemeucs with directly

common, and elements that can themselves
observe what sort of phenomenon would accord with g given canon
= 2eZsy What sort of behaviour would accord with (to use a
somgwhat simplistic example) tilways put up an umbrella in rainy
weather?!, and what would not., And this is tantamount to the
distinction made ea*l er between first- and becond-order terms,
Having seen that Wick does observe such a distinction, we
shall now proceed to examine how he misuses it, in the final

analysise.

To recur to the extract Just quobted: here, "everythin g in
nature' secems to be counferposed against "the activi ies charac—

tetristic of intelligence', thus suggesting that the two are

mutualdly exclusive., If this werc not so, then the contrast would

[¢)

be a vacuocus one, Yet, as Wick himself concedes, the sense of the

term Vexplanation'! varies

“acecording as to whether we are Thinking of'aﬂ}
M
activity as a process in the context of other
- 11
natural processes~~which we can always do' ™7

He italics in original



or, as he puts it,

focussing our atfention on the specific

characteristics it has as an intelligent

activity.la

This éxposition seems to be‘inconsistent‘in a nunber
of respects:
i) intelligent behaviour, in spite of the earlier
oprosition fo "everything in nature''y is said to admit of
being regarded in the context of "other" natural processes ~--
hence the implication that such behaviour is, after all,
Ynaturall, .
ii) But then, again, it comes to be spoken of as having
U'specific characteristics', and to regard it as having these
cheracteristics ds, at the same time, taken as being alter-
native to regarding it as a "natural processi, Neverthelessg it
might te agked, if 1% really did have specific characteristics,
then surely to regard it under the 'natural" aspect, ~- L.e.,
as not having these characterisitics, ~m'woula not he an

alternative, but a defective way of looking at it?

He

ii) Supposing, after all, that intelligent activity
were outside of’%very@hiﬂg‘in nature', then just where would
it be? It is %o be noticed that %o say that intelligent
activity is mot part of “nature” is not simply a figurative

ey of spesking: for it involves the position that it is not

under any circumstences to be regarded as 'natural', and thatb

.



there can be no alternative, "gub specie naturae’, way of referring

~to ite 4As we have already seen in connection with O'Shaughnessy's

paper, this is liable to lead us into a problem very like the
classic one of the relation between God and the universe.

L)  to whother we

are to distinguish between ”inﬁelligent” activities and
"natural® processes in accordance w1th empirical criteria, or
in accordance with ""canonical' oness For thus far; at least,
ro third génre of criterion is in sight,

Iittle analysis is needed to show that we cannot
consistently say that @mplr;caW criteria sufllce to distingulsh
"intelligent"‘behaviour from cther sorts of behavioﬁr, for
ex hypoth esi, the former is not empirically identifiable., So

.*-“.M M

it would seem that we should have to use Ycanonical!" criteria

to distinguish Ycanonical behaviour. But even nrimaHiacieﬂ

there ap ears to be something circular -~ whether or not
yiciously't ~- about using canons to determine what sort of
activity involves the application of canons,

To look at this at somewhat more length before trying
cut 2 new focus to the problem as to how such terms as *Iree-
agent"of"inﬁelligémue' come to e appliede

" If intelligent activity were to be taken as being

e
(<2

is to be, then there wounld

P B iy >J--e- oy v
ay b, and’ ¢, say, -~ thav ;
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over and above other empirical characteristics -- x, y, and z,

szys Hence, we should (per impossibile) say, for instance,

'This activity has a, b, and ¢ in addition ts x, y, and z, and is

thus an intelligent activity! -- in one breath.
Imigquprpw:for awwyile tﬁeghaokneyed anaiogy (or
conceit of the "language-game™, however, the above position
may then be seen to say that one can speak in terms of “intelli-

gence'" and in terms of the various empirical concepts within

the same language-gamé&, And this in turn would be to say that

the same set of rules should suffice to govern both the appli-
cation of empirical concepis, -~ e.8¢y X, ¥, 2nd z, -~ and that
ofithe concept of intelligence, However, the following consi-
deration sﬁDWS that the same set of rules cannot be taken to
govern the appvlication of the term 'intelligence! simultancously
with that of the various enpirical éoncepts:

The rules of the game would have to include, ex

hypothesd,

i) rules as to when to apply the empirical concepis in
guestiong

but they would also have t§ include y
ii) rules as to when to apply the concept of intelligence.

Q

We have already tried to see that the concept of intelli-

gence involves the factor of observation-potential, Thus the

-rules of ths hypothetical gzme would have vo indicate when

»

13 : o o
“7_?_may be interpreted as having

given phenomena/individuals

¥
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observation-potential, But observation-potential itself may
- be seen primarily as: the potential to apply the rules of
-the very '"language-game¥ in question. For instance, to be

able to tell when a decision (e¢f, ppe. 51 ff., supra) may be

“hean rpaTisedT«one»should have to be able to

Coaa

‘epply either empirical concepts-- i.e., follow the rules

referred to under (i), ~- and/or to apply the concept of
1nte171gence itself <-i.e., to follow the ruTes referred to
under (ii}),.

Thus, the hypothetical set of rules in gquestion,
call it R, would have to define when someone may be sald to be
. applying R itself. And the possibility of thiks is of course
logically precluded.

Yet, at this point, it might still be contended that
the rules governing the application of the concept of inbtelldi-
gence need not involve a viclous self-referemce, in so far as
these rules need be recursive 011y 7ith respect to another
part of R ~-~but not with respect to themseclves, That im, thal
they need only refer to the rules governing the application of
gggiggg§$wcdncepts, such that to be able to tell if something
is intelligent, we need only test whether it has the capagity
to apply empirical concepts, But to this, it might bg saiq
that, in order to be consistent, we should nevér be iﬁ a
position to tell when/whether to applﬁ the concept of intelli-

gence to individuals wvah t)e~u elves meke use of the concept

A 4 et mm o n e e o e nvny
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(sCey of’intelligence). Nor woul& "G8del's Theorem' offer an
exit from this impaése: but that is something we have no cause
to enter into here,

In this connection, then, we might camclude that to
postulate '"specific characteristics! of inielligence would
only involve us in a vicious self—féferance -~ as may be seen

from the "language-game' example,

‘3620 Selective-behaviourisn
| The concept of intelligence,- then, together with. any other
concept involving the factor of observation-poctential, cannot
;onsistently be assoclated with a specific phenomenon that is
on a par with rand "additive to' other phenomena, Thus we have
yet to show kow such terms such as t'action' (i.e., fvoluntary
kinesis?') have come to be applied on an ostensibly non-relative
(asoﬁposed to esgoceniric) basis., The 0!Shaughnessian paradox

of the exclusive unobgervabiliiy of one's own actions, existin

(1]

simultaneously with the (presumad) phenomenon of ‘'others?

ion of second-order terms

ol

actions? s%ill remains., The applica
at large, it seems, cannot be geared to empirical factors on
eny simple basis, such that it could be said which specific

stics are indicative of intelligence, and

e

empirical character
which are not, or such that these terms might be interpreted as
referring to phenomena over and above other phenomena,

It night seem thet the foregoing section has not really

progressed beyond what had already been s2id in the section on
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flrst-w and Sf=<:ozld--o:r'de”n

terms, But by now, the followung points

valsc seem to suggest themselves, viz,:

a) whatever, 1f anything, are to be regarded as the specific

Y

characteristics of intelligence must be viewed as pertaining to

& diff

from those referred to
by empirical terms,

taken in conjunction

with

®) that, in so far as such characteristics are to be at all

regaly in so far as they are to have any ontological basis at

all, the nust somehow belong 'in nature!, alongside less
J fEA ekt g [l &

»

dubious empirical characteristics. For, as we have seen, it would
9 3

not be tebable that the specific characteristics asscociated

“canonicall behaviowr should themselves only be idebtifiable

im accoxdance with canons.

The possibility thus suggests itself that these
cheracteristics might consist of & comnlex of empirical

characteristics, no one of which would suffice slone to gqualify

the bearer as VYintelligent', We

a view,
to gear

to take

too, is untenable,

the applicati

into account the Jjudgels own r\ular

on of

shall now try to

and eventuwally

second~order te

rus

- (./

guage (or

hat any attempt

to factors which fadil

see why such

more stricH-

ly, the limits of it) would end im a logi ica l debacle
The sort of wview raferred to in the foregoing paragragh
is exemplified in particular by so-called Ylogical behaviocurism®

. . N .
e Spinczian fory

R 2 e

of it, the

T T

BOAY A

anyn nt form of

1
3
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it which selects certain complexes of behaviour as being
“intelligent!, i.e. as being expressible in “mental® ternms,
to the exclusion of other complexes of behaviour., It will

be seen that this position exemplifies the sort of tenet refer-

Q

«red to in the following respath, Viz.: the factor of 'mind"

(WP

e

S}

-or "intelligence’ is no longerbgeared to any particular empirical
cheracteristic or simple sum of empirical characterdstics, but

to a constant concomitance of certain characteristics —- Caoy

4 is said to be dntelligent only if he/it menifests dispositional
property d in the presence of factors (i, ﬁ, .and 'y]’, say, together
with dispositional property ¢ in the presence of factors S, éi
and @, say. By ®selective-behaviourism?', then; we shall under-

5. of behaviour are uncon-

stand themviéw thétmcerta
ditionally to be regarded as. 'intelligent!, as against other-
omplexes of behaviodr which are unconditionally to be regarded
as Ynon-intelligent!, in so far.as they are seen to be defective
with resneut to certain dispositional properties., The term
1selective?! is to set the position we are cousidering apfrt from
Spinozian behaviourism, which takes any ymw of veha¥iour as
being expressible in mental terms,. .or, for that matter, in

terms of any -of the infinite remaining attributes of God/
5

We shall now fry briefly to see thai that selective

Nature,

(as sgainst Spinozian) behaviourism is as much committed to

hhyuostat1~LW*f intelligence, -- and hence, all second-order

e e T



terms en blod, -- as any of the positions discussed so far.

80

'Now, if it involves a "category-mistake! to speak of intelligence

in the same terms as we should speak of the empirical charac-

teristics that it ex hypothesi involves, just as it would to

elements, then intelligence/mind should anologously be

to non-intelligent phenomena as a collection or complex

elements at least to the following extent, viz. that it

ame terms 2s we should of its

related

to itsw

should

be specifiable, in the case of '"defective" (non-intelligent)

instances, precisely what the defects are, and this without

resorting to "mental" terms, Mutatis mutandie) with a collec-

tion, ~- say, a string quartet (sc., the group), -- we should,

iven a defectiwve collection, =~ =23 a cellist and a violist
g ) ’ 3

Y

-— be..able . to speciliy Jus

a pair of wviolindsts), and this

_—
W WaA

cb

- is/ere missing, (in this case,

without referring to the

desired complex-as such. {e.gey here, "violinist! weuld be expli-

cable in terms other than !string-quartet?), Similsrly, with

complexes rather than colleciions, it should be specifiable--

non~circularly, -- how the missing elemenits should

to the elements already prese

nte

-

be related

An anealogous procedure, however, is not apparent in

the case of "intelligent” wversus ""non-intelligent! instances

of behaviour, Fory; as yet, the question has yet {c be answered

as to which empirical dispositional chearacteristics would go

to meke up "intelligenl'' beha

TEOWD ¢



in mental or second-order terms would simply constitute an

[P P
P

lgnoratio elenchi, For if the problem cannot be answered

except in "mental" or non~empirical terms, then strictly

speaking, it cannot be answered at all,

LAre still left inside the vicious

circle with an irreducible 'mental” or 'canonical precipitate,

And this would be tantamount to taking "intelligence” to be
a phenomenon over and above other (empirical) phenomena -- the

very thing from which we are'tryingté find an exit.

343, The empirical basis of colinguality

So far, then, the concept of intélliqenqe, and with it,
all second~order concepts en bloc, have resisted being based
consistently on any -empirical grounds. TYet, in}practice, the
terms tend.to be applied with a fain degree of comsistency --
even though, perhaps, no more consistently than‘the‘so~@alled:

tended to be usedy The relation between

tyalue -tormd®: have

second-ocrder terms.and value~terms.will gain relevances in a

later sectione Ileanwhile, tc recur {o the way in which second-
order terms are related to empirical factors:

Earlier, (Section 2.5., pps 51 fi,) we had suggested

»

that, where A judges B to have obsexvation-potential, A and B

o~

nguality, Now to track some

Ll

" cold

Fh

must have a certain degree o

o~

of the consequences of this factor in relation to the (as yet
unfound) empiricsl basis of second-crder terms,

CAn Intevesting bubrnoreblishess fallaciows suggestion

81
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in this regard has beeh. put *ovward by Norman Malcolm in

Knowledge of Other M:an’sol6

Here, Malcolm asserts that it would make no sense to

ascribe understanding to anything that does not have something

ilg the humsn faee or bady, no.matiter heow many intelligible

T e AR W LAGe
[etey o g

vr)

sounds it makes, The significance of this pronouncement we
shall try to see a littie latera Meanwhile, however, it seems
to invite at least two objections, viz.:
i) the attenmpt to gear "1ntellﬂgence” or "understanding"
to a single empirical factor (viz,., that of the “human-face-
or-body“) is suspect, as we shall try to indicate.in~thé
following counterexample:

Among automaﬁa,WOT;“moré particulérly, between two.

automata with the same information-reception-cum-transmission

capacity, the one with humanoid features might, prims facie,

]..

gqualify as intelligernt, but not the one which cannot, without
a far strétch of imagination, be said to:resemble a human being
physically, Thus, on Malcolmlis i1 junctlou glone, without any

ts to add arti icial limb-like

e

proviso in mlulaation of

structures and oculoid headlights to a computer might suffice to
transmute it into an intelligent individual -~ even while its

capacity to communicalte remains the same, {Thus whereas for-

merly it wsed to "reply" verbally through a transmitter, it might

now ke made %o cnmnunicate its answers, to the same range of

» .
v

questions, by gesturing with its Yiimbs™? and Yeyes", and thus-



becomes "1nte111gent“ )

Such an 1nterpretatlon of 'understandlng' would seen
incompatible with the usual sensé. of the term,
ii) In addition, Malcolm's criterion fails to take into -

&3 would have -different

ﬁptions as to which.compuﬁers may be said to have 'something
‘ligg the human face or body"°l7~
In spite of these apparent defects in Malcolm's
crlterlon it might be xelevant to trf to sec what considera-
tions might conceivably lead one to.assume such a c¢riterion,

This we shall do in the folliowing sub-sections

3e3+.1. Physical characteristics of the judge

Malcolm'!'s injunction against applying the concent
of understanding to ecreatures whick have ostensibly nothing
like humancid features might perhaps be ahalysed as follows:

Faeed with:such a creaiure, which nevertheless mnokes

what might initially pass for "intelligent" utterances, we
might be led to guestion whether these ntterances are, in the

. ”~

final analysis, made on the basis of the reception of Infor-

mation, with the function of fransmitting information, (We

may assume here the point made earlier -~ viz.,, on pp., 531 £,

-~ that non~indiecative uses of language also involve cbsel-

7]
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Information would Thu

bservetions, directl
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or indirectly received; or, in the case of automata, the infor-

.mation trahsmiﬁféa'£§“the automaton;.if "undefstood” by the

°

human recipient, would amount to a piece of indirect (hearsay)
.18 : . .

observation, But as we have tried to see earlier, the expression

of observations cannot consistently be regarded {sc.,, within the

same level of discourse) as a phenomenon sub specie naturae,

Hence, it cannol, within tThe same framework, be regarded as

causally determined within the "anatural! order,

Now, the raison-dfetrs. of Malcolm?s criterion may also
be seen to be based upon (inter alia) the presumption that
”1nﬁe11Lmen*" utterances -~ i,e., primsrily, untterances made

by human beings, -~ cannot be explained as emenating from

natural causes. For we have already sald that within the sazme

it

frame of reference, a kinesis cannot be regarded as both the

-

expresshon 0f an observation (direét or indirect )

emanating‘from‘”naﬁuralﬂ caus&sy If, in addition,; whether a
given kinesis may be interpreted as the —nxpr sion-of~an-

cbuscevation (or, simply, &s an expression,)-- is talken as

having an unconditional answer, then we should also have to sayy

to be consistent, that such a kinesis canon no condition be ex-

.

plained sub svecie naturae, Now, Malcolm'!s position is that

utterances issuing from individuals with no ddentifiably

anthropomorphic feafures ars wnconditionally to be regarded as

nonuin1317igentg Hence it v ald follow that such unbterances.

are not to be regarded as dn~principle-indeterminable (50
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nomologically~indeterminable), For to regard 'a kinesls as being
nomologically indeterminable is in effect to renoﬁnce the causal-

deterministic, =--i.e. the sub syecie naturse-- frame of reference:

and this in turn,. at least upon the level on which we are at
present discussing the issue, wouwld be to assume, ipso facto,
the freedom/intelligence frame of reference.

Whether or not Malcolm took these points explicitly
into accqunt is for the purpose irrelevant: what is relevaht,
however, is that, given the agency-observation distiﬁction,
the said position would follow ;neiuctably upon the presumption
of an unconditional concevt of intelligence or understanding,

It might alsc be obssrved in this'regard that, once one has made
up ones mind foipreclude a certain class of kineses from the
realm of Yintelligent' phenomena; as Malcolm has done with
respect‘to non-anthropomorphisable utterances, no empirical
congiderations could weigh as evidence against this "BExclusion
Eriﬁbiple“; this may of course be seen from the very fac# that
Malcolm®s injunction is ﬁormative; it is a fiat (in the most
negative sense possible of ;fiafk)@ But nmors salient is the
fact that, even if no causal laws are known to account for such
in-principle non-intelligent utterances, the implicit attitude
of those in guestion would be that such causgl laws may yet
be found: they are tacitly willing to extend indefinitely the
time it would take for these Yutterances' to prove themselwves

Ynatural’, Conversely, once one has made up onefs mind that
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a given utteranceAisMintelligent,1onemhas by that token
renounced the attempt o account for it causal-deterministical-
1y Tbls may be seen to be consequent upon the agency—obser—
vation distinctionm ~-or more Dartlcularly, the dlstlnctlon
between causal determination and nomologidal determination.

How this is related to the criterion that intelligent
utterances shpuld issue only from entities with identifiably
hﬁmanoid (physi@gnomical} features might perhaps be seen as
follows: |

It might be in order to preface this.analysis with the

-

reminder that the argument immedistely to be described is in '

facr fallacious: dbut th en, Malcolm's criterion is itself geared

to a fallacy (see infra, passim), For, unless we explain the

relatiog between the unconditional concept of intelligence

and the Yhuman-feature® criterion as we shell try to do in a
moment, it would be hard to see how the criterion in guestion
coul& ever‘progréss beyond the status of a ”suhjgctive” expression

of sympathy for humencid entities., That is, how it could be

taken as a

as to how anyone at large should

apply the concept in question, rather than simply as an ex-
pression of Malcolm's own lack of sympathy T entities which
do not seém'to'Jim to be ”an%hropomcrphisable”c

The fallacious argument alluded to, then, is as follows:

In the first instaﬁée, “knownmtOMEe; ntelligent” uttérances'

.

issue from humans: Iintelligent utterances par excellence are hwnan




utterances (tne ’human' here being used only to refer to phy=-

siognomy) . In addltlon, these uttorances aré ex hypothe51

not explicable: in Mnatural®: terms. Hence, by what would

seem to be an extremely weak case of induction (in so far as it

-~

is hased aalely on th

;;

tancg afxzvt ellige t uttcrapceu‘belng
found in conjunction with human physiognomy), it is concluded
that only utterances issuing from a humanoid physiognomy would’
be in-principle-~indeterminable~in~accordance~with-natural~
causeé,. Hence, utterances (however iﬁtelligent they might ini~
tially sound) from non—humanpid sogfces would be potentially

determinate gua Interpretable sub specie naturae. That s

say, they would not admit of being regarded as genuinely intel-
ligent,
As already mentioned, this argument is a fallacious one.

this is so will be taken up in a subseguent section, But

i

the flimsiness of-the argumnent is suggested even at:this stage

o]

by the weskness of the implicit induction involved, We might

o+

3

e&lso note in passing the tacit assumption that "non—humaﬁ“
phenomena are 'natural’, as against "human phenomena', which
adherents to Maicolm’s principle would be willing to regérd as
in some sense "ex machinal,

In general‘terms,‘Malcolm's criterion might be analysed
as follows:

We should on ly be abl to tell wheuner an app“"ent

cass of an "intellilgent? uvilerance ig & real cuse of such'by
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seeing whether it comes from genuine organs-o;-communlcatlon.
And whether a feature may De lnterpreted aé‘an organ~-of-
communication would be a direct function of whether it looks
like a human organ-of-commiumication,

: v?e‘sna_J pres enulv try to seé that thé attempt to gear
the application of a second-order term (viz., 'anderstanulng'
in Malcplm's case) to the EhXSlCdl - empirically verifiable--~
characteristics of the judge, even though in Malcolm?s case
it is a fallacious one, throws some mﬁch—needed light on our
main problem., Meanwhile, to look at the qecozwd ohgectﬂon -
viz, that judges (in the first instance, human judges) might
differ.as to what may be said to resemble human physiognomy.

365026 The element of similarity; second-order terms might

involve value-~terns

It has briefly been pointed ocut that, in so far as
Malcolm!s criterion involwves detecting a gimilariiy between
givenlphenomena and the human physiognomy, the aprlication
of (in Malcolm's case) the term 'understanding',i—m or, for
that métter, the sppliication of any secobd-order Lerm, =--
falls, once again, at the mercy of the individual judge in-
volved, Here,,however; the way in which the application of
the terms is geared to the individual judge is different from
the way in which it had been geared to it in the case of
autonomism. There, it would have been Logiecdlly impossible

for any two judges to concur oh the issue: here, by conirasty,



if every judgg.qqgcu;red with every‘pﬁﬁgr as to what might be
said to be 'similar! to fhe pheﬁomena in question, then the
application of the terms might yet prove consistent. But the
consistency of their application now becomes as arbitrary as in
~the c;se of‘what~are‘knownhaswuﬁalue—temmsﬂ,

34343, The element of similarity: overlapping applications

Malcolim's criterion, then, seems to merit re-analysis,

For one thing, the application of such terms as Munderstanding’'

would remain potentially inconsistent so long as such concepts
as 'similerity!, 'bearing-a-resemblance-to-X!, etc,, remain
Nyalue—~concepts!,

The elementvof similarity brings yet another problem

into focus, viz., that, in so far as more than one phenomenon

Bi

89

are involved where human "information-receiving-and-transmitting®

>

features'are concerned, there would in principle be overlap-
ping judgements as to whal should be.credited with observabtion-
potential,

For supposing that judge A (let us assume for the
seke of argument that he is human) qualifies non-human B
(his pet poodle, say) as %intelligent” in so far as B satisfies
Ats criteria as to the resemblance to human organs-oi-
communication, with respect to ”intelligence»in&icating”
featvres a, b, and ¢, out of what A takes 1o be a total pessible
set of four —- &, B, ¢, and d. We shall assume for the sake

of this varticular argument that all huxans -~ who all give

]
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the mutual impression of possegsiﬁg all the possible organs-
of-communication, -- concur as to what may be said to resemble
any given feature and what may not. Then even so, discrepancies
may be seen to emerge on the introduction of 'partial similari-
ties!" ~~ is,ee4 on the admission of the ﬁossibility of granting
X intelligence so long as he manifests some, but not all of
ﬁhat, to any given Judge, constitute the total possible set of
communicative features, And this possibility is at least prima
facie admissible on the vague Mélcolmian criterion of simi-
larity.

For, to recur to the man-and~dog exémple above, B
wouid (according to é; and also, gz'gypothesi; to A's fellow=~
humans) qualify as Mintelligent”, But now, in principle,
ex-hypothesi-intelligent individual B might, pari vassu,
see himself as having the total possible set of communicative
features, a, b, ¢, and ¢ -~ the ¢ being absent in and un-~
detectable by 4. And B might in turn gualiiy G as being
intelligent on the grounds of the latter's manifesting &, &,

o

and e, eri passu, C might proceed to qualify D as intelligent,
—— B ] r—— e ™

e

b

{=0

and X g

on the grounds of the leiter's manifesting b, ¢,

etc,, ad infinitum,

In so far as the features z, b, ¢, etc, are assumed to
include not only "informatlon-transmissive! features but

information-receiving features as well, it may be seen that any

given judge might not only fail to gigpmmraﬁ‘certain features in
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another individual,as being communhicative (whether "transmissively™
or "receptively'), but he might fail to observe them even on the
phenomenal level, in sc far as he (sc., the judge) might lack
information-receiving feature, n.

Mowi, it mey be_seen that it.would not be logically .

-

advisable to use a single term, tintelligence', 'understandingt,
or even 'observgtion~potential', te canvas all possible features
that might be "observed" and ”interpreted” by any "intelligence™
whatever, ' (These words are in scar;~§uobes to indicate that

they are provisional for that very resson.) For, in pradtice,
they axre geared solely to the human-agency fra me of refer@nceo

It would be vacucus for a human judge to apply the term ¥intelli-

gence! to an hypothetical entity W“tn no communicative-features

in common with himself,

Even the term fcommunication?! itszelf would be ambi-~

Y

guous, for as a rule, it is used within human language to

&

refer to something that either nay or may not (unconditionally)

be said to be invelved in a given kinesis or set of kineses,
Yet, as we have tried to indicate both in connection

with the distinction between first— and second~order terms,

and later in coumnection with the extremely fluid element of

similerity which is liable fo haunt any attempt to establish

be Ffutile to evade the legical vossibility of an infinite

k4

spectrum of criteria for Vsecond-order® lerms,



In the ear 11er connactlon, 1ﬁ had been suggested that
“an inconsistency wonld have been involved in trying to gear
second-order terms, such as 'intelligencet!, to the same sort

of ont010@1ca basis as empirical, or first-order terms, This

much had already sufficed to indicate that the ciiteria for the

application of second~order terms would not prove as solid --
- if indeed any such criteria ever do surface -~ as those for

-

the application of first-order terms,

In comnection with the factorvof similarity, we tried
to see how an overlapping spectrum of such criteria might in
principle be.conceived,

Hénce, it would be logically necessary teo formulate
a generalised Ytheoretical! concept regarding the way in which
second~order. terms come to be applied -~ a concept that would
take into account the way in which such terms are relative %o
fhe Judge in question, Herca the notion of /\-1&nguage,

ekt The status of ﬁ\~1aﬁgbage

-

The notion of ﬁ\«language, then, is the o“enerallsed

notion of what, on a lower logical order; ~~l.e., within one
particular frame of reference (which happsns to be the “human'
/\ -language) would be termed t!communication-limits'?, -~ oIy

perhaps better, 'communication-matrix?: for 1 j\~language’

“connot 5¥, as it were; not only the limits dbut the extent

o]

. t'-_ | s
£ the range in guestion. But the texm ! /galanguage' is not

6]
‘:l
o
41
(32
e
b
jd
c-L-
o

cable by the tern lcommunicaticon-matrix/iimitsft,

92
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because fcommunication' is a second-order term within one
‘particular frame of reference {(viz,, a "human' frame of

reference), whereas ] ﬂ;-language' is the generalised term
corresponding to this, and hence higher uplin the logical
.blerarchy.

Pari passu, it must be said that we should be chary
about using 'éommunication—matrix/limits' (in that sense of
it with which we sought to explain the notion of /\-language)
in the same unéualif;ed way as such cérrelative terms as
tintelligence!, 'voluntery!, etc. tend normally‘tO»be used,

For, as we have seen, the capacity to communicéte or
ocbserve cennot consistently be pul on an empirical, "purely
factual'", basis, TYet the way in which second-order terms tend as
a rule to be used has by now acguired a quasi~ , or pseudo-
empirical basis,; -~ in much the same way as so~célled ”valﬁenterms”
tend to have, scometimes, been put on a guasi-empirival basis, or,

for that matter, as 'moltion?! and 'rest! in.celestial mechanics

%

kad until féLrly recently had a quasi- (or pseudo~) absolute
asis, This guasi-empiricality, as we have tried To see, has
been at the source of most if not all of the problems discussed
so far.
To take ‘,A ~languaget! as simply another second~order
term, or as being on a par with these, then, wouléd be to be
cbliviousvof the fact that the application of such terms varies

b

accerding to the judge.
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The . term .. . -language', on .the other hand, is, admitted-

1y, =2 "mere theoretical construct?: but it is one which has
been logically necessitated by the problems discussed earlier.
For this reason, it would be irrelevant to ask whether there
are in fact ~languages other than that we are familiar with.
One thing for saying this would be that it is ex hypothesi
impossible to test empirically whether there are /ﬁ ~languages
other than onels own,

Nor would this be to lay the notion dpen to the same
sort of objection as whal the critics of Kanﬂ‘s metaphysics
(or, if preferred, the critics of the Critical philosophy)
never tire of levelling against the "noumenon", For wherezs
Kant had comn“t ed the self-defeating gesture of declaring the
noumenon ever unknowable by the hunen intelleset, the in-prin-
ciple overlapping structure of the /\—language~spectrum leaves
open the "diaiectical" (not in the Kantian, but more in .the
Hegelian, sense this time) possibility of any given judgels

/\—ianguage expanding, or altering, in time, Ietv us Just
try'to render this a bit more plausible by recurring to the
example given on ppe 09 £f. earliier, It ds in principle ad-
missible that A might have his set of "information-receiving”
;eauurea expanded so as to take into account B's "communication~
feature”, e, of which he (sc., A) had at first been unaware,
Here, an empirical example is accessible -~ viz,, in the case

of the development of somar devices for detecting hithexto

i ekt



et

“opected Ycommunication~potential" in dolphins,

This much, however, has just been to stop the notion
sue -from sounding either self-~defeating or unwarrantedly
:7ice  Nonetheless, the fact remains that, even if it has
necessary to try to show illustratively that the postulation

spectrum of ﬁ\alanguages is not inconsistent, it would not

©istified to ask to be shown, empirically, that at any given

there are, as a matter of fact, A~languages other than
‘udge/speakerts own,

For the raison~dtetre of our postulation of this notion

[a7e]

‘gical, nol empirical, And that the notion is logically
4 for may be seen a priori from the problems examined
ey on in our, discussiocon -~ from the prodblem of assuming

solute concept of defterminacy to the problem of faking

rvation~-potentialt-inveiving terms fo be on a par with

oicel ternse.

Even gua logical construct, the notion introduced here
still induce certain philosophical gqualims, just as the
25 of the verious sorts of transfinite numbers have, and
do, induce such gualms, But one would be hard put to
: that such notions as these are bankrupt notions in so far
iay do not lend themselves very easily To empirical
T LeS. Thus to object to the notion of # f\nlanguage”

2 grounds that, e.ge., we could not possibly meke sense ol

T

ctatement that amoebae may be saild to be intelldgent within



/\-Wanguage would be parallel to obapctlng to, €

widon of complex numbers on the grounds that we gould
¢ weze To be intelligible the statement that I could pick

- shtrays from the table.

A-la

se is as yet “nnco‘genl al',

TN

re, constitules no logical objection as such. On the

, the indications are tThat it would be profitless to

K

x

rade. "relativising' such notions as freedom and deter-
%L the one hand and notions aslabsolute‘intelligence on
'« » For to disregard the judge's frame of refererce
contexts would signaZ. a confusion of the logical
Lv, _,’ ivG1ved. Scme such notion as that of f\—language,
Cho ;;'lam. to be cailed for in the interest of consistency.
T ,f spite of the fact that both the nomenclature and the
Lon in the present discussion are'extremely tentati#ea
“%e had observed ecarlier on.that a relative concept of
geared to the judge;s cogrnitive aéparatus, had
';éﬁély suggested by Kantts analysis of czusality.
:not be too irrelevant to add to this that an even
f;raliel to the notion azt issue is to pe found in
5 goncept of an attribute oP God/Nature 19

Jor relative to any particular individual, modes of

‘nite number of the infinity of God/Vaturs's
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any.indiyidual A might overlap with the set.of attributes whose
modes are perceived by 3, but there is in principle an infinite

spectrum of perceptible modos Del-sive-=Naturae attributorun,.

We might alse add on this note that both in the case

of Wick's Truth's Debt fto Freedom and in that of the Wittgenstei-

nian conceit of the language-game, we have apt, if unintentional,

expressions of the arbitrariness involved in so-¢alled language
and "intelligent phenomena' in general: Wick in ﬂis description
of Vcanonical" concepts, Wittgenstein in ﬁis implicitly viewing
the participvants in any particular language-game as being en=
c¢losed in some arbitrary game-circle, vis-a-vis others being
enclosed in other (possibly overlapping) game-circles,

Fof‘we have briefly tried to see that the canons
assumed by any one party need not, in so far as they are mere
canons, Ee ascumed by the next party.

And, more signi ficantJy, which canons we are in the
position to assume in the first place would be geared to our
f\ -language. That is, in very loose terms, they would be
geared to the limits of our "observation™, And what one‘takes

to be observablile/determinable sub specie naturas would be

ruled out, ipso facto, from the domain of tfreedon!, "intelli~

gance®, and the like, Conversely, what the judge has pre-opted

o exclude from the empirical-deterministic realm would be

oF

free, and % dmit’ of being viewed 58 "actively! capable of

"‘_7
o}
)

transmitting informetion, instead of being "passively" determined
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by information g};gady’acquired.ao*

* To the extent that the guanbtum physicist is regarded
as being in-principlelincapable of determining the rosition~
,Mggg-momentum of the particle, it is "because" he would, in the

process, be involved in observing his owh act of observation, -~

in so far as his "physical presence', inevitable so long as

he observes, interacts with the particle (if one can spesak of
he particle). To go any further than this would, of course,
be irrelevant, But this much might nol be too out of place To
show that the in-princinple-indeterminability-equals—freedon

view is not endangered by the Indeterminacy Principlep21



CONCLUSION

We have thus tried %o see to what extent the elassic
posers of determinism and.the “problem of mind? may be seen
as twin-aspects of the same problem, viz, that of the comple-
“mentarity between the deterministic mode of refereﬁce on the
one hand and the "intelligent-agancy" mode of reference on the
other, It might strike one as odd to speak of "the determi-
nistic mode of refereﬁce": 56 it might be relevant to observe
at this Jjuncture that the fact that determinism constituies
something more, or something less, éhan an empirical tenet may
be seen.a priori from.the following points, viz.: to say that
all events at large are determinable is clearly to make a

.

meta-empirical statement; in addition, empirical tenets should

-

in principle not be permeable tq‘inc§nsisten31es, whereas, &s
we have tried to see, determinism in the Iaplacean sense does
involve an Inconsistency.

Theus it has been suggested that voluntarism and deter-
minism are related not so much as mutually contradictory tenets

-~ for in a strict sense they do not constitute tenets at all,

»
m~

--as in a way such as to be resgarded as representative of

alternative modes,; or levels, of reference.

“
o
|2

At the same time, we have tried to examine how the

problems discussed in connection with the issues of determinism

99
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and the proble@ of mind have neceésitated~ﬁhe Ntheoretical
construction™ of a generalised notion of what, within our
wn level of reference, we term 'communication?,

The two interlocking asypects of this enquiry, then,
concerned:
1) the logical disparity between first- and second~order
terms, lece "mentally”—referring terms on the one hand and
"ordinary empiricel terms' on the other.

The distinction betweéen mentally-referring predicates
and non-mentzl predicates may not be a novel one to.draw, but
we have tried to stress that the difference between the two

) -

sorts of terms is primarily a difference in logical hierarchy --
hence the nomenclature, 'first-! aznd 'second-order?.

In the same conbtext, we tried to show that the conse-
guences of this distinction were not compatible with what we have

called ‘'selective behaviourism?®, which, while conceding the

tween mental terms and non-~mental

et
<}
e
(62

o
o

gifference in logital
ones, is committed to the position that some, but not ail, events
are expressible in mental terms.
b) Parallel to the above distinction was the aspect focussed
on the problem of determinismi

We began by trying to indicate that the determinacy of
an eTent must in the inter st of consistency be regarded as being
in some way a functlon of the frame of reference of the judge/

sveaker. This was illustreted by the paradox of self-prediction,
& o

McMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY,

sl



..... . - - e . - PR . — BRARRC VAR 1%

1=
o
}=t

But while it was apparent that the tenet of the possi-
bility of self-prediction led to certain logical difficulties,

it was at least prima facie possible to regard others! actions

under the.natural aspects We then went on to try to sece that
sutonomism pure and simple --i.e.,uthe position that only one's
own acts are to be pegarded as "free', -- ig likewise untenable,
For then we should not be able to explain what might be termed
the paradox of communication -~ viz., that, if 4 could predict
the behaviour of his colingual, B, then A could (ex hypothesi)
inform‘g of §é future behaviotr. And this would be tzntamount
fo Blsebeing in-access to self-prediction,

Hence we concluded that the region of events to be
regarded as in-principle-~indeterminable would have to include the
voluntary kineses of the judge's colinguals (or f\—colinguals)~-
i.e. any kinesis initerpreted as being voluntary would ipso facto
he in~prinqiple~indetorminable by the same judge.

That the determinacy of a kincsis is to be regarded as
relative to the judge's frame of reference, however, is to séy
in effect that there are, in principle, aﬁ least two possible
frames of reference in this regard, And to grant this would De
to grant that there are, in principle, at least two possible
linguistico-epistemolegical spheres -- i,e., two pcssible
,A'-languages,

Hence, in turn, the logical necessilty to postulate some.

such notion s fthat which we have termed here ‘f\ ~language’,
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Eence the ”LhGO“eul"al constructlon” of the notien in
questlon.1$,~1nbér alla, an attempt to account sinultaneously
for the apparent consistency with which second-order terms tend
to be used in prgctice (colinguals would concur on the issue as
tq_whatﬁ?h??li‘beq?ﬁggpdeﬁlun@er the ﬁfree-cum~intélligent”
aspect), and for the fallacies which are consequent upon taking
such terms as 'intelligence! to.ﬁhave a basis in nature® in the
Same way %s do first-order terms, Thus second-order terms were
finally said to have a range of appligation relative tc the
judge's A ~language, instead of being relative merely fo the
Jjudge's individual identity, -- a possibility initially discussed
but subsequently dismissed, ~- or of being such thsat they

could have a validity without any specification as to the

judge!s frame of reference.
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Studies in the Philosophy of Thought an iAction, ed. P,F, Strawson,

Oxford, 1968. pp, 97 ff,
3s¢ Ibid, Cf. also p. 9 irnfra, however,
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S5s Cf, loc. cit., p. 100,
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7. CI, Brian O!'Shaughnessy, Observation and the 1/ill,
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’ pp! 169 i‘f.
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9. DPacec A, Shalon's written comments on first draft

of present thesis,.

10, But see section under Others' Actions,

o s vt

11, It nay be scen that X is ombiguous here: it would
b

oth the article most in accordance with onels

own propensity, and for that most in accordance with the friend's
propensity., The convergence of these prépensities is assumed
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Others! Actions, ppe. 61 ff,

15, Ibid,
15b. But see Chapter III, passim.

15¢. Cf. also pp. 47 ffe, infra.,

16, Cf. Chapter III, pp. 65 ff., infra,
17. ZIbid.

18.. In spifte of its glaring fallacy, this argument
does have salient features: cfa., woald the possibilily that
the behaviour of neurons could be "sci entifically predicted®
in accérdance with differentisl equeti ions, say, affect the
argument against self-prediction? We should still say it
would nct, for there is no translation/transformation
possible between the statistico-mechanical description and

the Ymental' one of the Ysame' kineses,

19, ut’even here, it is problematic -whether
tparticlet is to be understood on the sub-atomic level, or
on the molecular, i.e. st
the laiter alone being relevent to the determinacy of the brain's
behaviour . | .

See. T ,ccq*od“nwei, Mind. and Matter, Combridge 1967,

19b, Tor an exemplification of Ysoft-determinism®,

see M, .Bunge, Causality, etc., Usmbridpe, MagsaChiisetts, 1959,
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CHAPIER II

- 1. Cf, the discussion of self-prediction, pp. 7 ff,,

SUDI'Ae

ib., In so far as we may speak of !detection?!, But

c¢f. Chapter III, infra, passim,

ic, Cf, Strawsonl's "P.!'" and "i-" terms, Cf, also

discussion of Vick's Truth's Debt to Freedom, pp. 67 ff.,

e

nfra., Bul we use the fterms, 'first-order'! and !second-

order?, to stress their difference in the logical hierarchy.
2, Ibid,

3e Cf, Chapter II, pp. 73 ffs, and Chapter III,

vassim, however, as to why others! actions do not admit of
- 4 9

s Ay

being consistently regarded as predictadle.
o ly b >y

bk, ZLoce citey, pPs 97+

5 In any event, these Terms will have to be
denoted to a status very close to that of egocentric
particulars, Cf, Chapter IIT, infra,

6. Cf. Spinoza's infinity of Ged/Wature's attri-

butes, the modes of only two of whick (viz., modos sxtensionis

and modos cogitandi) sre aporehended by humans. It might

be noted that, for reasons beyond the present scope, Spinczal's
view that humans zre, after =21l, absolutely more "animati®
than other individusls is, within his own logicel system,

unjustified

0
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seems derivable Irom the causal sense. of the term; one determines
(= decides) to do something when one looks forward to causally-
determining the train of events in the region of the prospective

"agt", hence, to causally-determine, or fix or realise the

kinesis in guestion.

9o It might be nofed that there is, however, no

question as to the identity of "intelligent agents™ over

_&nd above that of entities {in particular, macroscopic phy-

sical entities) in general. But there is no room here to

f
'

glve an extended anzlysis of this issue.

10, 10bserve! is in scare-guotes since it will be
seen that there is a disparity in usage between Yobserving!
something expressible in first-order terms and "observing'

an observation.
11, Cf, Section 2.k, supra.
12, BzianvO'Shmub"nessy,,100. cit., ppe. 169 ff,
13, Ops cits, p. 172.
13b., Ibid
- 14, Toc. cit.

14b, Loc. cit. Also see P, Geach, Some Problems About

Time, in Studies in the Phl;OyDTbY of Thought and Action,

ed, P.T, Strawson, Oxford, 1664. Pp. 175 fi.
15, ZIbid.

16. O!'Shaughnessy does take in
the occurrence of ””WrDOSﬁJ“ artifacts

-

- 3 3 3 s By +
universe cannot be accounted for sub specils naTuUrac. But
g7

. + : ~ o i Yy Lol
this also seems to suggest thet whether or not such occurrences
2n be deemed to alier the natural order cannct consistently

C
be expressed, in so far as this would involve formulating the
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relation between Vpurposive!" factors and natural ones.

17. Cf, also P, Geach, QPQNCif;

17b. W, Wick, Truth's Debt to Freedom, in MIND,
Vol IXXIII, 1964, pp. 527 ff,

18. ch .gection 2.7” pp. 61 ff. 9 ian'a, and Ch. III,
passims ’ ‘
CHAPTER III

:

1, We Wick, ops cit,

2« Be O'Shaughnessy, ope. cit, Also sese discussion

of this in Chepter II, supra.

3, For Cl'Shaughnessy does speak of Maction” as if it
had a consistent application, and there are indications that:
he takes all actions at large to be "world-altering'.
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as Wickﬁs‘vosi ion seems to treat. the apparent anomaly of '"intel-
ligent' actlon as unconditional, whereas O!Zhaughnessy seems at
leasgt. dinly -aware. that the anemaly is geared to the asymmetry
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on-the oneshand and "extérmad'. observers on the other, Cf, zlso
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~ Both sentences ”%alk about” the same event -- viz,, A's

. opining as he did, but (a) would, at least prima géggg be in the
"object~language", whilsﬁ (ﬁ) would be, more obviously, in the

meta~language, On more analysis, (a) would, in famb, be said to
be in the metalanguage a% well, but still the disparity between

the two cases is apparen#.
9« TIbid., p. 528,
10s Ibid., p. 5364
1l. Ibid., p. 5}0.
12, Tbid., p. 530,
15, Cf. footnote 9 to Chapter II, suvra,

14, TFor a voluntary kinesis is one that "'squares with"
one's expectatlons: and the concept of an expectation of an
observable state of aifai¢o would not be 1nuellmmlbl without

“erdy

the cohcept of Vhaving-a ﬂnempl. cal~concept',

15. Cf. Spinoza, Ethica, Ps, II, Prop, XIII, scholium.

-

Note too that the term 'Deuc' expresses sub attribute cogitationis

what Natural expresses |sub att“ibuto extensionis. Thus ir

principle, the appellation could be expanded into 'Deus sive

natura sive.s.sives..! ad infinitum.

16. N. Malcolm, in Philosophy of Mind, ed.

V.C, Chappell, New Jersey, 1966,

f. B.i, Fé rell, Experience, in Philosophy of Mind,

(@]

i7.
eds V.C. Chappell, loc, ¢lbw, pre 23 £fs But here, 'mind' is in

danger of being equated wath the biological netion of "life',

18, The distinciion between infermation, corresponding
to the intelligence-aspect, and entropys corresponding to the

statistical-mechanical/deterministic aspect might be relevant here,
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19, Cf, Spinoza, loc, cit,

20, Cf, especially, M, Polanyi, Personal Knowledge,
London, 1958, passim, '

21, But it might just be endangered by the position
that determinacy is an ins:

0}
6]
2

£23

ficant notion except when inter-
preted as statistico-mechanical provability., There would be

no room to tzke this

e

nto account here, however,
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