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-OONTENTS' In this thésis I attempt to show that, contrary -

to the arguments offered by Carl Ginat and Richard Taylor,'
 there’ 13“"6th1ng in the conoepts of. ratlonal choice and ﬂ

 de11berat1on whlch would mako them logloally lnconsistent with

ﬂdetermlnlam. Tb this,gnd. I begin by ofrering my own analysea

"

of these and’ rélated concepts. Exoept tor the use or oriteria

nnd standards 1n plac or ants and deslres, my analysis or

ratlonal choice 18 q ¥te slmllar to the atandard ccnmeption.

"In chaptef three I at empt to rerute Eume 8 theory of causa-.

L tlon and offer my own lternatlve,‘the principlo of causal o
' ' Q- - &
entallment. In chapter four," I attempt to polint’ out some or

the lmplioatlnna of thla view of causatlon for datermlnlﬂm 1n

“:human arralrs. In ohapter flve.zI attempt to reruta the
u .

.‘;lrsumenta orfered by Glnet and Thy1or,‘~ ;:
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whether or not men have free N11l 1s, as 1t stands,

- a fundarentally unimportant and opscure question. tht 1s a'
Awill? Do men have will, free or othérwise° what is'a free
w111 and what fbr that matter, 1s an unfree wlll” And, when"

you come right doan to 1t, what does 1t matter? Our cormon

,,_,.4‘"' Sa

morallty is not based uﬁbn.aﬁy abstract philosophic notion ;" 'Jg‘.
such Qﬁ that or the wlll But our co*mon mornlity ls-based . %b

1 think in a 1arge part upon the notlon of'choice. We might._'n 'fﬁ

‘J»_then, want to aak* Do men have free cholce? Thls questlon 1s

;redundant Ir one does not have free choiée.'ﬂne does not

— 3 ]

L have freﬂdon to choose and, 1f one does not have freedom to .-

: choose. one does not choose. Freﬁdom wlthout cholce 1s
ﬁeanlnglessu choice nlthout freedom 13 1nposc1b1e. So. the L
qu%?tlon whether or *ot the concepts of cholce and,deterninira e

are logicallv consletent is. really the old qvestton whethen\

.- or not freedom and determ‘nlsm are conslstent ‘It.1s wlth this

‘old questlon th- lts new dregp that I an concerned in. thls

_thasls.. B, SR (
7 The “new dress' 18 that uhioh has recently becn .
'glven Eﬁ the questlon by Carl Ginet and Bichard Taylor. *hese

i.,-..-t

. men attewpt to show thac the coneepts of cholco nnd detarnin-

e H
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) R
1sm are 1051ca11y 1ncon31;tent Accordinglv.-l shall attenpt
‘to show 1n this thesis that, contrarv to . their arguments,
_fthere 1s nothing 1n the concepts of rTatlonal cholce and
"dellberatlon which would maPe then 1ogica11y 1nconslstent
wlth determinlsm. But ho; does one - show this? Certnlnlv, it
is not sufficlent Just to refute their arg aments. . One magt
'qhow, too, that their concluslons ‘are wrong. In this thesis.
"-I have attempted to do both. Hhether or not I have succeeded" 
‘1n either endeavor 1q not for me to say.{‘ .
Tne thesis mav be dlvided for nurposcs of dlsoussion.-
Ayinto three partg. In the first two parts I have ‘atterpted to'
o provlde some gen‘ral understanding of the kev ccncepts which
'-the arguments“6¥P01net and Taylor 1nvolve- these arq_;he ccnj.

-oepts or 'cholce“ and- "determlnism“. In chapberg one. and two

1 dlscuss the concept of choioe. but. slnce rost philosophers
appear wllling to grant that men's 1rrationq1 cholces zay be ' 'y

determlned, I hQVe directed my at*ention only to thA\conceptf'

": of- rational cholce nnd have attempted\to avold the rore.

'fundnmental and. pe?hnps. more dlrflcult questloﬁ\ot-whnt 1t
iz to zake a choiee. Fy emphnsls in this chnutcr 19 on the’
:‘ooncegt.or a. renson for choosing. tht is = reaacn and whqt

;_'19 it to ohoose in accordance wlth reasons° Thls d1 stussion L e e

i

_rlls cnrrlad over into chnp.er two uhere 1 dlscurs one of nbe_

. two conponenta or reasons - (crltcrla) in core detnll‘ In Chapt

“:tuo I 1dent1fy the procesa of rntionnl evnluntion with' that

.dr ratlonnl cholco. It. then. rntlonnl cholce la conslstcnt

.

"" .'_7‘ o . ‘ .o ’ ’ . ‘ .
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with determlnism, so'is rational evaluation. Since nany, if

not most ‘of the obJeotldns to deterninism.have had a moral

or ethlcal basls, I have attempted 1n this chapter to polnt

'out gome of the 1mp11cations of thts view of ratlional chrice

%

4

and evaluation for ethics and theory of Value.

2. '

In ohapters three and four, 1 disou s the ancepts

of causatlon and determlnism. In chaptef“three i atterpt to

| show that our tradltlonal conception of causatlon (taklng

‘Hume s vlew as-a paradigm of that tradltion) 15 1nadequate-_‘

and 1 sus‘est a different cnnception whioh I oall the

orinoiple of causal entailment. This ohiﬁfer is prlmarlly

s

concerned to of £ er a fefutqtlon of Kurme and to- elucldate *omev.

; of the inpllcations of the prlnclole of causal entailment

In chapter four I take up several dlfferent, although related.‘d
matters. Plrat, I examlne the lmpllcatlons of the prlnolnle
of oauoal entailment for the vlev that huran actlvltlos are :
determlned In the second part of thls chapter- I ?ttempt, o

flrst, to expnnd uhat I thlnk 15 the mejor argument for, the

_vlew that humnn'behavlor 1s- deternined. Tnls I shall call the K

'statlstlcal argument._ Next, I try to provlde/ﬁh accoant,

jfbnsed essenzinlly on the prlnoiples of operant psycholosy. of"

the form whlch suoh deterﬁlnntlow might take, attonotlng

: nlonq the wAY to ansaer some or the more ‘obvirusg obJeotions

A

A}

to doterminism. Flnally, I nttempt to poln' out nnd cluriry

what I think has boen -and centinuee to be a major misconcep—‘
-3 .

| tlon of uhnt deterﬂinisn nsserts on the part of those uho_

s
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argue against 1t - o : b ot

These four chaptﬁrs cover ‘a lot ef grn#nd and 1t 1s f
difficult to bring them together. Thls I attempt primarily in
“the course of chapter five. Here 1 offer refutations of

Ginet's and Tavlor's arguments. Taylor has offered other
arguments beyond the fact that choice and deuerrinlsm are .
1nconsistent, and I atterpt to show that, . given ry conception
of ratlonal cholce ‘and determinism, these arguments need not
* be acoented.

fhe reader will be disaphointed 1f he expects to flnd:,

anv discussion of freedom in thls thesis. I am concerned onlv

_to show that raticnsl,cholce 1s.consistent with determ}pism B

‘('alt.hough 1Fplldl‘t in ny arguments 1s, I think, the ‘view "that

ratlonal cholce entnlls deterninisr) If men do na e national

choices. then it 15 obvlous thnt, at 1east to the ertent tne5

d they are free. I do. not. howevar. prctend to Pnom thnv
thev do mahe ratlonal choices or, for that ﬂntteri thnt
deterWInlsm ls true. but I should 1lke o polnt out at this
time the Tact that tbe oppwsite of,determlnlsm is not freedo

I
lt 1s 1rdeterrlplsma‘knd 1t wou’d requlre s0me argurent to.

*

~‘show that. 1f deterrinls " were trua. a man rlght choose

rntlonnlly or nct freﬂly.,




;

v RATIONAL CHOICE o \- .
~ - .

' About what- it is to méke'a rational~chdice. there-
‘would seem to be 1ittle general dlsagrerment A ratlonal
chqice 1s a céji?e nade cn the basis of ~ ;r‘ln accordance - {1; ;
with réasdns..nbat this ”eans. however, 1s ndt g}fogether o A
clear; since lt nculd seenm thng/an irration&i‘dholce could . .
also‘be made in accorﬂance with reasons. It mlght cherefqre,,'

“'.\‘\ -
' be better to say that A atlonal cholge 1s a cholce que 1n

~

- -

'accordance.wath{/he weight of feasons._For\instance, where
"the.reaSO*s'ln_ avor of an alternative A~outweigh those in

'J): 'favor of B, the ratlonal choicn wou]” be A. To cboose B.,

| | .desplte the ract thnt there are reasons f;r S0 ch oslng.;; 7 T

) wnuld be 1rratlﬁnal A rntional cholce. then. is a choice
rnade in accordarce wlth the welght of reas%ns- an 1rrqt1ﬁnn1
cholce is a. cholce ‘which is-ffﬁtrary to the weight of rensons.
A non-r atlﬁnal choloe. then. is what isg- 1eft. either a. cholce
mnde 1n the absence of rearons or A choice mnde where the
reasond fQVernx one nlternatlve are nolstronger thqn thove. “'

B aaé'favorlng annther. For 1nstaﬁcc. Purldan 8 asq. 1f forced to-

‘ chonse bctwﬁen hny and uater when he ig aqunlly hunrrv and '

'thirsty. co ld not. m;ko a rntirnal choice betucwn ‘the tuo.'

The rensnns in ravor of the one nlternntive are equally ng

‘ strons as thcse in favor or the other. It would be trrutio*al,

"

-be o

LI - . ' A
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however, fcr him\not tc chéOSe ore. In a simlla}.sipuatigﬁ,

‘a man migh* chovsé by-tQS”ing a coln. Ch6bslné,§rbitrér;1y

L
C.

in thls way would, given the ltuatloﬁ, be"the rational . S
. th*ng to do, but the choice executed in thls ranner would

*

be_non—rational. L - . .

‘ ﬁERséNAELE. mm_J RATIONAL CHOICES - T

>
— .-'-", , P

At thls point 1t wohld be wa&l to dlstlnguish
’
, 'reasonable and “ratlcnal" cholces. distlnction relles,

AN
I thinP, upon another dlstlnctlcn 1n the senses of the word

-“cholce" Sometlnes ue use the word “cholce” to rerer tc or

o
FL N . u

L to describe the object of cholce- on the otber hand. we

sometlmeﬁfupe 1t to rerer to the, act or procesq of choosing.

Now,. bearlnm thls in vlnd. lt 15 clear-that wne" we sav
5\ . ]
'ratloﬂal choicc' we ray nean two dlf’e?ent thxngs. On the

& " ’
one kqnd. we ray rean that thg obJectochosen is raSlcnal. and}

-
v

on thp otrer. we "av nean that the nct or prcéesq nf cho- slng

. _, -

.18 ratirnal"ﬂow, uhere 'rntlonal cholce" rerers to,the object, !

Fa

-I. shall use ”renscnable choice'- where lt rere*s to the aet ; .
1
L

B

or t e proce s or chcoslng, 'ratlonal cholce, "reascnable

Lcholoe' may bc defined as thnt ochct uh*ch a rational psrson

unuld choose 1r he poaqessed co plete and nccurnte knowlcdge -

J‘__.v — ) -

l L) r

1 _ Dnvld Gnuthler ( *nctlcnl Q»n*onlu ; LOndon- Cxford-—
' University Fress, 1%63, p. <) suz-esls “reasonabtle® and
"reasoned™; I prafer'"-nttrnal' for "venscned”. nlthough
nelther tér- 15, probably. better thaﬂ thc dthar.

\ foa * :
.o ; . . .
- ‘ . . - .-
. o . . . o ST : e
R . . . .
» - - ' N : t
<
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kngwledge of these’ thlngs, his ratlonal cholces would all be /

" reasonab‘e choices. The procesq of ratlonal choice,.that is,

,1 to choose), 'ratlnnal cholce' describes the brocess.¢Accord- ..j\
L 1ngly. ﬂhether or’ not a choice ls ratlonal wlll depend on - how
“.the cholce is made. and we . may -8ay that a cholce fs rational |

<1f 1t Ls mnde on the basls of or ln accordance wlth reasona

- of reasons'). "T_" y

.-?—;

)

about the obJects of choice. the, slthatlon, and hlmself In-

i . -

“other wo;ﬂh, nhere a person uosqessed comblete and accurate ' //’

of ohoosing ratlonallv, may be viewed, then. as an attempt to

‘ ’make a reasonable choice. The atteqpt mav or may not be -ﬂ
sudcessfu1.331nce.“reasnnable or unreasonable“ describe the

‘obJect (as an-obJect hhlch 1t is reasnnable ‘or’ unrgasonablewﬂ

e

i

(bearlng in- mlnd that thls reans “in acoordanoe uith the wcight

o8 . -
o’f "-_ . S

REERS

The above definltlon, honever. ls not a]together clear.

To mnke it clear we nust know (1) what oonstitutes a reason
a B o

-:and (2) what 1t ls to ma?e a oholce in acrordanoe uith reasons.

—

I Bhnll take up.(l) rlrst. «'“yt' .d:"'i‘ oo oo :

Q;Hm'r Ise_z; REASORT .

n
4.

-

1rf‘;=f}. | A reason for or ngnlnst a glvan alternntive haa. 1n

the oﬁntext of rntional cholcc. tuo conponents. a faot and

‘,feellng (é.s. a uanr’ " deslro.‘etc ) A reason -mupt express .

.. v

. gome tact or set or tactu abcut the obJect such as thnt 1t is  »

suoh und such a.n ochct or that 1t hns such nnd such pmper-

tlea. That thkg 15 80 1: toc obvxoua ta.require nrgunent. Hn-o

o

il e PLE : -

i.‘.‘*-'

I : S
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.1t not so, the choice would not” be between the obJects of
chotce. That an object is such and such an object or thaty
hns such and such properles 1s not, by itself, a reasc for

or against chooslng 1t. This 1s-obv1 from the followlng

example, Suppose I am to choasge between two purses, one

contalnlng ten dollars and the other oontalning one’ thousan;‘\\v

‘dcllars. I é)n have elther one, no strinns attached. whlch- ~
'ever I choose. It seems to be obvinus that I should chcose the

‘ purse contalning one thousand dollars..“hy? because lt con-‘f

tains’the more dollars. But, suppose T do not, know what collars

‘are :or what they are for or that they can be of any use to me.

then, knowing theﬁ'tﬁe ‘one purse contalns one thousand and |

the other ten‘does not tell me which'to;choqge,'Suppose ﬁﬁan.

Bt -

. informed that with one tho sand dollars I could buy s car.
~What 15 a car, I' ask? But suppose it 1s then paclentlk__
. exp]alned to;me‘thet'dollare are:a ﬁgana cf—cxchﬁnge . that ‘

.wlth doliars I can obtaln whatever I want. qnd the more

dollnrs I have. the more I can cbtaln. ir I understand all

,thls. I will Lhoose the purse ccntalnlns one thousand dollare

wythout fuvther ado., I under tand thnt dollars can get ne

'things thatrI want o# llke. Ir 1 d1d ‘not want or likc dollars

W]

i-or xr I could nct use them to octeln thlnss that I wented or

&

‘ltked, the mere»ract that thla nurse ccntalns one thousand

dollars uould not be a reaaon ror choosing lt. A reason. then,
4
‘for chooslns a partlcular obJect is a beller that 1t 13 an

ki
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_to all cases wlthout a lot of unnecessary trouﬁle.

3
. by Stuart Eampshire (Thousht and-Action. London: Chatto snd -

o -9~
5 . _
obJeot of a certaln gsort or that 1t has some property or set
of properties together with tﬁe fact that I want or like
such an obJect

| Now, ‘this analysls of "reasons“ is, 1 think. scund

enough as fdr as it goes and s, furthermore, the generally-

accepted view of what constitutes a reason for or agalnst a

.'partloular cholce.2 However, 1t does not., 1n ‘my opinion, go ‘

far enough. The conoeptS'of "wantlng » “desiring .-and ' ST

K

"liklng“ are Just too narrow to extend thls vlew of reasons

3 Accord-V

lngly.-I shall employ a dlf’erent notlon,othat-of a crlterion,.

_or standard of choiced‘Discusslon of the nature of criterla

. ) ~

"and standards wlll be, ror the most part, postponed until

. . chapter two. For the moment I shall only orfer a feu exanples

to indicate what T nean.,
CHITERIA‘AND STA'DARDS. -

Suppose I wi sh to buy an automoblle, but that I have

-nevar bought one ‘before and do not know anythlng about them.

Houever. I uan. to buy a gofd one. Unrortunately, 1 do not -

know how to tell a good one fron'a bad one, I ask frlend.

2 For 1ﬂstnnce. see Davidson, Donnld ‘Actlogs, Rcasons."

and Catisee", Journal of Phlloronnz, Lx, No. 23 (Nov. ?. 1963)
. pp. 685-700, ) , :

A simiiar oplnlon nas been gxproqq a blt more strongly.

Windus, 1959, op. 167-5). Lg,shauld be nocted that nearly all
writers who accept this view ol Treasons uge fairly sinmple

' eranples. Again. Davidson (1bid. Yisa 3'od exarple.
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who is anﬁauto.enthusiast, for'advice. He tells me rhat a
good'agtsmoblle hasg gﬁéh an@ such'propetles; C.C.y A solid
I;Ody, a oomforta'ﬁle "ride", an engine of a certaln kincl, az;rd

- 80 on. Assuming I respect his oplnlon, 4 may adopt these '
things as ry criteria, and when I go abqﬁt choosing an
automobile T wlll try” to chbose that automobile which best
'fits them. What I want, however. 1s not “a solld bodv,“ but, .r'
rather. a good car. hy crlterion tells me that a gond car 1s
one wlth a ;clid éody. among othr things. Of course, ln thls
case, 1 do. 1n a ‘sense, haVe a' pro-attitude toward my cr1-
“terlon.b I ‘say. éln a aense becauce my vroaattltude is not -
actuallv townrd ‘my criterlon or, for that- matter, Jward that

B which fits my criterion. For rnstnnce,'an apple sorter ln a

'produce narket sorts apbles according to criteria or standard,

-of what oonstltutes a good apple and what oonstltutes a bad._.

'If the apples were té be sorted;;nto three catogories such as :

'eatlng.' “cooklng.' and "1ncd1ble' the sorter would havc to._f

choose wlth regnrd %o each applc batween three alternatIVes

* and would hnve to choose accordlng to at least two gets of
‘orlterla (e 8. “eating®. ‘and "cooking® ). Such a cholce would,

of course, become éutomatic and, perhaps, BVen.nnoonsolous 7

e

.b In recognxtion of the fact that the ‘want-deslre

- vocabulary 18 too narrow to cover all cholce and the xinds

.-or degrees of Teellings 1nvalved.ﬂP Y. Ncwall-Szith (Ethics.
Pcnguln Books, 1954, pp. 111=-12) nas-suggested the terus

- *pro" and "con" attitude. There’ 13, obvxrusly. no &nivers-

| .nlly aooepted t.erhtnolo;;y.
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alfter a whlie:~nevertheiess, 1t wculd be obviqus fron ena
examlnafion‘er the aprles after they had been epffed.thet 5
they had been sorted.according to some fairli‘specific
.standard-or'crlterion.‘The apple sorter; however,zmight not
want cooking anples or eatlng a"ples- he might hate abvles,
he might Just not care. Hls pro-attitude or’ hls want or hls
- fee]ing that together with the facts about the ap les,

- constlxutes a reasoQ for sorthg them 1n thls uay enters at
an entlrely different 1eve1--hls deslre. for 1nstqnce. to ?eep x
hls Job Here, it the apple sorter is: ashed why he put: the
aprles he dld in the eatins category, he w111 reply. perhnps.

that all those apples were large. round, and unlformly red.-

" If asked why these facts about the apples constltuted a .
f,reason for placlng them An thls category. he will repIy that
the orlterlon or standard he is using for eatlng apples
) speclfles that - they should have these propertles. If asked
why he is uslng that criterion. why he attaches any 1mportance
'to 1t, he may reply. 1n ahort, that- he wants to keep hls Job..
' B GiVen the notion of a crlterlon or standard of choice.

a reason,-in the context of ratlﬁnal choioe. zay be deflned

as a “fact about the object of ehﬁlce seen in llsht of some

atnndard or crlterion, uhere 1t i s understood that some
;reqfon underllen the adoption and use of tnls crlterion and
-that this, reeson w111 1nvoIve a pro-ettitude of ‘some klnd..

(A erucial exception tq thls rule w11l be texen up in chnpter Q

lt'o_)o .

i
o
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AN EXAMFLE
-y . .
It might be ue‘l to’ pause here to oonsider an example.

Supg%se a financler has received requests for slzeable doans
‘_ from two entrepreneurs. call them X and Y. Now, let us sup-
_pose that. he has declded to invest in one of them but his
capital 1s such that he cannot 1nvest 1n both He must, then,
ch~ose between then.*He‘considers the two schemes in an

fattempt to discover the fsots about them. He dlSOOVerS that
lf he lnvests 1n V's schewe\the rlsk w111 be very great, the -
returns small 1f he 1nvests 1n Y's scheme the rlsk wlll be
less and the returns greater.5 All other things. he. finds.
are equal. Now, in uhioh,of these two schemes ought he to
‘1nvest? “hat ought to be noted here is slmply that the answer.j‘

to this. questlon has not been 31Ven. Knoulng the relatlve

'=propert1es of theae tuo schemes dces not by ltself oonstitute

a reason for choosing between them. If the 1nvestor were also

_ a: philanthropist 1t 13 coneelvable that the properties nan-

rtloned night be. totally 1rre1evant to hlm. However, 1r he haaA

['minimum risk for maxlmum returns" as a crlterion. then the N

.relatlve rroperties ot these tuo sehemes. 1n 1lght of that

’ eriterlon. ‘are” reasons for chnnslng Y. Both the orlterlon andﬂ
fect rltting the crlterlcn'are neceasary if the rinnncler

is to have a reason ror chooslng one of the 1nvestments over

"the_other.‘;

i

5 I an uslng 'rlsk' here 1n a neutrnl.fdesoriptlve eenee'
to mean sirply the probability that noney-put into this ven-'”
ture ulll not be returned. o R ,
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But suprose the financler had chosen by flippling a
coin. To choose in this way wou}d, of" eourse, be irrationals
But why? The answer, I think, is falrly obvious. Choosing in
tris ééy'is 1rrat19ndi beqause'the reasons_for bhooslng N
between the two altern%pf%éa are 1gnored. Underlying the -
.fihanclejfg criterion 15.-say,'a'desire_f6} %foflf; fbr”mdre

© money than‘he hﬁé,lﬂls‘ériperlon serves .the fuhcﬁion1of

i élloﬁing hlm:to deterrlhé; on the basis of the facts'avﬁllable
to. hlm, w-ich of the two nlterngflves is most 11ke1y to ful- | :;fi

i.'fill thla deslre {or burpose). The criterion speclfles that, B .:g

in chooslng, he is to concern hlmself with suoh th ngs as‘

rlsk and returns,\\} gains and losses..nhere thesa t 1ngs

_ d1ffer among t) e alternatlves, ns criteriogﬁte1ls him that
'there is a reason for chocsing one. ofﬁihe alternatives rather
'than the others. Since we may assume that whether the coin
~f;113 heads or talis has nothlng to do with hcse nropertles
_or the obJects which are speclfled by the flnancier's__ |
: crtterion to be relevant to’ hlsfchoic;. ror hlm to chOfae by c
‘rltpplng a colng would be 1rrational. Y B ’ -
- Again, if. arter a carerul etanination of the .

;'altcrqatlvcs, the fquncier tound that enoh fit his crltarlon

' mu_-equally ucll, then. othenunhings balng equal. to ohooae by

‘ fllpping a coln uonld be not 1rrationa1. but non-ratlonal.
'On the othor hand, 1r he uere ooncerned about rairness. tben.:

rnther thnn arbitrnrlly ohooslng X or Y,.he nlght dectde to

- = -

 fg1ve cach an equnl chance by fllpnlng o ooln. 81nce there is
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here a criterion {fairness) and a fact which fits it
{neither 1nvéstment'is preferable to the other), there is -

- a reason'for choosing'by fllpplng'a‘coln‘}To choose in th%s

“or s similar way would, then, be fationﬁl.
" THE COHPONENTSVOF'HEASOHs

As was stéted.éarller.Alﬁ the context of rational
chnice a reason for chooslng a ;artlcular alte;naulve has
two components, a fact" and a standard or. criterlon whlch the
'fact flts. n,wever,.a chooser may - not alwavs know the facts,

and he nay not employ the proper“ crlteria. From this, of -

course, 1t does not: follow that ha cannot make ratlohal

,oholces. Since 1t Hlll helglto understand the concept of a

'ratlonal choice, thls point should be made clear.
.mgmmw@mofmwwmrmm"aﬂ .

He may begln by nnting that a reasonable oholoe ls

-‘deflned as that uhlch a ratlonal person w uld make 1f he )
-.posqesqed oomplete and accurate knowledge of the alternatives,

;_the situatlon, -and bimself. A ratlonal choice 13 an attehpt
“to mnke & rensonable choice. It is, then, an attempt to |

'_ choose in accordance with tﬁe facts and ulth one s standnrds

or oriterla. To make a ratlonal cholce. then. a chroser pust .'

fexamiﬁ% ‘the alternntlves and the situation to deter:ine. S0

*‘;fnr as he oan asoertaln. what the fdcts are. On tha basls of S

the 1nformation nt hls dlsposal. he ulll come to sore bellers

7z
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‘abbut what those facts are. These bellefs, 1f the choice 1s
‘to be raiienal,—musf'be iarrahted. This, I think, 1s falrly
/gobvlous. If a man were asked why he made a particular choice
and replied "Oh. no particular Treason,” we would not call hls
chalce rational.'If however,.he sald, “Because—lt Was X“
(Hhere X 18 some fact about the object chosen) ve. mlght ask
why he believed thla. If, agaln, he sald "Oh, no particular  : _ @
) reason," We should conolude that he did not choose ratlonally. | |
| He dld ﬁot atternt to rake a reasonable chnice. _
| ]}'_- A possible obJectlon here mi:ht be that. slnce we can
only show that a bellef 13 warranted by giving. reasons for .
bellevlng 1t. the vieu that the bellefs upon which a ratlonal
ohoice 1s based must all be warranted leads to an 1nf1n1te

~
regresa, 1n which eaae 1t uould not be posslble to make &

f | ratlonal cholce.'This obJection, however. rests upon a ralse

assumptlon. It 13 not necesqary ‘that I be able to give reasons‘
for a11 my warranted beliefa (It would.‘however, be necessary
for me to glve reasons for all my rational beliefs). As an

| example, 1 believe I am uritlng at a brown,desk. This bellef
13 uarrnnted. Ny reason for 1t is thnt I see a broun desk
before me,. Houever. lf 1 an asked to. Justlry thls belief, I

: oannot I oen only say I an 50 oonstituted that. other thlnga

belng equnl, I cannoc help belleving that what I see before:

me 18, in fect, before ce. This fundanentel beliet 13. we . .

. should.say, non-ratlonal.

“

6 'r.Of'cbﬁiae; thiu'tg not to eey.neive realism 1s true;



- Of oourse, it is possible for persons to disagree
| ﬁbout‘the\ggoto and for, such disagreement to be rational.-
'. Given that ‘this 1s so, it 1is posqible fer different people
in the same situation to make different rational choices.
However, the reasonable choice for each, Af thelT criteria'
‘'were. the same, “weuld be the same..Thus, ir a person. A wére
" to choose x'believing warrantedly that X had properties a, b,
and ¢ when X did in fact have those properties and that X,
| therefore, fit his criterion. his choice would be both rational
| and reasonable. If B, however, were to choose Y believing

uarrantedly that Y had properties a, b, and ¢ and that X aid .

not, his chelce would be rational but not reasonable.; o "

R : THE ccnyousnws OF BEASONS' CRITEBIA

T )

Regarding criteria two points need be made- (1) For
. A cholce to be rational the criteria in light of which it 18

made must ba ratlonally ohosen if they are chosen, and (2) it

bd

o rather. i1t is to say ‘e all‘believc naive realism to be truc
© Russell's dictum that nalve realisn lends tc physics which, in
turn, proves naive realism false, is not conpletely true . .-
*(Bertrand ‘Russeil. An Inguir into Meaning and Truth. ¥1ddlesex:
.‘Pensuin Books, 1962, p. 13). .10 naive Teallst, at least to
my ¥nowledge, would clain that "wWhat I see before ne is, in
jfaot, before me” is categorically true. All wculd adhit at
- . Jeagt the possibility that I might be looking in a mirror. .
As an epistemological doctrine, naive realisn sh-uld be ccn-
. .strued -ps olainming "other thi being equal, what I see '
before me is, in fact, before me S xhat physics: does 15 show  °
- that other things are not equal, thak there are other facts. '
" which may be perceived, pcrhaps only th the aild of very
delicate "instruments, to -show that our \first irpressicn was
*wrong. Physics disproves the varticular\beliefs of nalve -
‘yrealism, but it does not, indeed, it cannot disprove naive
realisn, for that 1s the fundarental and none-rational ccndi-
of nll rationnl hunan beliors. including the physicist 8. .
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ﬁié not possible that all of 6ur criteria shouid be rationally
chosen. The first of these two, poiﬁts shall be dlscusse& in
chapter two. I shall discuss the aecond here. A
It would seem to De; faLrly obvinus that the standards
and crlteria by which rati-nal cholces are made ZaY, then-
selves, be chosen, I do not mean that they nay be chosen in
the sense that, glven a’cholce Js.'ituationf, one must deterzine
' which crlterig_appli:(althdugh 1f is frue'that ﬁhey may be | ‘_r; .3;?f
chosen Ln‘thié Sensé),rbut; rather, in the éense_thatlue igéﬁk | |
of.their_béiné a&opﬁed.iif. fbr*lnstancg,:I hﬁve‘decided‘t§'l

purchase'a né# automobile, I must choose one fron amohg the

many models avallable, but, from the very fact that there are
- 80 many varled modela on the market, it 1s obvious that ﬂir-
rerent crlterla are avallable for chcoslng between them. Ir,

-as the consequence of a rationhl choice, I buy & Volkswagon

nhereas my neighbor buys a Cadillac, then, other thlngs belng ' 
-equal. thls dlfference oan be explalned only by a dirference |
'1n the crlterla ln llght of q&lch our ehoices are nade, In
other words, the standnrds or criteria we have adopted dlrrerf5
L -”'” thle it may throw 11tt1e 1ight on the subJect 1t 13-

1nterest1ng to note thnt, as a matter of 11ngulstlc oonventlon. - )
We do not orten areak -of stan&nrda or orlteria as bolng chosen-
indend, 1t sounds - odd to speak of chooslng a cho;ce-orlt-rion

(and this 18 so. I thlnf. not slmply beoause lh sounds redun-

dant) Instead. we spaax of 'adoptlng auoh stnndards or

'orltcrxa.,Thla linsulstlo diatlnctlon may be due Just to the

L
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of a standard may afrect our future choices but not by 1tse1f°
_ 1t caqnot effect then, For 1nstance, 1f, in buying a car. I 'i', "'%%

| adopt the standard or “eoonomy,“ the oholce of thla standnrd

"that all othera have been rojected). A atandard. however.'

-18-"
fact that the objects differ. When we ohoose between standards
and criteria,.we do not do anythlng (at least, nothing

obvious) but the cheolce affects what we do or ch-ose to do. -

‘When we choose a standard or criterion,-we do not do 1t, ;:?b\\

°

it, tave 1t, or anythlng else of the kind-\what we do is "make .
it our owﬁ."'*hen we- chrose between obJects, on ‘the other hand
(again, I am uslng obJects" an a very broad senge. to 1nc1ude

such things as actlons or courses of actlon) we do one of these

. things. we act upon our’ choice. We do not act upon a criterion

or standard, nor-do we act upon the choice of one. The choice

h
b
Y
LR
:

o over, sav._fluxury would not, by 1tse1r lead to any action

to which the choice of “luxury would not have led. In both

casges, something more is needed.'and.that something 18 thef

' examination of the avallable alternatives, the avallable -

-

models, 1n light of the standnrd, but Hhen this 13 done. 1.0.1
tuhen 1t has been determlned whlch obJect best fits the stan-
_ dard. the cholce is made and thla cholco determines dlreetly

‘which’ action I ahall perform, that 1s, which car I shall buy. L

°“°° th°49h01°e has been made, alternative actlona are no‘i_””“

longer availnble (not 1n a oategorlcal sense.:but 1n the sense
L ”3_,
slmply would not be a standnrd ot cholce unless alternatlves

SR

uore avallnble.



i rlcatlon ig the process of damonstrating that a choice 1s

'.glven. In the actual nrocess of. cholce, that 15. of chooslng,

&
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Hhen a rational cholce is made between objects; the
obJects are consldered in the light of criteria or standards,
but in what llght are the oblects of cholce to be consldered
when the oblects are, thenselves, standards or crii:e::‘lzal‘> of
coursey 1f‘the choice of a standagd is to be rationallyfmade;
it must be made by ccnsldering the standard in the 1ight of )
some other standard, but AT thls choice 13 rationally made,.
We may as¥ st&ll how the. other standard was chosen. Obvlously. ;
this will ‘lead to an infinite resress of an impossible sort. -
In the proceseiof Juetlflchtlon-1t~ney be poSslble aiwayo fo?
go on glvlng_further reasons and more baslc crlterla to. |

9

~support the choice or some standard or crlterion. but this is B

.because Justitlcatlon applies to reasonabf; choice.‘Justi-_

'"reasonable, that it is a choice for which reasons nay be

f this would not be possiblc, or ‘the act of choice would never f
‘be made and the process of chooslng never begun we are faced,
Athen, wlth a dllemna- elther we admlt that ultlmately the
‘cholce of a stqndard 1s non-rational or’ we adnit that‘ulti- R
mately our standards are not chosen. No doubt, there are \:< '
some (e.g.. the exlstentiallsts) who would hold the formor or
“thesc two vleus. but I knon or no arsuments 5urf1c1qnt to prove
then hrcns.'and I hold the Iattor. In elther case, 1t would

follon that tho oomplete ratlonal Juatlflcntlon of a cholca " ¢

- _13 lmposslble. In the rlrat onse, wWe nust cone eventunily to |

a step 1n thc procesa or oho&ce uhich 13 non-ratlnnal and Ca
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which, consequeotly,-admifs of no furtherjgcstificatlon:and,'
in the 1 ttei, to a point at whlphlcholce begins with a-

_ given, a:\ﬁﬁchosen cricerion which canﬁot, qua é;ven, pe ,
justified. Of couxse, it is possible in justification to get
off lthe ho;'ns of .the. dil’emma,.'but then the only altérr_lative
vls an infinite regress, in wrich case the Juéglflcaﬁl%ﬁ '?‘
could not end and could not be completed, '

- From this 1t-1s clear th;$ in a sltuatlon of cholce

- all the factors relevant to ghe flnal outcoﬁe, to the ‘deter-

' :mination of the ohoice, afe, in a sense. given. Tne- properties

gor the obJects of cholce are gg%en, 1n the sense that the
,chooser does not ch ose what they s%all be° they are matters

_for deternlnate. empirical fact and 1t 1s the chooser s
.functlon to escertaln. 1nsofar as he 1s able, what those

‘._facts are. to rormulate, on the basls of " hls ﬁarranted bellefs :

and his examlnatlon of the objects and ‘the-situation, some o

a

warranted beliers about them. And. of course, in a rationai

| -

cholce, the crlteria are. also gLven. 1n the genseé that._lf

D)

-they are. ratlonally chosen. ;hey follow from the chooser's

a9

'basio, unohosen criteria and the chooser B bellers.

"

» . 0.
e .

S THE‘ACT.OF cacxcs }_ LT
. 1. ' ' \ £ ¥ . '
- A8 Was mado clear earl;er. an. act of oholce 13

-

ratlonnl 1f the oholco ls aade because or or in accordpnce

ulth ‘reascns and a rcason 18 deflﬁed aAs a stateneqt or thc

~

propcrtiea of an objeot tosether wlth the ract that :hoac

1 ‘ . . . . - . s

__/,
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p?operties'flt the crlterlon being'used-=In'a situation of
choice, tben, when the properties of the obJects have been

,’ determlned, all" that remalns to complete the process of

Il

i
rat ondl choice ls theodetermlnation of - whlch of the

-

altegnatives best fits the criteria. nhen thls is accomplished .
r & > ‘

the proceSSuls completed and the cholce* 1s made. The nctual )

o

‘cholce mav oT rav not.be a separate step 1n the process. we 7

- may wish to accept sorething 11?e Hobbes deflnltlon of the
uill s the last anoetite 1n &ellberatlon, ln'whlch-case'

the actual acf-of cholce uhula not be a sepqr&te step at all_ if;

' but s!mply the end of-the examination oﬁ the obJects. or we P A
"o v - -

‘5 may wlsh to- say that the act is secarate, that we rlrst con~

sidcr the objects 1n the, lisht of our crlterlaz and then. f
choose, but\ even 1f we say“thnt the aot 1s separate ln this o gL’

sense. wo cannot say that 1t 18 1ndependent. If 1t ¥Ys a -
: e/ .
sepnrqte or 8 dlstlnct step. 1t 18 eo-dpnly in the sense that

-
&

the concluslon to a Va31d argu:gnt 1s separate from the '.ff/' o

2 . ) .

"&'argument. ceporate but not 1ndependent._. : =gf‘:' o

) . . tﬁThia alicsion to deduétivo argument 13 one whlch. 1n

this cnsc. should not, perhaps. be cado. It runs a very groat |

;;f rlsk of bé‘ng\nlsleadins. Heverthelecs. it 19 1nstruot1ve and.
whl}e I aust stress the tact ;hnt the prcccss cf rationnl N

' choice 15 not 1dent1cal ulth thnt ot deduct1Ve nrgunent. tnere
‘ .
. ‘are analogies wmchIB 1f polnted rut. mny sorve to :ave tho

g - VI, I S o

Vo
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.process clearer. An argumént could be,;set up in this way:

-

(1) I will choose from the avallable alternatives that
object which best fits oriteripn K. . |
(1a). An ;bject will fit cfiterion K if it‘pas propértieé
| a, b, Cy d.‘and not e. ~
(1b) An obJect will>not fit crltarlon KAf 1t has pro-
| pertx e, :egardlgss or its other propggties.
(1)’ An obJe&t best fit; a. crlferlén if more”of its
__propert es fit the crlterlon more. extensively ‘than
those of any other object o |
e (2) The ajvailable' altematl%s are‘cfa'b-Jects Xy Y,‘-.Z..;
K Vké§)°oﬁjgci X bag properties 8;.b' € and not e.
(2b)A0bJect Y has proherties a, b, and not e. |
'f(?c)'ObJect A has properties a, b, Q. d, and e,
(3) oObject Z- does not rlt the criterlon. ihqh
ﬁ-(b} " More of the prOpertles of obJect X rlt the crlterlon

than the properties of Yo

(S) Thefeforém obJeﬁt X best flts'the’criteflon;

(6) Therefore“ I w111 choose x.

o

e - Since a choice 18 rcasennblo if 1t 1s in accordance w

-
with the faota and . one's crL;erla and slnco a rational chdlce

1s>dor1ned QB an attempt'to make n-reasonable cholce. it la
clear that the corplete statc eﬂt of the prooess of rnt onal

ohglce uruld lnolnde (1) an anureratlon of all the propertleq_.

..__‘_

of the objects of ohoico‘ihtch were consldered (pren11a two),
: /
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' o rd

(2) an enumeration ¢f.the criteria according to which those
- t

“properties were ¢-nsidered (premiss one), and (3) a state- . ‘o

ment of how those prOpertles_flt the criteria (premisses

three and four) Uhen these'three steps ﬁre completed, the

' 00noluslon, in thls case that X best ths the criterion, is
| given. that 13 to say, the conclusinn 13 entnlled and to
" state 1t ls slmnly to make expllclt what has alneady been
said in a dlfferent ‘and - perhaps less olear way. The Ssame 1s
- /true of the finel eonclusion which serves éerely to maxe
expiiclt the 1mn11catieee“of what has already been sald.
; _Agaln, 1t rust be stressed that the actual process is’ not

1dent1ca1 with a deductive argument. It 4s doubtful that,

even at our ratlonal best, we ever tnxe the pains to'"a ‘e all
or the stens in the prooesq expllcit but nelther is 1t
necesqarv that we. ahﬂuld All that ls neceSPary for a. cboice
ta be ratlonally mad; is that it be the result ;f a consider-
atlon of the~obJects of cholce 1n the llght or some criterla.j
' The important peint of ‘the annlogy, however, uhould not be-
_mipgsed, ahd tat is, glven the p;emlsSes. the‘concles;on.
:rollbwa. or, in a sltuntleﬁ'of‘cholce. given the cr@terie'and:
the obJeets, the chol'ce followa. The concluslon, while'it 18
;atated separately. is entnll%d by the® prenISSag- the cnoloe.;

' uhile it. 1s made separntely (lf 1t 18) ig a consequence of

w o

8 . The 1uportancn of (lc) shﬂuld not. be overloo red: this.
- preniss, a part of the criterion, serves to specify What

‘conditions must be —et in order for the cholce to be rade

in aneordunce ulth the uelsht of reasona. o,

1
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the objects and the criteris, 1nltE§'sensethat i1t is the
result of’é conglderation of the objects and their proper-
ties in 1light of the criteria.'ﬁll oﬂ'the possitle conélusions
: whlch follow from a Valld argument may, in prlnclgle, be
',deternlned by and examination of the—pr%misseS° 1n the same
way, all the posslble choiges-which_mey be-ratlonally_made in
a given sl}gabioh may, in pfinqiplg, be determined b?-ah-_
e;aminﬁtion 6f:the cr;ter{a and the“propértiés of thé oﬁjects.-

" to be chosen from.

' CHOICE AS DISCOVERY
. ) . ) l ) ’.

"From these'rémar*s 1t ‘should be-clear=that the

_ proceqq of rntional cholce 18 not 80 much a matter of -

deciding as of discovaring. L'i.ven the crxterla according to
-whlch a choice 1q to be made and the objects from whlch the
cholce 418 tn. be ﬁade. ‘all that remalns to. complete the nro-

cess of rational choice is that the two should be put together. '
that is, that the obJects should be. co"sldercd 1n light of ;
the crlterla. but thls prooess {s sinply that of dlscoverlng--

- by observatlon. analvsia. or whatever--what the propertles of
the onects are and how those prorerlcs fit theforlteria.
Given a cholce between two. alternntive c-urses or aotion. 1r
“the ohoico 13 ratlonnlly made, the process of decidlng Nhlch '
oourae to taka is not BO much A proresa or 'maklng up onc's
'ﬂlnd‘ about whnt one ulll do ag ;t is of dlscoverlns. in thnt

altunt;on. what one hns, 1n effect, alreandy ohosen to do {by -

S a . . —
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adopting cértain criteria) or, to put it differently, of
d1scovering what it is, 1n.that_situatioh; that one really
.wants tt do. Of course, it 1s not to te denied that men dﬁn,
and often do act irrationally: we act SometimeglmpulsIVEly,
or, 1like the Rambler.<make oﬁr chhideé arbitrarily.'Nor is.1t
to be denled that the distlnctlon between rational and irra-
tlonal cholce is sometimes blurred and obscure° was Hary Todd'
‘cholce of Abraﬁhm Lincoln from among her ma 1y sultors a
ratlonal choice° Certalnlv, lt was a choice which cozld have
been given, at a later date, more than ample Justiflcatlon.

She chose that man. uho, in her oplnlon, was moat l1lkely to

succeed. and she chose rightly, but' dia she choose rationally?
Did the young lawyer. Llncoln. actually fit her criterlon'-~
better than her other suitors? It wnuld be. difflcult, 1f not L
1mpoaslb1e to say-and. probablv, more difrlcult examples tnan
-this cnuld be round. Nevertheless, it is’ clear that, despite -
the obscurlty of the dlstlnctlon 1n<the ntddle, the dlstiﬁ%hlon
18 valid at the extremes. There are cholces which fit in :
‘thelr general outlines. the process which I have descrlbed.

te.g.. the 1nvestments of the careful buslnassnan As oprosed.
“"to those of the corpulsive gambler. These choices are rntlonal
tnat 18, they are rattonally nade and the proccss by whlch
.thev are made is, in easence, ane of dlgcovery. This conclu-
slon can be denled but only bn ta?lng the other horn of tho
‘dllemma and the conncqucnt vieu that even the banxer 8 crlteria o
are non-rnt\onnlly chosen.. However. ‘aven if we take this:

%
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side of the dilemma and argue that ultimately the banker's
cfiter;a are in some way chosen, it cannpt be denled that -
those critéria nay fuhctlon as criterla.ror his subsequent

- rational cholces, and in this cpse 1t would be evgn'clearef
"that the .process of rational cholce would be‘a process'of

‘ discoverlna what he had, in effeot, already chosen to do.

This conclusion, that the process of rational cholcef
is a process of discovery. 1s one which follows expllcitly
from ny analvsls of rational cholce. If the eaderh;ould -

'~ deny this concluslon, ‘he would have to admit either that men i;

-do not make rat*onal cholces, a view whlch, in 115ht of the

) taots. 1t would be dlfficult and probably 1mposslb1e to

malnta n, or he Hnuld have to admit that they do not make )1 
“them 1n the manner that I have descrlbed. that my analysls

is wrong. bat, 1f thls were hls view, Af he would argue that
‘my analysls of the proceas of ratlonal choice 13 wrong, then |

i would-ask simply: Hhat,else could.lt_be?i

&
&
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CRITERIA AND STANDARDS OF RATICNAL CHOICE AND EVALUATION

, Batlonal_cholce I have deflned} roughly, as a‘cholce

‘made in accordance with eome standard or criterion or,

¥

alternatively. as a choice made because of or 1n accordance |

with reasons, where a reason 15 understood ag‘a property of

an objeet of_c‘o;ee seen in the 1lght or some standarﬂ or.
drltefien. HQWeyer; I ‘have to this polnt sald 11tt1e dbout

"the nature &r'theSejstqndards and orlterla. I have. of coursn,:‘ii

- q .
given exnmnlésf‘gﬁt I hqve not attempted a deflnitlon. Qulte

'franny. I do. not believe 1t Possible to give a deflnltlon :

" wnich would not ap'enr to be olrcular. Thls 1s so because a
stnndard or crlterion 1s a stnndard or. critericn of choice in
'vlrtue eolely of what 1t does. *he deflnitlon, then. must be
functirnal._For 1nstnnce, 1t uruld have to be eomething llﬁe.i'
"A cholce crlterlon 15 that 1n terns of which ‘a faot about an

'"-obJeot of choice becn“ea ‘a reason. for or agalnet chooalng 1t.n
This is the closeet I shall eome. in thle chapter. to deflnlnma-
stnndards and 'criterin . INn the following pases I shall

"try. however, to tndicate some of the propertles of, standnrdu

’ .
B LN

and criteria. -

T
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THE NATURE OF CRITERIA

-

_'ns was pointed out in the flrst:chspter, some criteria'

" may be rationally chosen, but it wou'd not oe pdssibie for all
criterla to be so. chosen slnce this would involve an 1nr1n1te
regress. If I am to defend my-chcice of crlteris as belng
ratlonally msde, I must again present my Treasons for chooslng
them. Let us suppose that throughout thls process. I have got
the'fscts strsight Then the argument w111 center around my .
crlterla- were the criteria in light ot whlch these criteria
were. chosen themselves rationallv chosen? Thls process cannot‘

go rn forever. At some nolnt, I must come to. criterlia thch

. did not choose or, at the very least, whlch I diqd. not chcose‘
--ratlonelly. These fundamental criteria which underlle and .
“ufgulde all our subsequent ratlonal choices, 1 take to be our
..baslc likes and dlsllxcs. : 7_‘ T
In order to show that these baslc li%es and disllVes

do serve as our fundamental chcice crlterln, we ney bezln by . .
. maklnx a fairly straightforward assumptlon (an assumptlon : f.-
- ‘which, 1 thlnk, needs 1ittle: argument) that, 1n the absence
r any- other conslderntions. it is ratlonsl to ohoose that ‘
' _uhlch we like and 1rrntlona1 to chrose that uhich we dlslihe.
B I wisgh to stress t e quallflcr here.-I an not saylng thnt it
‘18 nlwaya rnt%*nnl to ch ose thnt whl::d:;/}txe but that this

is so in the nbeence cf any oﬁher con tions.rl‘ahallknot ..

o~

‘ nttcnpt to argue dlrectlv for the truth of this ussumptlon:

-
S
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it seems to be obvioug that 1t 1s Just part of what we mean
by belng rati-nal. If however, the assumption 1s accepted,
it would seer ‘to Dbe clearly the case that, 1n the absence of 1

any other Qﬂnslderatlons, our criterla are what we like and
dislike. - S I
Now, assumlng thls to be S0, lpt us ask whet'these-‘
other conslderatlons, it there were any, could be. r1rst, it
ls obvious that they must be reasons. ”hat this 1s s0 follows‘
" from the fact that, ifr 1t 13 ratlonal to choose that whlch we_
‘like. bhere must be'a rpason for so choosing (in this case,
the fact that 1t | 5 such and ‘such’ an object together wlth the

“the fact that one llkes i1t). Th e"other conslderatlons then,7

would have to make such a/cholce either non-rational or

irrational, Since there 13, in this oase. a reason for so
ohooslng, to make the cholce non-rntlonal. 1t wﬂuld have to

be the casge thnt'the'e were scme other reasons of equal wel ht
Vror not go ohoosins, and, to make. the choiee 1rratlonal.
.reasons or greﬂter welght for not so ohoqslng. Al this 13 A
; obvlous enough and rather trlvlal. Now. I ask. what could

,these other rensons.be. They cannot be Just facts nbout the -
obJect Ae I have tr{ed to show. such a ract 1is not, by 1tve1f.‘
U a reas~n for or agalnet cheosins the obJeet. It zust be a faet )
~'seen in the llght of some stqndnrd or crlterlon of cholce. |
:Thls standnrd or‘orlterlnn must._.ﬁ lta turn. bo such thnt tn -
the dbsenod of othor oonalderationq. 1t uould be ratlcnnl to

| ohooae 1n necordanno vith lt (othenllse 1t uould not =ake the

s N
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fact about the objlect a‘fegspn fo: or against chcosing it).
But since, in the,absence of an& other considerﬁtiohsg it is
- rat;pnal to chodsp what we 11ké and irraticnal to choose what - °
wve dislike, 1t would séem reasonable to gssume_that_these |
E othe;'criteria nust be 6thér-1ikes and.q1siikeé'ofmusﬁ.reduce

" to oﬁi 1;ké§uand dlslikes,.I“assume,_théreforg; that our “
fundamqntal; undérived'cfiteria-are our basic likes and d1s-
11kes. 'With 'this in mind; let us 1dok at_thé-followihg-' |
examplb.n I o | | |

| I am to'makeNa choiéé betﬁeen twd:chéirs. oné of whléh

I shall bus. ‘ne ‘chair which I buy 13 to be used only- by me
and I want 1t for no speolal purvose except to slt in uhcr I |
feel 11ke sltting..bupnose that the . chairs -cost the same.'are
;roughly the same aife, nnd are the same color. I have no .

preferenoe for a partlcular style. My criterion is comfort._'

1 st 1n each of the two chalrs and discover thnt one. is nuch

: more comfortable than the other' as A matter or fnct. I flrd

~that; while one i's’ qulte comfortable, the other is downrlght
uncﬂmfortable. Wchh should I choose? Thls 18 not life the

‘exanple glven earl;er in uhlch a flnancler wns supposed to have

" noted that thc alternntlves open to him had such and such

‘propertles. In: thls exanple. the answer to the que tion hns
been 'lven. If I an to chfose ratlonally. then 1 shcu‘d choose
. the more oomfortable of the two chalrs.'In the absence of any
.'other oonslderations. knowing that one lnvestment preacnts a
grhater rlskuror sﬁaller returns than another does not tell

K .




- to say something about the chalr, e, 5.. that 1t has some
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me which to choose..1 However, 1n'the’absence of any other
copstderatioﬁs, knowing thaf one chalr is more comfortablé
Ehﬁn another does tell me which to choose. To say that the
probabillty that a particular 1nvestment will result 1n the
loss of X dollars 1s m and the probabllity that 1t will s
result 1n a gain of Y dollars 13 n 18 to state a slnnle ract-
it is simply. to descrgbe the: 1n?estm¢nt in terms of _its
_probable outCOmes. But to ‘say fhat’a pértidular chéif'is=
. more comrortable than another 18 not to state Just such a

simple faot. Tb say that a chalr is oomrortable is not Just

speolch set of properties. It is xo say that the chalr hns |

wsome, unspeclrled Properties such that 1t is a comfortableﬁé; _:'.ﬁ
hchalr in which to sit. It 1s to say that the propertles of ‘
the ohair are suoh that, other thlngs belﬂg equal. one enjoys
‘altting 1n it, that one enjoys sitting in it more than in a

hair which is uncomfortable, that, glven 'S choice, one would

_chooae to slt 1n Just such a chalr. But, suppose that after
1 choose the nore confortable of’ the two chalrs. I an asked
"to account for ny cholce, tb show that ‘the chotce of this |
ohair over the other was rntlonal I nould. of courae. reply
- that 1 had crosen thi's particular chulr because 1t was the
nore comfortable or the two. My questloner mny wonder why

" this was n sufttoient reason. I te%l hin that 1 was 1n ‘the
j

e - ' - ﬂl
L See/note 5, p. 12., ..
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narket for a comfortable chalr, that 13, that "comfort" was

my criterion, "But why comfort”" he may ask. Now. he may be

asking one of two. difrerent questlons here. He may uant to . 4“;'
know (1) why comfort.rather than_some other.criterion, orK".
he'nay want to know (2) why I'should_be'cdncerhed-with |
confort at all, Iblthellatter questibn"I éan siie.nc,éhkwer;
I can onlv asquée that he does not kn;wIwhat 'coﬁFoftﬁrﬁeéﬁs.
To sav that T 1lke being comfortable would be, in a sense,j
.redundant “Comfortable 18 a word whioh aprlles to a‘ﬂ

partlcularlv Dleasant or, at least. not unpleaseant bodily

-state.'and to say that I an confortable 13, in effect. to, say

E that I am in a partlcular kind of bodlly state which. other

| thinss beins equal. I like ﬁeing ln. ‘The only way that I can
make his’ question mennlngful. then. is to take lt 1in The L
: other sense. In this senae. to reply that I like being
._oomfortnble would be to. make a negative statement to the _Il
‘5efrect that there were no other conslderatxonq which would
have outweighed my liking for comfort In the same way. to |
say that I dlsliked oomfort would be to contradlct nyself -
"unleaq I were to qunlifv ‘ statewent with a stntement llka..*'
'Ascetloism 1a/good ror the soul‘ or ‘Sltting ln a comforthble_
‘ohair glvos me back palns.' Taxlng the questlon 1n the forrer )
-sense. then. I can Justify the adoption ot 'comrort' ns uy
critprion only by refercnoo to other posslblo crlteria. For :
.1nstanoe. I zay say that I am not an nvcetlc° 1 do not bellevo

1 shall experi'snce any adverse consequencas trom leading the
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"easy 1{{e::u4_g51‘ggin§¢ent that this comfortable eﬁair‘
provides adequeﬁe postural eﬁpport so that the possibility of
” back pains 1s not a consideretleﬁ; I may say that the only
‘other aprlicable criteriaare such.things as celor, cost, °
style,'size; etc., but’that these things are the same for
both chairs so that thev provlde no ground fer cholce'or -
that, where they differ. I have no preference. Now, it 1g ST
lmportant to note how thls sort of account. differs f rom
saying slmuly thet I chose thls chair because 1t was She
vmore comfortable of. the tuo. It cennot be argued that the :
chair was not the more comrortable. Vor can: 1t be argued that

I had a preference where I say 1 had none--but 1t can be ; v

] argued that I should have had a preference. For 1nstance. lt
could be argued that the style of the chalr whlch I ehose
" would. not rlt the decor of my apartment. - ”_;f 3 =N“L'~_
Such an argument would succeed 1n showing me that my:
chooslng Ln accordanoe hith tbe criterlon, comfort,'ratner
than other posqlble criteria Was lrrational only lf 1t can .
be  shown that (1) there were other applicable critqria uhlch,

“on

1f used, wnuld have 1éd to a choice nore 1n nccordance with

L

(or in eccordence alth more of ) my basic lxkes and dislikes

" and that (2) 1 ﬁneﬁ‘or had reﬁ;;; to belleve thnt thereﬂwe:e '
'such nppllcable criteria but d!d not ta'e thex 1nto account, | }
If -only (1) were.= shoan. *y oholce would be shnwn to have been

unrensonable but,not, thererore. xxratiﬂnnl. Such an a“gunent.

hewever, cotuld never succeed in showing re that confort was
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not a criterion, only that, in that situation, it was not

©

rational to choose in éccordance only with the criter[cn of .

-

crmfort. Agaln, this 18 so because corfort, as a. choice
eriterion, functions at the 1eve1 of our baslc likes and ‘

dislikes. I dc not have a, reascn for 11k1ng ccmfcrt‘ I d'o not\
chocse to 1ike ccmrcrt. That I 11ke ccmfor s Just ﬂne.ofch'

the facts abc‘t me, and it 1s. thererore, neither ratl*nal

nor 1rratlcna1.= ‘ B o S ' . -

= A cholce criterlcn or standard can - bc ratlcnal or .

>

1rrat10nal only if 1t 1s chosen. It will be a ratlonﬁl
criterion AL 1t 1s chosen.rntlonallv. 1 LR 1f an-a%tewpt
is made tc chose or adopt a crlterlon whlch 1% 1n accordance

i}

uith one B. warranted bellcfs and wlth one's paslc. unchosen}

crlterla. A chclce'crltcricn "ﬁil be reascncblc. on thc

P

cther h Ac, 1r 1t s 1n acccrdcnce with one s baslc %gltcria
and ulth the chts. A cholce made on the basls of crlécrla«.
uhtch are. chosen will bq rational cnly Af- the crltcrla are.

) ratlcnally chosen. The ratlonallty or the chclce will not 'ﬂ =
depend on the’ rcascna“lcncss of thc crlterla. nor wlll the ‘

reaccnablenesc of the chclce neceg;nrily decend on, thf
reascnableness cr the crlterin (for much the same. reason thct
the truth cf the ccncluslcn o a valld arsubcnt does not

. neccssarlly dcpcnd on thc truth of thc prcdlds s). Hc rmust
bc carctul hchVQr, in areaklng ct the rntlonclity of crl—f“ -
teria. Not all crtterta vhlch arc nct baslc are chcsen or .

o -

&
. adcptcd. slthoush thcy arc dcrived frcm our baslc critcrln

$.
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not especially 1mportant for the purpose of this thesis.

&
i

'fneverthe ess. it should be noted that ‘a choice made on th ﬁﬁfﬂ'
'basis of criterla whlch are not baslc ﬁill be ratlonal only

1f'those criterla were ratinnain chosén. Asain. the T ow
gy N

_reasonableness of the cholce w111 not devend upon.the orlgln
' of; the crlteria. | ) ;f‘ o

It~might-%e worthwhlle. at this point, to consider _
Lnn example;_Cnnsider, ngain. t@e flnancler diégussed gn the o

- flrst chaptgr. His chcice-crlterlon 15 'mlnlmum ‘risk Tor:

. maximum returns.? Th& flnancler knows uhat this means 1n -

fairly pfeclsc terms' he dlso fnows a lot about buslness

nnd tne f&ctors affectlng the outcome §f buslness 1nvestments.“'

[

D‘Hhen he says his crlterlﬂn is. 'mxnlmum rlsk for maximum Lt

J' gy S
’

neturns.“ he grves R’. summary account of.'his crlterlon.,As it- .

- .

s stated, the criterion wlll ‘{nform no one how to—go ebout .

maxtng such a‘ohoicei The flnancfer. however, wWould under-_ﬁ
‘-stand,thls crlterion to mean thnt in chooslng he .is to ccnsi—'
: _.._."..z" P
(der such thinss as deﬂand. competltlon. nrofit margins.
capltal and 50 on. and that he 18 to consldqr all of these
thtngs-as 1nterrelated ang sunmarlzable under the general

'crlterlon of 'minlmum risk for: maxlmum returns.“ That all of

t -
these thlnga are to be consldered under this crlterlon/he has

'learned, perhaps through exparience. perhapsdihrough study.
They 00nst1tute hls beliers about uhat properties'a partlcular

1nveatmeﬁt should have 1n order to meet his criterlon. Hls-

-
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criterion specifies what factors are to be considered in

order for a cholce to be rmade 1in accordance with it. Now,l
suppose that the_financier's purpose for investing.in the
-first place is to make money.'We could se}, then, thst,-in ;
this case, his fundamental criterlion 1s to make m.oney.2 Ini'
some cAaSes, such a oriteri~on might be sufricient by itselr, ~
" out in most i1t 1s not easy - to tell which investment will

_make monev or' how- much money. This being so, the finencier ot
might adopt another oriterion such as: "minlimum risk for

maximum returns“ in. order to determine which investment is 5

more likely to maVe more money. But he might adoﬁt a different

criterion. for instance, he might choose on the basis of
uhether or not he likes’ the people involved. In the absence
of other considerations. such a cholcg would be irrational
unlese he believed that a cholce which met this oriterion :
nould ‘also meert the criterion of making money (The other
coﬁsideretions unuld. of course, bse some. othen criterion
uhich wculd outueigh that of making money qnd uhioh uould be

al met by & choice made in this way. 8.8.y & criterion 1ike

A‘.'mornl integritv') The render should not be mieled. however,

by my use of such terms as purpose' and. ‘desire.' In some
oeses. these ATe our criteria. ‘but nctnin &ll. For instance,rl
the apple eorter mentioned i chapter“one. it esked.uhy he. put

eome nbplee—in one box and some in enother. night reply that
e ™

2 'i~- Such a oriterion would not, however. be banic in the o
aense that 1 hnve been using that term. Honey is, arteruli. .
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-‘he out eating apples 1n one, cooking apples in another and
_ unusable apples‘ln another. These are’ his crltefla (of course,
he nay well have gtandards for distinguishing. eatlng and
cooklng -aprles) but they need not be his purposes His purpose
is to keep his Job, and hls desire is for hls wages.

| Summarizins, then, we can say . that (1‘ our boslc
oriterla are our basic 11kes and disllikesy (2) our baslc
_eriteria are non-rationai (3) criteria which are not baslc
may be rationally chosen, (4) a criterion 1s rationally
chosen If 1t ls chosen 1n accordance with one s,baslc_cri- n
' teria and one '8 warranted bellefs, (5) a criterion is reason:.
“able if it is ln accordance with one s baslo criteria and tﬁeé'
” faot:s, (6) a cntenon specifies which aspects of the situ-
ation and the alternatives are relevant to the cholce.-qhd (7)

L3

the fundamental crlterion in a glven altuation may be. the.

chooser s purpose but need not be.

‘ - . . . -
Sy ' HUME DEFEIjIDED" '
e o L, , -
This view of rational choice also serves to clroum-

venc the objeoilon to the Humean oolnt-that »Reason is, and
ought only to be the slave of the oasslons. 3 For instance,
AN argument whioh could be made agalnst Hume might be some-

thing 11kc this- Suooose a Judge had ‘a very strong feellns W

asainst sentenclng a man uho had been tound guiltv of a’ crlme.
. . )

the pnrudlgm of extrinalc. oT what I uould call dorlved value.

3 Lie A. Selby-Btggo. ed., Huze's Treatise or Ruman Nature.

. London~\01rord. P.. ti5. N S v o




-38-

JBeason alode night tell him that he ouéht'to sentecce him,
but slnce his reason is the slave of his pasclons and since
‘he hag a passionate feeling against sentencing him, ﬁe,coﬁld
not\sentence hin, nor coUld reasgon tell hlm to. But we mey
suppose that in such cases Judgea very often do sentence the
gullty party. Therefore, Teason is not the slave of the pas—
slons. Now, this argument, whether directed agalnst me cr
-against Hume, 1is based simply upon a misunderstandlng. Thls
19 clear from Y":9' analysls of ratlonal choice. A Judge' g8 cri-

- terion for sentencing a man, . de may sa¥, 1s’ that he be found
guilty of a crlme. Hls cholce (between sentencing higsand not
sentenclng hin) has. noth1n3°tc do with how he feels about
sentenolng him. but wlth which act best fits hls crlterion.‘

' His adoption of this eriterion follows, in tura, from other
crlterla wnich reduce finally to his hasic likea aﬁd dlsllwes.
‘In this case, the Judge uould have adopted such a crlterlon

. dbecause that 1s the law and he, tor some other reason, desires

'-to obey the 1avW (e.g.. he cculd not recain a Judge otherwlce-'
he could go to jall himeelf the lnw must be reapected to >
preaerva the 1ntegrlty of soclety; atc, ). In the end, the |
cholce reduces to one “or. more choices made on the basis of
one's likes and dlslikes (Jume 's paaslone). It is not. 1c¢f

this case. reason uhloh ccunter:anda panslon, ‘but passicn

' 1tse1f.
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EVALUATION AND THE GOOD

This-view of reason in the cohtext of ;utirnal choice

has, I thlﬁk,-1mportant.1mpiICntions for ethies ﬁnd‘theofi
- of value, Actuﬁliy, 1t would arpear.that the process of
ratlonal cholce - dlffers from that of evaluatlon only in the
fact that the one 1nVO1ves ; cholce whereas the other does
not.u If this 15 the case, then we could say that raticnal
cholce differs from evaluation as a subset from a set. On this
~ view, wWe could say that a ratlonal choice between obJects is a
‘J.process of evaluating them with a view to chooslng betueen
Athem. It W: uld arpear’ to be 1ntu1t1ve1y ohvlous that evalu-
atlon could not take place tn the absence of some standard of
uplue. He may wish to SQy that value or the good 13 slmply
intuited by some special faculty but. on thls vlew. evaluatlon
would gseeln to be,y at best. a- superfluous prooess. Determining
the value of gome object would be a matter slmply of looking
at 1t (1n whatever way one 1ooks at things ulth the special
9 faculty) and notlng. perhaps wlth some eftort. elthe* that. 1t
has snme value or ‘that 1t has not. dhere the determxnatio% of
’Qhe object's’ anue status requlred some effort. uhere it is
jdlff;cult to perOQLVe. the process NO“ld be analogous to thut

of utralnlng’one?u.eyoa. 1 shall not nrgue for or agalnst such

a view, It seems to me to be false, but'I shall slnply assune,

b For a almllnr view, see Onpenhetn, ?elix E. 'Ratlonal
Cholce” Journal of Philoqoghv. L, no. 12 (June L, 1953).

pp- 3“1-5560
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as I assumed that men do make rational cholces, that men do, ;.
A _

at least occasionally, make ratlonal evaluatlons, and ve can

gsay, 1 think, that a ratlonal evaluation is one made on the

basls of reasons, where a reason 1s some property of the -

valuatum seen 1n the 115ht of some standard of Value.5 Agaln,

the standards here ‘witl 311 reduce ultlmately to. our likes
adislikes.

-

Now, this being SO, 1t might be thought that such a

vlew would be onen‘to the same obJectlons as those levelled

against the hedonlst view that the g od 15 pleasure or the '.;
absence of paln.6 .The two deflnitlons dlffer. however. and the . %%
definltlon I an offerlng\re superlor in that it enablee us to _;g
see both the truth and the error-in-the hedonlst view. -

Pleasure ig not a , good., Certalnly 1t is not ;he ohlef
good. nor, for that matter. is dlspleasure an evil, We can

show .this by assumlng that our basie llkes and dlslikee

correspond to our baslo pleasures and displeasures. leaeure.

=3

-5 1 believe that the dlstlnctinn between the meanlngs
"~ of "value” _and "evaluation®” or wyaluntion® (I take these’
terms to be synononous) can be made in a manner quite sircl-
lar to the distinctien between the two senses or rational
cholce. "Value," ‘then, corresnonds roughly to the sense in
-which a cholce is reasonable. and “evaluatien“ to that in
which a chclce 1S 'rntlonel.' “yalue,* then, refers to that
- which s valued, to the evaluatum, ando'eVRluation" to the
process by which 1t comes to be a vnlue or to be valued.

6' Quoting Epicurus: We recosnlve pleasure ns the flrst
and natural good. ("Letter to ¥anoeceus" Geer, ?uqseél Yo
trang., =vicurus: Letterq. Principle Doctrines, and Vatican
‘Sayings. Indinnnp0115° Zobbs=Ferr TL11 Cous 1055. P. 56.

P . : v
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then. would be our basic standard. It would not be a good
or tne good, but the standard of goodness. The good, there-
"fore, does not - reduce to pleasure or to a balance of pleasure
over‘displeasure- the standard “of g~odness‘or of value re-
‘duces to pleasure or to our ‘basic 1Lkes and dlellkes; of a_ | o
'course. thls is not 1ntended, nor shculd 1t be taken.aafa |
'serioue objectlon to the hedonist posltion}'My purpose in
making it is Just to clarify the notlon of goodness. ”
As wWas polnted out above. the distlnction betueen

evaluatlon and value 18 analogous to that between the two

_senses of cholce. We may. ' saY, then, that an evaluation may .

be rational or 1rrat10nal. e value, reasonable or unreason—
able. An evaluatlon will be ratlonally made, then. 1f 1t 15'
made ‘on the basis of or in accordance. with reascns, where a

reason 18 a warranted belief about the obJect or the evalu-,

‘;l‘atum seen in the lisht cf some Btandard of evaluation. ‘These

_:standards, lf they are ratlonally chosen. will, again. be
-chosen in accordance wlth our warrant -a bellefs and our baslc;i
unchosen standards. A value. on the other hand, w%ill be |
.reaaonable if it 18 in accordance ulth the facts and one 's
.basio likes and dislikes. When we¢ sav. then. that an obJect i
is good. oY has value we are, 1n effect. saying’two things: '

-(1) It s & true atntement thnt the obJoot 18 such and such

an obJeot or that 1t has such and such propertlea and (2) 1ts’

posaesslng thoee propertles 13 pleasurnble. Tho good. then,

_15 not equivalent to pleasure, consldered in 1tsolr. but to



e

. ‘other than 1 take then to be. Hhat follows ls only that I

o

< _ \ _‘4:2-

the pleasurahleness of objects, and an object is good if 1f
1s a fact that, all things ccnsldered and in llght of our.

basic likes and dislikes; the objects is pleasurable and not

‘ displeasurable ‘or more nleasurable than dISpleasurable.

To say that a 31Ven object A8, in fact, good, then,
is not Just to say that I like it or that it glves me pleasure, o
but that there 1is reason to like 1t. Thus, even though |
contenplating ‘an obJect is pleasurable. it does not follow

that the obJect 1s, 1n fact. good, slnce the facts may be

take-the obJect to be good. (of course, we do sometimes sav

‘that m*thlng is pleasurable but: not gnod~ what we rean here.'

I thln%, 13 that 1t is oleasurable in some respects but not .

. in all For 1nstance. gex may be: nleasurable in the act but

dlspleasurable in’ 1ts eff;;EE”ﬁﬁH” therefore, bad. Obviously,.
I do not mean to imply here that any respectnble hedcni st has'
ever denled thla. However. hedonists have occaslnnally been
mlsunderstood and have been thought. 1f net to deny it, at
least not to consldar it). From thls 1t 1s. obvlous that we

never have entirely ndcquate grounds for saying that an obJect

L8, ln fact, grod. since thq faots ray always e other than

we take them to be. It 48 then, loglcally 1mposslb1e to prove |
that an obJect ts or 18 not sood. At beat ‘we can’ say thnt, I
on the bnsls of some speoitic. uarranted bellefs. it would
anpear to be good. Aa with Faticnal oholoe. however. it does

not follow from this that evaluatlona gdnnot be rntlpnally K
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made. Tn evaluation, I consider the propertles of the evaiua-
tum in the situation as I am aware of them, t&?lng all of
those fectors of whloh I am aware into acrount. If, on the

basis of these apparent facts, 1t follows in llght of ny

__standnrds that the object 13 good, I am Jjustified 1n calling

o

1t good That 13, it wo 1d be ratlonal for me to valuﬂ it and -
1rrationa1 not to. It does not follow, of course, that the

object 18, 1n fact, good or that it is reasonable for me to

_value 1t The sltuatlon is analogous to that which we face

- in sclence. At so"e point in our 1nvestigatlons, on the basls

of our theorles. beliefs. and data. we are Justifled in say-

' 1ng that a glven fact is a fact. that it ould be‘contrary to

reason to deny 1t. It does not follow, houever. that 1t 13 a
fact, onlv that, given the bachround 1nformation. it uould'_

be contrary.to reasnn not to bellieve it 1s a fact By the

. sane toven, We may be sometimes Justlfled 1n saylng that an‘

obJect 1s good, thst, on the basils of our background 1n.or-

natlo“ nnd bellefs. 1t would be crntrnry to reason not to

belleve 1t gnod. The bisot forgets thls is on‘y a mattnr of

‘uhat i1t is (conditlonally) rensnnablo to bolleve.}

mmm:m.z. ;o

L

Tb make this polnt clenrer. 1et us take the-£ollowing o

* o
exanrle- Suppose there is a man who is a “urderer-rnplst. a

ran whose grentest joy 18 ruplng the bodtes ot wozmen who= he

‘has Just murdered (I ohﬂose such an ' example not Just for 1ts
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shock value,bﬁﬁ bécausélit_ls one on Wnich nearly everyone .
can agfee. hhat this man d;es is wrong, 1ﬁmof§1, bad, and
" everything else reprehensible). Is this man'lrfﬁtional? . f
Cértalnlyg‘bﬁt no more SO, I'thnk, than the man who simply -
abhors such actlvities. We need not. cﬁncérn oprselves here
1th how thls man acquired his pecullar tastes. Let us say'
slmplv that it 13 the result of hiscgenetlc endowzment and
his 1nd1v1dual experlences. Suppose - such a man to be presented
'with the posqlblllty of conmitting such an act without fear
| of being apprehended, without fear of- consequences adverse-”

to himself Should he cornlt the act or - not? Which would be

the more-ratlonal cholce? Let us suppose the man is not con-‘ 
'pulsive. He is aware of what he is doing, of the 1mp119ntions
jor :Lnt he 1s oontemplatlng, and he is able to taVe all 'hese .
;things 1nto acoount. Except for his strange penchnnt fdr com-*
mitting'murder“and rapes, he is a normal huran belng. He feels 7';
-aome pltv, perhqpa. for the glrl. ‘her: parents. _ and friends- .
he attacher some anue to human life. but arter some reflec-7‘

. tion he finds he is nnt nﬁch affected b these 0nnslderﬂtlons.'
tht. then, would he chroge to do if he ‘were to cho se‘,f
;‘fratlonnlly? He would chvose. and I thln* it obvious, to

| comnlt the rape. Here ‘this not 8o there would be nn need o.

laus agalnst rape. We Iempt the 1rrat10ﬂal fron punlshnent-

our 1ans and the Jalla to enforce thex exist only t» deter EE

\‘-‘,’ .
. the ratlonnl. to ‘provide an’addltlonnl. hopefuIly sufflclent. /”

avernlve-faotor 1n order to detor anyone oqntemplatlng such“
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an aot from comnitting it (Actually, it 13 only squosition
to call 1t averslve. We assume that imprisonment or execution
1s aversive, but it may not be. All we do is make 1t a fact
_that committlng such an act w111 be followed, upon aporehen—
sion and conviction, by 1mprisonment or execution. whethél or

not thls 13 averslve 15 a- matter of how the 4nd1v1dual ecn-

o cerned regards the fact). We: hope that persons contemplating

such acts will be rational. that they uill be able- to consider
this fact rationallnn that they woll dlsllke lt. aﬂd that they .

wlll cho~se accordingly. Lo have the. capacity for rational

" bahavior is to be able to chcose in aocordance with one s llxes_:
,and dlslikes. To chocse ratlonally 15 to choose n. thls way.
'The raplst descrlbed here misht well be abnorma ln the | \
_extrene- he might well be perverted, but 1t does not follow that”
. he ‘must be 1rratfbna1 as uell. of course. this: is not - to‘*ay

".that every &ecision te commit such an nct 1is ratrenai] The
ranlst's dlsllke for lmprlsonment night well outweinh his

.114155 for rape- the situation might be suoh that he. uould
surely be caught and 1mprlsoned. He mlght be aware. of this

and still com*it the act. but 1t 19 1n preolsely th‘s gart of
1tuatlon that we would call hls behavlor lrrntionnl and 1n

preolsely thls sort of situntlon that we would oxonerﬂte hl—*

wWhy? Because lnstltutlcns such 8s prlsons do nﬂt-exlst pTi-

martly for the sake of 1nf110tlnr sufrerlng. but for the sake

n of the threat uh\ch they constitute for anyono contemnlnting

punlshable act,rBut the wan I hnva descrlbed is not irrma-

T
A
-
e
*Em-
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tional: rurthembre; punishment 1§ fot a factor for him. He
is sure that he will not be discovered. Let us suppose that
he makes the rational cholce. He comnlts the nct. Now, we
are golng to get into dlfficult terrain, for what I want
now to ask is whether what he does is good or bad.7 «
Hhen the girl's body 1is. discovered, soclety w111 be
agreed that the act wWas bad. 1nmora1, wrong, -but what about
_the rapist? He, If he 1is ratlonal. will think it good. Will
he be Justified in thin<1ng thls° That 13, dges society have,
any reap ground for calllng it bad” ”hnt makes this nroblem ..........
. BO dlfflcult, I think, is the fact that both questions nay be f

ot
answered with a ﬂYes." It is posslble for one and the sane

thing. to be both good and bad and in the same. respect,
dependlng upen who is calllng it grod- uho& bad. Thus, 1f we‘
were to put the raplst and a representative member of societv_
together and to ask each to. defend his vle}s, to sive thelr

| arguments for calling 1t good and bad resneotively, we“mightn
find that thelr reasnning is unlmpeachable and, further. that

/each has got the facts stralght as far as can be aqcertslned.

.’\! 4,

1

In short, we might find that each is c°rreet in hls vtew, thnt ‘
18, ﬁhat. all things considered. each 1s a vieu which 1s

renSanble and nelther view is more reas"nable or core

? The reader nav uell obJeot to thls usage of 'good‘ ana
'=bad® rather than »right® and "wrong® to des seribe an nction.

1 do, h-wever, have reasons for this usage wnich will be
; glven beloi.'I ask the reader to bear with me untll such tize.



v

'sltuation exadtly the sane for this glrl whom you murdered?"

: No, it is not the same. It is not in the least inconsistent

is bad and. on the other, that Sﬁmeone else s being murdered

=47~

beliavable than,the other. Bef us suppose the rapist Justli-

.fies hls actlon-on hedonistic grounds. It was an act, he ~

gays, which gave me pleasure and which was not signiflcantly
dISpleasurable. To such a » justification™ the representatlve
perber of society would, in all 11¥elihood, react with hor-
ror; “Suppose,f he may Treply, “thaé I were fcemurder You;
woeld you like 1t?"'“0f COUrse, not® the rapist'wlll regly.

"Then yon wouldn't cal} it good”" “No " “Hell, ‘isn't the

for the rapist to say; on the one hand, that: hls being nurdered

15 good. The repist. of course, values his own llfe, but this

does not, by 1tself. entail that he mast value any others. It

‘may be poeslble. houever, to - show n' o that he ought, that 15,

to show him that, given his basic values,'vnluing.the 11ves

- of others is rore reasrnable for hlm than not valuing them.

Thls could be done, perhaps. slmnly by aequaintlnp hlm ﬂlth

the facts, by polnting out. that ha is dependent hgpn the wellsu'
beiﬁg'ef ethére—for bis oW well-belng. If he is convlnced of
thig fact, tren 1t may be pos"ib}e to show him that, all !

thlnge consldered, calling such an nct gend 13 1nconststent .

wlth the vekue he places on his own erntlnued well—be .

However. even tbnugh the rapist might agree thnt euch acts”

ars genernlly bad, he might d} sagTree about this pnrtlculer .

A

quse. He roay gay, for 1nstance, that this gxrl wag not a

.
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produotlve member of soclety and that, while he 1s concerned
with the well—belng of. society, since the well-belng of
hsociety is not affected by the death of this one non—pro- '
ductive member, he does nnt feel that hhat he did was bad
Here, the representative member of society aay take several
‘different. aporoaches to the problem: Por 1nstance, “he may '
argue that, ves, there 1s a sense ln égfgﬁ-society ¢could’ bed_
sald to be better off for'her<death, bat, that, evertheless;
society is affeeted adversely slnce qumlsshpn of such acts
contrlbutes to the uphapplness of lts members wlth a’ subse—

quent reductlon 1n productlon and so ons If ‘the rapist is f

: convlnced by thla argument, he may admlt that what he dld waa.
- on the basls of hls oun standards, bad, and he nay qo so far

ag to adopt the hapblness of society as a crlterlon fcr

-

| "Vohonalng hia actlons 1n the future. If however. he 13 not “;f

convlnoed, t*en the representatlve memter of society may :; .Ifa
| take a different arproach° Looq here.F he nay say ‘Mas a full—:l
.flkdged member of" this aociety you cannot say that such an

| act is good. Are you not aware of the examrle yoh are.setting?

| Perhaps. there le no good renson that thls glrl should not,

| be murdered. but il ueisay thﬁt people may be murdered

Nhenever thelr Yives cease to hnve balue Tor society as a

whole. people will llve ln o“nstant fear of death at qpe handa'

of othera. the uhole structure of soclety u111 ocllnpse. .‘

nust admit ‘that vour not uas bad 1f for no other reasfn than-

that 1t seta an exanrie uhtch you uouia not nant othara to



Here, the Eaplst will q;ve ta admit that, while he, as an

‘ 1nd1v1dua13 does not thlnk this ‘act. bad, as an individual

who 18 a member of, angﬂdependent upon soclety, he must agree .

to call it bad.

P . [}

o

" THT OBJEC?IVITY.OF"ﬁIéHT" AND "WROHG"

5

_ Thféughout.thls:discussion 1 have attemnted to avold .
using such terms as “rlght" and "wrong . This 19 because my 7
¢crncern has been, until now, . prlnanlly wlth uhat the 1nd1-
_vidual Judges to be good or bad. There yould, perhaps, be
nothing wrong With using such terms--houefé;..Iothln%_it‘
‘vwpuld be a-more accurnte reflectlon or uhat-we mean by ~

"right' and 'wrong or of Qhe way in uhich these termq are

- generallv used. 1f ua assume that they refer prlmarlly to

xhat soclety 3ud~es to be good or bad. That 1s. to~say,,the
terns “right' and “uroﬁg annly. fcr the most part, where |
the evnluatlon nade’ 1n .erﬂs of then 13 bqsed upon some
generﬁllv. but not necesanily universally. accepted stan-
dard of valua. Harlng this assumptlon will ennble us to -:~‘
encombass the vleu ‘that, there are obJectlve standards of
rlsht nrd wrong- (as uell as tho view, which nould neen other-
xige to be 1ncorsxsten wlth uhat I hnve sald thus far. thut
‘the wzoral point ot 1eu* is both 1npart1a1 and gane'al),
 'obJect&vef {n. the scnse .that they aré evaluationa about |
,;htoh ncnr}y‘JQGry raticnal por?gn_gﬁplr acquainted with Uhc

3 3
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Tfacts can be expected to agree. Thus, .Wwe ray sav’that

 ;erta1n acts are objectivelv wrong because they are held by
o' many people to be sublectively bad (of course, it must be .
remembered that the mere fact that something is held by a

‘ rqtlonal person to be bad does.not entall that it 13. This
depends, at least in part, on his havlng got the facts-

stralght). Since it is fairly safe to assume- that - peonle's

".baslo likes and dlsllkes, where these are not socially

acqulred (this qualifier is needed slnce 1t 15 social stnn—
dards which are being Judged), are very similar, being
largely a matter of thelr genetic endowments, that . 15. of

thelr being members of the specles Homo qanlens. we mav

" assume that the, standards of right and.wrong wil be, in this
sense.'almost entlrely obJeotIVe and will vary onlv accordlng

l

_ to.the aituat;on and the facts & avallable,

'BTAICS AND THE LINITS CF REASON -

: Now,‘suppose that the raplst does not.acceﬁt the last
step in the nrgument. Sutpose. further, that hts dlsasree"ent
~does not rast upon a dlsegreewent about the facts- he ngrees'
“ that commlttlng such an eot will have the soolal consequencesh~
speclfied. Suprose he asrees that they will even ‘be detrlmen-
tal to hls own contlnued well-being. 'But,' he says: I have
 had & ru11 llfe and this was one oﬁ the few plensurcs 1 had
not experlenced. Havln* exparienced.it. I Ar orntent to face

the connequenoes. and I an fully aware of uhat tHOuQ cAnge-



quences sreflikely to ﬁe.“'at thlg polnt. rational argument
ceases, bub this is not because elther of the partles con-

" cerned is 1rratlona1. It is because the ave reached the
fllmits of ratlonallty. ﬁisson begins wlth our baslic llkes and”
disltkes and 1t ends with them. Given the fact that their” a

baslc likes and disllkes differ, 1t is rstlonpl for the

partles conrerned to hold thelr diffe*eﬂt views. snd nelther -‘ --
‘vlew 1s more ressonable than the other. leen an equlvnlent
knowledge of the fncts. 1t would be ratlonsl for the raplst

Lo eValuate the act as gncd and for the representstlve nenber
of soeletv to evaluate the act as bad. 01Ven thls. 1t would
B

be rational for the rapist to choose to comrlt the act ‘when

faced with,such a cholce “and- Lt would be 1rratlonn1 for the,

representative member of -siciety so to choose.

' &" IU‘uould nnt. sowever. be irratlonnl for eaeh to . |
eanuste the nct as wWrong. Both “the raplst snd the menber Ofﬁ'
n,society could adrit that the nct was (objectlvely) ®Tong and
athat. to the extent this is true. that the raolst deserves
puni shment. He have. assumed. however, that the protlen here .
is not the result or a rational dlfrereneeiof oplnlon but or'
.dlfferent baste likes nnd disllkcs. and since, 1n this csse.
thev differ in such nh extreme faehlon. we do not commit the
rapist to merlsonnent. He assume. rather. thnt there is snse-
th\ng psychologlcslly wron:,with hire, that he ‘cannot "tell

right rrem nrons. Fts basic standa¥ds are guzh that netisg .

' in aocordance ulth_ﬁhat_ie rlght is nnt, at lesst in this casasn, -
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1ega1 resoonsibillty. He did not ohoose his baslc likea and

for hlm the rational thing to do. We absdlve him, then, of ////
-dlsllkes. Perhaps, something is defective about his chromo-
some s} perhaps. he had a defective rearing. At any rate, his
-standards dlffer and that 15 all that can be sald about 1it.
Fortunately, that is not all that can be done about it. Welg
‘commit him to a mental Lnstltution for the crlminallv insane
where he can do no harm and may, hopefully, be cured. thle
the raplst and society may dlsagree about the subjective
Focdness or badness of this course of action, they will not,.
or at 1eaat need not dlsagree about its “rlghtness.

It 18 important to note, howeVer, that the‘one-v;ei

| nredominateq over the e}her only by force of numbe“s‘(this

wi}l be SO, at 1east//e1th rape 1f not wlth rurder). Heteoit‘
the cage that rane were not among therbnsio dislikea of, er
did not in. any way confllct with the baSIc.llkes of people,
'rape wculd'nnt Ye wrong. The correctness of the view that
‘rape is wrong depends upon the reasonableness of belleving,
. that 1t ls amonsg the baslc dislikes of peovle or that it con-
fliots in sone way ulth thelr baslc likes. where the baslc
lifes and. dislikes of men are the sam n, ethiles 15
rurely a matter dar reasnn "(put not a matter of pure reasoni
- which doesn't exiat except. perhnps. in the empty syllogl

of formal logic). _ A ' _5

: Prom thla. we cnn vrovl&e sblutinns to ‘such perennlal

phllosophlcnl‘qﬁestions as the =4 g-ought” problen. Logically.

* L

@
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an ought follows only from an ought,"an'efaluative statement
only from an:evaiuatlve stgteﬁent, but this is not .at all |
1nconslstent with the view that both are derived from fagfs;
To say that one ought to do something is to say simply that
1t is,. glven the facts, the most reasonable thing to do. To
ask what we ought to like and dislike, what our standards of
"gbodness ought to be, when this 1s a question about our baslc
likes and dislires. is meanlngless, because 1t must be tnxer-
preted. as “Hhat. in llght of _our basic 11<es and dislikes:
ought our basic likes and dlSliﬁEs to be?" To the statewent

that good 1s pleasure, “the response,"Yes, but 1is pleasure

goecd?™ 1s meanlngléss. Pleasure, our baslc 1ikes and dislikes,

are neither good nor bad, but the ‘source of good and bad. i

it werb to be sald that pleasure 1is bad, 1t could only be

ﬁéént'that an 1ndulgenoe in pleasurable things. fof’ahe sawe

of pleasure. will lead to dlspleasure. And what thls‘wnuld

mean. I thlnv, is Just that gometimes an 1ndulgence in i

unpleasant thinxs is. more renarding.fln terns of plensure. .y
— ——than 1is avolding all auch unpleqsan;_thlnss. The goldcn-menn

is a standard of vlrtue, if lt' éisnn hecause of. sQme hlgher

moral law, but because in the lon un to nct according to 1t
18 more rewarding than not to. The" 1mportant-th1ng to note 1s
‘that, once-we learn uhat are the tasic llxes and dlsii?es of
men, the problem ror ethics, the phllosoohy or right and: uronb..
hence. or ge ral rules of conduot? 15 one ot discovorlng

what are the faotm and what, glven thoso facts, is the roat
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reasonable thing to do--1n the sense of reascn that I have

described here..



THE CONCEPT OF-DETERMINISH AND THE
" PRINCIPLE OF'CAUSAL ENTAILMENT |

The foregoing discussion of evaluation in a thesis . .
on determinism may cause’ some consternation among my more |
traditionally minded readers. ince the time of Hume, it has
been forcefully maintained bv many philosophers that it is
not possible logicallv to derive an evaluativo conclusion

from premi sses which are all dbscriptive or non-evaluative. P

LW
I do not intend here to dispute this stategent, but only _%%
‘what some may regsrd as a corollary, namely that. if eVal-s | “%%@
uative statements cannot logically be derived from nonneval- €

Uative statements of fact, then evaluative statements and.

hence, values are not and cannot be derived from facts at

lall There 18, 1 naintain, a sense in which it mag be gald

. that svaluations are entailed by facts, although the ' | -i
rentailment is not logical but causal.1 To dcfcnd such a view.

it wili be well. perhaps. to make clear what I mean by

"causal entailment. chordinglv. it is t)a discussion of

4

The discussion of this topio, Dore Coitnonly “noWn asg
the "y g-ought™ problem, will be ta:en up in the following
chapter, 1. should point out at this time, however, that, iT,.
as I havq;claimed, the. process of rational cholce is a pro-
cegs of evaluation, to- gnow that evaluatirns can be causally.
. entalled would be equivalent to showlng .that the concepts of
- rational choice and deteroinism are not inconsistent. ~

RS -55- B o R
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this concept and the related concents of "cause® and

"determinism” that thls chapter and a large- portlon of the

_chapter followlng'wlll be devoted. I should nolnt out at

this time, however. that, 1n view of my ‘renarks in the last
chapter concerning th@ relationshlp betueen eValuetlon and
rational choice, and fh view of the over-all purnose of this

o-

thesis, the question whether eValuations can, in any sense, .

‘be derived from chts 15 an. extrewely 1mportent one,  °

THE PRINCIPLE OF . CAUSAL ENTATLMENT

‘The principle of causal entaiiment or‘(iees sstls- o

faotory) causal necesqlty states simply that, glven any

 event A, A ig an’ event sueh that another event B N111 follou

.or occur.g This prinoiple 13 closely oonnected, but not

ldentlcnl wlth/the dgterminlst theqis which mny be steted as:

leen any event B, there 13 an antecedent event. A such that,

given A, B must follow. The daternlnist posltlon is soretinmes

reformulated as. slmplv- Every event has a sufficlent cause.

Lhe princlple ‘of causel entallnent, however, uorks in the

. orposlte dlreetlon. It might be reformulated, with some

1naceurecy. ‘ag: Every eyent is a sufficient OaUBe. The vrin-
olble of.cauenl entaf§ment, 1n other uords. ‘45 the converse .

of determinlam. It states sicply that events ‘have neoessnry
‘ T A et |

3

2 Thie etntenent of the prlnclple is not, as it stnnds, .
preoisoly nccurate. and a larege part of this chapter will be

devoted to an elucidqtion or the necessary changes.
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consequents and, further, that the consequent is made
necessary in virtue of the nature of'thg event (This last

sentence will receive.subs;gntlal qualification later in

this chapter). -

Emplrlclsts, at least those in the Humean traditlon,_
may have. difflculty accepting thisg 1ast statenent. This o

difficulty may be partlally ameliorated 1f not overcﬂme, by

the two following argumpnts.
HUHE AND NECESSARY’CON&ECTIOH‘

In the first place, Bune ¥ s argurents agalnst the '

'-necessarv connection of cause and effect, at least so far

as I understand them.rare not dlrected so ruéh\agnlnst causal
necesqitv as aéglnst ‘our ?nowledge of hau necescltv. S0 thnt, -
AT his arguments are acoepted. causal ecesslty 1s not

thereby shown to be 1mpossib1e but slmpl unxnowable.ﬁﬂut 1f

“We oannot know thnt there are neoessn'y connectlons betueen '

-

some even*s, neither can we knou that there are no NEecCessary
conncctlons between events- the.;;o views are, theretore.’ﬁ
_logically on a par and. we may asg easlly nccept ‘the one AS

.the other. There are, houev ' cogaelllng rensous for’

acceptlng the vieu tha there are, in ract, necesrary connec- N
tions between soDe eveﬁts and thelr effects. namaly that. 1r

- we do not accept the princlple of causnl nccesslty in. snmo.

fornm, at fcnst hypcthﬁtlcally. the appnrent Lntforulty of

nature becones rntionally 1nexp11cnb1e (this 18 nqt. of .
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course, éo say that it is rationally expllcable).3 Those

persons who are not philosophers, and most of those who are

when they are not acting in thelrdcépacitles as philoscophers,

do believe that naéure is reliably unlfo;m, that'efents_can

“be exﬁlained in terms of causal s;quenéés; Yet, surely, such
exrlanatlons would be 1rratlonal ir the nrinclnle of cnusal
entnllment were held to" be completely false. ;"plrlclst -

- l

philosophers accept this cnncluslon. but. éo far as I know.

non-philosophers do not and. neither do emplricist ph}losophers g
when' they ére not teachlngvor wrltlng phllosophy.,I suggest,

tberefore, that there 1s gocd reason to accept the notlon of

o

\ .
causal entallment and no gooed reason to deny 1t.

here, is not

The_abovﬂ argument, it should be - note
to be ta?éﬁ as an argument for the ﬁ\?th of dete: nlsm or,
for that matter, for the truth of the prlnciple of causal

2.
entnilment The argument does not prove, and is nrt lntended

‘to prove anythlng at nll regardlng the truth of these tho

: nntlons. It 1s of’ered, rather. AsS a pequqslve nrgUmcnt that.

A - .
" glven thqt the doctrlnc of causal necessltv car nerthe* be -

proved nor diqproved and that fron thﬂ n"rarent unifor*ixy
‘of nature, 1t weuld appear to be true, 1t 13 renvnnqble to | S

accept the Vview that it is true, qt least ag a Working

3

hypothesls.‘« - . : T . B .

My second argument will be -somewhat londer th“nrthé

T

"3 g aubjec£  111 be taren up again in chapter five,

Y. : _ ' , _ =



.and the relatlon b@tween cause and effect must be Hrong wilL,

. thlnk be clear from an analysls of that thpory in terms

3

= J

first. Hume not only denled that we have any knowledge of

necessary connection: he also proposed a tﬁeory'of‘cadsétlon
which denies any connection at all between cause and effect,
a theory which, in one form or another, has gélned a large

measure of support among modern philosophers. Since 1t 1s

.part'Br my purpose in this present’chapter EZ propose &

different theory, 1t would be well to bemln by refutlng .

Hume's theory of causation. That Hume 8 theory . of causatlon

of his theories of time and space.

o

A REPUTATION OF HUME'S THEORY OF CAUSATION

Hﬁme begins'hlq disqulsitron on the doctrlnelor the“

41nf1n1te dlvialbility or time with the observation, "'Tis ‘alsc
obvlous. tnat whatever is canable of - belng divided ln 1nf1—

tnltum, must conslst of an 1nf1n1te number or ‘parts, and that

'tis 1mpossible to set anvy bounds to the number of parts. ulth-

l,|.
'out setting bounds at thc aame tlme to che dtvlalon. - Huze

&

does not attempt to . say why thls should be sﬂ%ﬁpg simply

states 1t to befobvloua (It is not houever. at all obvlous. .

"L.A. Selby-Bigse, od., ggpe s Treatise of Huran Nature,
London: Oxford, p. 26, Future references Xo this worx will bte
abbreviated to THN. The following discussion of Hume's theory
of space and time, for 'all its lenpth, is not, I should n-ta,
superfluous but will form the necessary haqia for =y arsu=ent -

aguinst his theary of cagfntton.
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and if, in fact, it appears to be. almost trivlally true, as
it may to some, I would suggest that it se=ms so in virtue of
a confusion between two very different, but closely connected
concepts, those of dlvlsion and separation. However, the
soundness of Hume' s theory of time 1s not my primary concern
here, and I shall leave this subJect for anorher tlme.). Much
of the subsequeng\dlscussion is cnncerned with the dlvlslbllity
of 1deas, 1mpres=10ns. and so forth, and, whlle tre discugaion
of these tﬂplos is certainly germane to the subject at hand.
I shall lgnore them. I am concerned here only ulth Hume's
'expreqqed and lnplled views on the subJects of time and space.

)
-not with hls views on the nature and origin’ of our 1deas of

‘time and space.

The next ieherfani stepllﬁ Hume's discue%}on;is éhe B
determination of eheeberﬂor not 1t 1s 'e,eentrndict;oh to
euprose thnt a flnife extensxen eontalns'an'fnflnlte number.
of parts,” since, 1f 1t 18, then71t-wou1d'plaln1y follow, on
Hume's view, that no flnlte extension could be 1nr1n1te1y
dlvlsible. ‘He nrgues. then. frou an account or nis 1dea of
| "a pnrt of extenslen. thnt "the iden or An 1nf1n1te number‘

or varts is 1nd1v1dunlly .the game 1dea wlth thnt of an’

lnrlnlte number,” n‘d. alnce these are one and the snae iden,
4t-follows ‘that 'no fl 1te extenslon is capable of contnlnlnx
nn 1nr1n1te number of parts,” and flnlte extenqions. ﬁherero“e.

are not lnrinltely dtvlalble.s There follows‘here qn addl-

3

TEN pp. 29-30.
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tional argument for the séﬁe point from'thé concepts of num-
ber and unity. It is Qpi necessgry to give the whole of this
argumenf. Its cenclusion is, as mlght be expected, 'thaﬁ y
unity, wh;ch'éan éxist alone, and whoseé existence is neces-
sary to that of all number...nust be ferfectl& 1nd1vlslbie; >
and 1ncapable of being resolved into a lesser unlty. 6 No
more need be saild about thls argument in the present discus-
sion, except to'mention that 1ts conclusion devends,. I thlnk,

«upon the initial aqsu*nptlon that that which s 1nf1n1tely

 divisible must co“slst of an lnfinite nuober of varts.

while it mlght, at flrst glance, appear that the

s

foregolng dlscuqsion of extenslon Hqs nnt*lng to do with time.?
Hume Dolnts out tbat 'The lnfinlte divisibllity or space

. [space=exteﬂslod] 1mp11es that of tlme, as 1s evident fron
the nnture of rotlon. w7 From this he takes 1t to rollow that.
since space is not 1nf1n1te1v divislble. neitner is time.
That this conclusinn follows 'rrou the nnture of mntlon w111
become 1mportant later on. ' ‘ |

 The next dlstlnctlve property of tlme whioh Hume

\}

*atter pts to- elucidate is thnt of succession. He uays "Tis a

proverty 1nsennrabls‘frnm :lme. and whlch in & mnnncr consti-
tutua its egrence, that each of 1ts parts aucceedq an~ther |
and thnt none of them. howawer contlguous can over be |
co-exlstent.... everv mnnent must be digtinct troa. nnd

posterior and anteeedent to another,. 'Tis-cer;nin_then.that

6 qEN.p. 31, .7 1md.
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time, as 1t exists, must dbe qompos'd of 1hd1v131b1e.moménts."8

To this’polnt, Hume has argued that time and sﬁACeaor u

extenslon consist ‘of parts which are 1nd1vlslbl ay thﬁt any

finite spdce.oT extenslon ﬁpﬂslsts of qﬁflnihe nucber of such

-

parts, that, from the nqture of motlon, a flnlte time, tqo,‘

o Pl

must consist“at a finlte%number of narts. and that tn# parts
of time do-not ”co—exist.f‘Up to this polnt'nhowever, he has

not given Aan expliclt stqtement of what tlme 13. Nor does he,

b ]

to my knowledge. offer such an expllcit stqtement elsewhere

‘1n the Trpntice. Nevertheless? 1t 1S'not at a11 dlf’icult to

-

.forrulate such an expllcit ﬂtatemeﬁt rrom hls mo:e ge“érnl

remans about the origln of the ldea of tlme and the dlstlnc-'““
.tlon between time and soace.' | : 7

The 1dea of tlme. he qays; ls 'de*im@d fron the o
“_sucvesslon of our perceptlons ot every klnd. ? Were these.

perceptions all of them present nt the saze tlme. we ahoald

derive fronm them no idea of tinme, 'but,. A an:thtng, of spnce.

- 1'I-‘or thnt qunIlty of the co-exlstence of parts belonss to

10 '
extenslon nnd lq ahat dlsthnguishes it frou duration.” Fron

U

this it 1s easy to see thnt space nnd tl*e differ in- only one

- major. respect,_the 'nnnner of exiﬁtenco of thelr rcapﬁctive

°.=

part%; Humo later makes thls\polnt even :ore expllcltly uhew

-

7 ,f'
#”

8. Ibld. Chlerly for rensons of m" own .nxcx -lllrgr*“auc
olear 1stoer, but p«rt’v for raassng of .gra-zar ‘and clg.xty.

I  would sugsest that tha wvrx pos*‘“'-*‘ 11 this vaqpnne‘ .
be read as postcgdnn- ch 13. I. thxnx. uha. q'~# nu.uallv'.

neans. Ry

. . . | S . . e
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s T
he says, "The ldeas of space and time aie theféfofé'no'sepa—

rate or distinct 1deqs, but merelv those of the\?anner or

.ordcr, in whlch objects*exlst w11 Since 4= only dlffcr=ﬂce

1

in the mawner or order" of thelr exlstence is thut, 1n the
case of - soace, the - narts are Lco—exiqtent“ and t*at, in the
case of tlme, su¢cessive, lt arrears obvious that time 1s to
abe 1dent1f1ed with successlon. Hume acknowledges this

_ldentlficntlon much later in the Treathe in the following

' nasqage- "Spaoe T extension consists of a AUmer of- co-exis-
tent parts dlqvosed 1n a certaln orde and capable_;;\being

at once present to the slght or feellng. cn the contrary,

tlme or qucceeqlon.‘tho' it consists giﬁfylse of parts, never
Dresents to us more thﬂn one at once: nor 15 1t posq*ble for
;nnv two of tber ever to be co-existent; 12‘A. 3 B : K
o anlng got tr 18 far, there remilns only one » question
jto be nsPed nbout the. nature of space and’ timp, and %;%t is
roughly "¥hat does lt mean to gay th at svaee and tlme conslst
;of 1nd1vlslble pnrts"' "Clearly, it 1is to say thnt srace ‘and
‘time crnsist.of parts. each of which 1s the szallest posslblc
-of 16% kind a’ d further. that. each 1q fa scnqrnt“ and dlqtlnct
entitv froz every other of 1ts kind In ocher-ﬁordo. any
Jinite extention or: space consists, for' Hn me, of a vust but

‘not 1nf1n1te nuﬁbe“ of dlscreti‘polnts or phr:s whlch. uhen

. < ¢ ‘
- taken togetrer,’ co"stltute thnt @frtlcular spaco or extenalon._
. - ’ - " . »
. Q"‘v?;.-h .
11 2 - 2
~7 . THN pp. 39-“0 e

. 12 THN p. uzg. u-mernnms ad"ed. _
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By the same token,“ahy finite per;od of tine consists'of 5
.vast but finite number of discrete instants, no one of which,
is time o;.any period of-timezbut which, lnscfér as they
do not co- exlst but‘succeed one another. constitute that
particular perlod of time. That thls is so, that the 1nst°nts
omprlslng anw period of time are separace ard dlstlncp, is
' clear from thc folloring passage: "For the same feason, thqt
the year 1737 cannot concurlwlth the present year 17138, every
moment must B“drgzihht from, and pbgte}1§r orlantecedent.to'
' a’nother.‘13 Hume@herq clearlv stntes that they nre digtinct:
that the y must also be separate follows from hls ‘dictum that .
"eveJ@thlng, that is distlngﬁ;shable,,may be separated “1b .
Space and tlme, ther, for Hume, consist of dlscr e, sepnratc

~
and distlnct, 1ndlvislb1e parts, nd any flnlte space or -

time cnnslsts cghc finlte nurber of such parts.'
Before ve turn to the actual topic of this qectlon. .
there, femalns'to be dlscusqed one ‘other concept. thqt of .r" .
motion. Humc savs thnt the 1nf1n1te 1nd1v151bl11ty of spaco
'1mp11ea that of tlme and that this '15 ‘evident from the nature
‘of moulcn.' Oddly enough, he. does not atteﬂpt to tel’CEs '
™ preclselv what is the nature of motlon..?erhapa. he felt thnt } ' *t
‘ this subjact requlred no dlscusslon, but obyicusly,notion is
not and’ cannot be. what we ordlnnrlly ‘conceive it. to be, glven _

(Hune's understanding of space and.tlce. For 1nstqnce. Botion

13 mEN'p. 3. BRLZINNRY ¢ 2 Pfﬁ36-.

-
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.T '

cannot Be_infinitely divisible, for, if 1t weré, 1t would not

serve as a basls for deriving the indivisibillty of the parts

& tlme from that of the parts of space. What then can Eotlon'
£

be? Obvinusly, motion cannot be defined as an obJect s moving

from a place~A to a place B. It does ‘not require a "David Hume

‘to’ spot the circularity 1n trht definltlon. Let us suppose,

then, a plane surface such as a‘tablef This surface will

d@nétltute a flnlté extenslon and will be composed, therefore,ﬁ

 of'ma flnite number of 1nd1vlsib1e parts. Now, let us draw a

'“llne along tie surface of this table extending from polnm A

to point B, and 1et us suppose an obJeot, such as a ball, to

be movlng along thls'llne. For thejpurposes of the qrgument.

' we may agsune, for the moment, that the ball s m"tlon wlll

consist in. 1ts moving or golng from A to B, It is plain here

that the ball '8 motlon cannot be separated from ‘the ball and

- that 1t cannot be separated from the llne nlons which 1t 1s

| movlnk. 80 that if the ball 8 motioﬁ were lnflnltely

dlvlslble, it wold follow that the llne alcng. thch lt moves

1s inrinitely divlsible. b1nce ‘this 1s not the case. thL bnll 5

‘ motlon 158 not lnrlnitely d1v131b1ﬁ4\§ow. time 1S &° succesqlon

of lndlvlslble. separate and éistinct lnstants, and 1t tnkes

gome ‘time for the ball to ra0r vk rrom point A to voint B.

Furthermﬁre. the snnoe throug? which the bnll nOVes is a.

ccrtaln. linear arrnnpe"ent of sebarate and dtstlnct. 1nd1—

-
o

vislble polnts. It 1s plain t1nt the ball's motion can be

'nelther nore nor less dlvislble than the ttme thqt it ta:ea

R
s : y
: , L .
s i , ‘ : i, ¢




—66-

to move. Let us say that the line AB consistg of ten points;  ¥

In its motli*n from A to B, then, the ball will occupy ten
, N s
points, but it will not occupy these different points ell at

once; it will occupy firsﬁ-one, then another until finally.

it has 6ccupied each of them and has moved from A to B. But,

in sawingFthat'it'ﬁill occupy'firét one and thea another, we

are saying notﬁiﬁg'ﬁore than that 1t successively occurles a

o

series of poiInts and 1nsofar as its occupatlon of these - °
different Dnlnts 1s successlve, it takes time. WG are 1n a

position. ‘then, to define motion {at 1east motion: along a

: st}aight 11ne) aé "the successlve occupatlon of adjacent.

1inearly Brdered points or places."l5 Now;fit should be
nnted that this is very different from the usual ‘concertion
of motlon. The ball's motion between any two adJacent nolnts
o ig not a moving rrom nne to the other. It is slmply its being
in the one place at one instant ‘and its belng in the other -
place/at the~next. It s not a oontlnuous wotion, but the
occupatlon of discrete plnces at different tlmes. It ls. ‘as
‘lt were, A 86 s of 1n3tantaneous 1eaps. lhls lnterpretatlon. R

ir 1t is an a curata lnterpretntion of Hume s understnndlng

?5- While believe that this or at 1enst a verv slmilqr
dafinition ofjmotion follows rrom what Hume says about spnce

. and time, I db not belleve that 1t 1s at all an ndequate
‘definition, r r instance, 1f there are ten points betﬁeTnkgr

and B, each occupied for an tndivisible instant of tire,
could a ball ever m~ve between those points in a shorter o
loriger pericd of time? This, however, 1s nnat a problen with
_which T an concerned at this time., I do not present Huno's
thepry {n order to endrrse 1it.



o and the change- w11l both be very small, 1t will give the
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of motion, wlll serve, 1 thlnk//to acbount for Hume's pro-
pensltv. at least in the Treatise, for referrlng to cause
"and effect as objects rathef”fh;h-events.lé Events mu t; '~~”€

on Hume‘s view of time at least, be essentially static. Since
none of the partg of time co-exist, only one, an indivisible
1nstant, ever exists. For 1nstance, given the. instants tlT\ »
and t3, and an object X, then, 1if X %rjgpanglnm, we may sme";3 .
:that at tl ;t'is in a‘statg Xa; at try a stqte Xb; and at t3,
a staté Xé;‘fhe.change frpm one stgte'to-another will in every

?353 be 1nstﬁntaneous,:but,'alnce‘on‘Hume's_vie“' the 1nétqnt‘ Ej

- aprearance of being gradual and continuous. It is understand-

able, then, that Hume should refer to objects as opposed to
.events when he speaks of cause and efreot. . |
-3. I have been concerned so far only to give an outline -

i
of Hume s view of the nature of time, space. and motion. My

purpose has not been, crltioal. I hnve baenlepncerned to giv

'.-onlv enough detall to provide an adequate: basis for under—_

standing Huze's view of Causation. I shall now turn to thnt
sub ject, a | |
’lFuhé; as every undergraduate phllosophy student ¥nows,
. def1ned causatlcn as the cnnstnnt conJunctinn of obJects, and,
i such a deflnltion were entirely nccurate. I too should feel - _
comrelled to ncropt his conoluslons regnrdlng necessnrv : {
16 . —:\propenslty Jhich, it uﬁvld GF@Ty has nnt been adg#z
quately und;rstood by some wglters. For 1n°tnncc. GeJde ugrnock

A
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connection. I¥ is mv bellef, howevér, that such a view of
causation as Hume's ceammot be accurate, and I shall attempt
to show that this conclusion follows both f:om what Hume
sald about causation and from what he sald about time,

e

Let us tahe the follrwlng examnle. If two billlard

and, 1nd1rect1y,“mction.

balls strlke each other 1n a particular manner. they will v

—both come to a comnlete stop. The ball's strixing we: call

the causes thelr stopplng, the effect. In Humean ternlnologf.
these events would ‘be the cnnJolned “objects" and, as dif—

‘ferent objncts, they would be discrlminable. that 1s, they

hould‘be two serarate and distinct thtngs {objects or évents) | ’%%

I3

. whlch. when conJoined in's vargicular marner, constltute this

12 rticular cause- effect relations As Hure wovld later put this,’

ery event tg a distlnot event from 1ts cause. ? Qhe dlffl-

~

culty Hl*h this view of cau5atlon and the relatlon between

] cause and effect is that lt is 1mpossib1e. In order to show

this, 1£ wlll be necessary flrsp to glve a brief outline of
‘ume s rewarns Qn causatlon. 7 _ S S - g -

The rlrst step in Hume s argument ls to deternlne the

-~ 'relntions betwesn objects tnntrglve rise to the ldea of a ‘\).

—t

Al

savs of Hume that he referred to the dlffercnt kinds of causes
" "vaguely and undiscrininatingly” as “sbjects" (“Hume on, Caus-
ation® in Pears, D.F., ed., David Fuwe. A Symnoslum. LoﬁQpn

McFillan & Co.s 1@63. p-VSS V. : )

17 Al Innn&rv Cnncerntug “unnn Uﬂdnvqtqnﬂlnz. qh._les Ha
hﬁﬁfi:i: Ted., Indlnnapolls. “obhﬂ-“erril Co.y 1953+ P kﬁ.

@ 1\—-.
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causation. The first of these 1s‘cont1ég1ty. Every ceusz is
crntiguous with its effoctl Such contigulty must te both

spatial and terporal.’ As Hume puts it “nothing can operate -
" in a time or place, woich ig ever so 1little remov'd from
those of its exis’tence.".l8 Hhere such contigulty appears to .-
be i}c 1ng, ue find upon closer examlnation thau thev are
connected by a chain of causes sucb that the effect 13 finally
-caused by an event which is contiguous wlth 1t.19 In'other o

words, mak%pg a distinction between.remote and proximate \
a .

CAUSES, we may say that.the remote cguse 13 conqected wlth

the effect throuqh a chain of causes, the last one oT whlch

-

R
19 the proxlmqte cause, and that the proxlmate cause 13 that L ‘§%

. ' r; __‘!.

‘event which is contiguous with and which prbduces or 'causes ‘'

the effect. It 1s 1nterest1ns to note, however, that 1#med1-'

" ately subsequent to this argument Hume argueé‘for ‘the- further

.Vrelation that the cauee must be prio* to 1ts effect. ne _
bellevesééizt to do ahay withs the re’atlon or prlorltg of cause3

'to effect would entall "the destructlon of that suocesdtcn of

qes;.whlch we,obserVe in the world, and 1ndeed. the utter

1
*.annlhllation of time." 20; HUme s argumenqufor tris nolntﬂlq

cau

that. if every caUSe were “co-temporary with 1ts effect, thgre
would be no successlon *and nll obJects rust be co exi tent.,
The argument here relies heavily uron the vleu glven earller o

that time 15 a suocession of lndlvislble 1nstnnts. and, 1

h

i 4

18y p.t75/’f) %0 N g, 7§£ I
19 THN pp. 74y 75. 25 . o o

I
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~belleve, Hﬁme's view qf causation willl stand or 11 with

- 22

his conceptiqn\of tine,
~ Having made these two pointe,‘thet ause and effect ..
must be contiguous in space and time and that t

precede_the effeo;, there 1son1y\jhe)polnt which rema

be made to cOmpiete the definition. That, of course. 1s the

R

idea ofrconstant cojunction, But, from Hume* s first definl— :
- tion of "cause“, “An object precedent and contiguous to
N "tﬁer, and where all the obJects resenbling the former are
5 ,\pYio'd in llke relations of preoedency and contlguity to those :i
' obJects, that resemble the. 1atter,“ 23 1t 1s clear t?at the ‘
‘notion of constant conjunction 1s reduclible to that of .
contiluity in space and time. An object is a cause 1T the -
relation of oontiguity always obtains between th obJect and
gts effect. (and, or oourse, if it always nrecedes its effect)
- This, of cource, 1s onlv the brlefest possible outline
of Humne * s theory of causation. I have 1ntended only to make
the following points. that, on Hume s vleu, causge and effect
are seperage ‘and disti“ot eVents. they are contiguous. and
" tne cause ;ust precede the effect. Tris, 1 think, {s Just
sufflclent to provide an adequate basis for ny argument, to
whlch I shall now proce“d- |

o
- Consider. for a moment, the motion of ‘a blllinrd bqll

22 . For 1netanco. 1f we assume thnt tine 18 1nt1n1te1y
" divisgible, then, if the cause 1s prior to its eftect, it -
could not be contlguoua wlth lt. ' v _

S , & . o
g 23, THN p. 170. - Y

—
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along a straight‘line extending from the initial poéitfon A
to the final posLtlon'J dur;ng the time period extending from
ty to tlofﬁAs was previously polnted out, a finite period of
“time on Hume 's view conslgts of'a-flnlte\pumber of instants.
Let us suppose, then, that the number of instants here 1s ten.
Then the number of points in the ltﬁe-AJ will é’so\be'ten’énd
the ball's motion will conslst ln 1ts being in posltlon A at o
tl' B at ta,...J at Tyg. Now, 1f we wish to account for the
ball‘ts movlng from A t€>J, we may say that the cause was the
- ball's beinsg struck by the cue stick. The efféct will 'be,
‘subposedly. 1ts noving from A to J. When the ball is struck,
‘however, at time tl' i1t 1gin Dosition a. It 1s not untll tio
that 1t ) in posltlon J. Now, the only obJect or eveqt HhICh,
is soatially and temporally contlguous with and prior to the
ball's being at T at typ 1s the ball's belng at I at tg. It

15 clear, then, that AT anythlng 13 the causa of lts beins at.
 J at th' it 13 its being at Iat t9 and not its belng struck
' by the oue stick at A at tl. Furthermore, lf we descrlbe the

‘ object of event uhich 13 the cause of its motlon. rather th§n
its being at J at tygr Ve find that thls 1s not lts belug
strucz. but its being 1n contact with the cue s.lck at A nt
t1.AIn nther words, the cause 1s the tlp of" the cue stick's
.belng at a point contiguous with A at t,. The effect. then,
‘will be, not its rotion from A to J, but 1ts bdeing at B at t?_. ‘

"However. 1t Ne conslder the effect to be’ the ball's :ovinz or

solng rrom Aat tl to B at tz. then the cause would not te -

t

.ﬂ.- o fﬁ
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what happens at ty, slnce that is a part of the effect, but
at to. But at tg the cue stick had not yet contacted the -
balll 2k |

It should be obvious that tﬁls ié;an impossible view
of causation. To repeat éoﬁo Amgortgnf points. Time is com- -
posed ofglndivisible instants, and a c;éeé occuples the
1nstant 1mmediate1y preceding the instant occupled by the
effect. We may return now to my earlier billiard ball examole.

Two billlard balls strike each other in such a way that thcy"

both come to a complete stop (to assume that the balls are

' -oompresslble or ela%flc. while 1t would almost certalnly be'
a more~accurate ‘view, would only serve to comnlicate. with—
‘out substantially ‘changing the 1ssue). We may suppose that A ¢
‘the poslstions of these ballss'when they strike, will be A . L
and B, and we may refer to. their poqltlons prlor to thelr 2
striking by number subscrlpts. Nou, 1et us aay that at tl

the balls .will be in positlons Ag and B,: at t2, ln‘Posltions

A1 and By and,‘at t3, 1n posltlons A and b, At tb ‘theyv. w111,,_

again, be in positions A and B. Wow, if thelr strlklng'ls the

2k The argument here 18 very sicilar to” thnt given, in n
different form, by Justus Hartnack ( "Sorme Remarks on .
 Cauwsallty"™ Journal of Philorcorhv. vol. 50, 1953, pv. L66-71)
as a-refutaticn of Tume's theory-of causatlon, Hartrnacr's
argument falls to tare account of Eume's theory of spnce’ and
time,. however. .and, with that taken into-accound, as:1t is . o
" here, I take it to be obvious that Hume's theory of causa=- ,
tion has not yet been refuted (since Huxe need only reoly
that 1t is(not necessary that the cue contact the ball. 4he
.cause. 13 w hdppens the instant before, its aprroaching
the bnll.). although lt haa been nade to nnpaar very.odd.
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cause of their storping and if thelr striking'is defined as
thelT being in contact, that 1s, as_their,occupying positions
such that parts of each ball are svatially contiguous, then
.their striking occurs at t3. Lut thelr stogping also occurs
at t3. It is. at this point that thelr respective motions,
that 13, thelr successlive occupation of dlrfexext, linbarly
ordered points or places, ends, And, if the cause in this

case ls thelir striklng and the effect their stopping, the

&

two‘ﬁevents“ are one and the same event occupving one and the
- !

same tlme, Note that we could not descrlbe the cause a§ thelr
moving and the effect as thelr being at rest. If the cause 1s

their movlng. the cause is8 not, then, contiguous with 1ts

effect, gince their motlon consists at 1east of their occupa—
tion of dlfferent places at successive instants prlor to " 'wj
thelr stopnlng. In other words, their moving will consist o(f‘ w.
thelr occupylng Aq and 51 at t,, followed by thelr ocqypylng
A and B at tg, and their being ht Test nil{ﬂgonsist of t531r¢J
,.'occupying A and B at t3, followed by thelf;occunying A and B .
at ty. Since, 1n this-case, a part of t&édcause is what hap-
‘pens at AI and 81 at t, ;;E‘a part of the errect, ‘what -
'happens nt A and B at tys the two events are not crmntiguous
{but here 1t must be remembered that we are speaking of vheBe'
events as events rather than as o%Jeota, a ‘move which is notrl
renlly permlsslble 1n the context of Hume's theory), but a
further-and more 1mportnnt problem:here 18 bhat thelr

- ocoupytng‘positlons-k and B at tu is a sepnrate and dlstlnct | .

AN
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_event or object from thelr occupying A and B at t3, which is,
in 1ts turﬁ? a separate and distingt event from thelr

J .
occupying A4 and Qi at.tzg There is, then, an intervening

even _etﬁeen.the- vents of t2 and tu which constitutés part
o the cause end part of thezeffoct. In other words, the
cause and effect are 4s. foliows: totg for Ag3q AB) and t3ty,
(or AB AB). There i£ an event which is shared betﬁeon'them
(thelpjbéing at A ande at t3)-as'an;1htegrai part of eoch.
and the cause and,thé'effect are not;'therefore. sopaiafe and
-dlstinct, contiguous, or successive. .

It might, of course, be'objected that their stopring

- does not occur til ty or, in other Hords; tha% thelr f

‘stooring do@s nof occur until an 1nstant after _their strlklng.,

But this is, I

k, an obviously ad hoc obJectlon made for
no other reaaph tnd that 1t 1s necessary to. volster a
partlculnr theory, fioT we do ordinarlly think. that the bdlls
stop when they str ke and ot an 1nstaﬂt later. T™his’ obJec-
tlon. however, can be easlly met. If-we assume that .the causg
As thelr stopplng orT. thelr being ln ccntact nt'tu, it 1s clear
thnt there 1s no differenoe whntever between the cause and the
offeot except thnt somo time has elapsed. The two obJectsl

(at t3 nd tb) arc 1dentlcal- they are one and the same. But 2

; 1f this is denled the obJectlon ray be mot in. tbls way; their

belng in. contact at t3 is the cause of’ thelr belng in contaot
(or, at least, of thelr not moving farthor) at tu.'ond thelr

.bolng,lnﬂcontact At tu 18 the cause of.thoir being in ooh-'
, - _ 7 y

K4
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tact at ts, and s¢ on. Now,rlf we trace this chain of cauEES

backwards, we find that every effect (as should be the case,

"given the rule of constant conjunction) has the same cause

. and every cause ‘the same effect--except theilr being in con-

tact af\tB,-whichrls the effect of thelr being in oositions-
Aq and, By at to, and two very different causes’will have |
preciselyﬂthe same effect Now. ‘the only way to a oid the
conclusion that cause,and effegt are, at 1east 1n‘thls chase,
one . and the same event, is to say that the cause of their
sto*ping 1° not thelr being 1n posltlons A and B at t3, but-

thelr being in pcsltions A1 arid Bl at tz.sIn other words, 1t/

" could be ergued that the cause 18 not their strlklng at all

but their movlng toward one another (their belng at. Aq. and
By at t2). On this view, 1t could ve' allowed that thelr
strlklng and thelr stooolng are one and the same event or

tuo different ways of describlns the event, and 1t wo:ld stlll

_ be the case that thei* cause occurred an 1nstant prlor to

them. Now, thls objectlon acncqrs to be compelllng_qnd in
g e
order to show that 1» is not it 5111 be necessary to vlew.

the events in queqtion in a soneahac‘dlfferent libht. b@t uol

say thnt, rather than the balls striking being the ‘cause of
thelr stopogpg, ball A's strlklng ball B is the cause of B's
stoppring and that B's strlklng ‘A ls the cause or A' -stopplng.
I be{;eve 1t will be admltted if somewhat reluctantly. that .

thls is no moTe than Juat a different way of descrlc}ng the .

.avent olthcut:chenglng 1t, Now, 1r the obJectlcn were nccepted.

s
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i1t would follow that the capse-df ball A's stopring at €3 is
“ball B's belng in.pbsition By at t;. In this case, the cause

is clearly antecedent to and temporally contlguﬁus with its

effect, It 1s not, however; Spatimlly contiguous with 1t

since the posltton B lies between»theéposltions A and Bji. -
. THE NOTION OF CAUSE

Tﬁe foregoing'érgument is directed soleiy égalnst{
Hume.nIb 1slmy'be11éf however, fﬁét essentially the samé e
argum=nt could be made against virtual’§ all theorles of
causation, All or nearly all such theories, at 1east those
\\\ﬁat view causation as a relatton holdlng betwenn real eventq,

presuﬁpose the- vlew that cause end effect are seprmte events,

that the cause is an even whlch 1n soze way prodqus or brlngs
about sone other event which 1s the effect. of course, 1t is

a preclsely thlq view of dause an& effect, a view which is

. basic to our trqdltional (and Hume. however unorthodox hls
theories mlght hnvp been ln eo"e ot;er ‘respects, 11es, 1 think.
'dlrectlv in the malnstreqm of this tradltion) and usual con-
ceptlon ol cnusntion, that creqtes and demards solutlhn of
'the nroﬁﬁem° How are two dlfferent events 80 conneoted ‘that -
one can be snld to be the cause of " the other? The answer to
that question, S0 puzzllng to philosophers and physlclstv

- alike, I. believe. 1s now clearijIr we’ ‘preturn to my billiard

\
“ball exnmple, 1t 1s clear thaty 1T the causal sequence is

;xaminéd closely. no dlfference uhateVer can be discnvered s
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v

between the eVent of- ‘the balls* strlklng and the eveot of
thelr stopplng e- proximate cause and the effect are one
and the same even . Qf cnurse, my aggument here. rests upon
a very.- carefully chosen ezample, and i cannot asé@rt wi h
certainty that the same analysle wllltapply to all examoies.J

t to T

-

I can say, howeVer, that after havirg deVOted much thoug
Lthe subject I sm unable to think of any examﬂles to which

‘suoh an analysis would not apvly and which do not yield the

same conclusion, that. 1n all cases; the eVent Wﬂichulgfthe

t

-évent. If my argument 1s concluslve. then 1t WOuld follow

'.that, as it has been traditlonally understood, causatlon'is
: 1mpossib1e.\E£:_then, causatinn 1s o have’ any_ meanlnm at all.

'the deflnltlons of "cause and “erfect" must be made far more ‘

'1nc1uslve and our undersxanding of the‘relatlon between them

E .

[ - -

fradically altered.-_ S

For my own na*t. I thinf that dny comnlete stqtement

PN

"fof a,cause 1nVOIVes a propositlon regarding the entlre universe.

”“7gfour“descr1pt1on oftany 030531 event that the °°nd1t1°ns

b 0"

For 1nstance, td roturn to the billlard balls, 1t 15 abvlous'-‘

that thelr scr;vxng 1s net so1e1y responsible for thelr- 

o

?stopolng° to déscrlbe the event completely, ltafeens to me ue

‘tmusﬁ also speﬁify all the”condltlons under whloh thelr |

”strlklng oocurs. Some are satlsfled to- say Just that ae must

"speolfy all the reLeVant‘oonditlons. bnt if weigay as part of

=Cdoso=1bed are all th

e“relpvant oondlttons. ﬂe must. as a

w -

cause and the event which 1s the effect ‘are one anq the @ame -//(_-

<r

)
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necessarv consequence, deny that any other events or condi-
tions are relevant, uhich is to make a statenent about the

'entire universe._But 1t is hardly sufficlent Just to deny
that there are any other relevant conditions. If we are to
know that our description of a cause is complete and accurate,

o
we must knou,that there are no other conditions that are rele-‘-

Vant. In other words. we muat know that there are other -
conditione (if- there are), precisely what those conditions .
'are, and precisely what their relations, if any, éb the eve;t
in question are. Pailing this. we cannot say that the condi-'
tions described are all the relevant conditions, only that
‘We know of no other crnditions that are relevent, which, of
course, Would be tantamount to saying that we do not 1-now
.whether the conditions described are all the reléVRnt condi-;
tions or not The oause, then,‘of a partioular billiard ball's.‘
- motion is not Just its bing struck by another billiard ball '

o
N .

it 18- that, of course, but not that alone. The eVent of the

billiard ball'e being struok b;\another ball is an event weich
N o%eurs in A certaln context, e context from which it cehnot,_
in fact. be diaeaseociated (although it may: uell be in’ fancy).
end a ohntext which, Af 1t were euﬁstantially different,-nould.
: rﬂ oocaeion a difrerentlevent. Thet ccntext in whieh the event
. occurs.'which. in a very real senae(/oonstitutes the total

'event, ie the entire universe, and a- comolete deecription of

the event uill include a complete description of the entire v;dfi”j

F"." ...\."----‘"
‘---,q' e S R
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It follows that the complete‘statepent of the cause

' of any event is 1mpossib1e in practlce, Lf not in prlnclple.

Again, this fact does not count as an argument elther agalnvt"

causalitv or asalnst causal eﬁ&allment, but onlv as as argu-

ment agalnst certain knowledge regardlng the preclse cause of

.'other 1nstent. It is for this reaqon that I. wculd argue that

admit thet the s&ete“ﬁf Zhe entire universe at any inqtant

.any. event And if we aééept the view that the comolete'
deqcription of A cause 1nvolves a complete description of the

eintire unlverge (and the corollary that certain knowledge of

¥ cause requires complete xncwledre as to the state of the

entlre unlverge), yet deny causal entallment Khe must also

i

.13 1ndependent or the stdte or the entire unlvarse a any.

_the occurrenco of any event which is’ uncpﬂsed is the begln-'

t'nlng of an entire unlverse. It we aceept the view that the

"Ioomplete descriptlon of a cguse 1nvvluas a compaete descrln--,

tion of the entire universe and deny causal entallment 1t

. !

follows that the universe 1s et eVery 1nstant a new, and not -

'merelv difrerent universe wlthout any connection with the

Aunlwerse which existed at the prevloua 1nstant, uhlch ls a.

evlen that nobody accept@ (although some ma? be blind en?pgh
nl to their own actlons to thlnP they do). It mlght be argued.

o .of ccurse. that there may be ati1l - some causel connectlon

between the state on the universe at one 1nstant and its ?;9;‘a.“f”
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sufficlent conditibn fbr its state-at the next. But this
.argument I think, is simply ébsurd, for,-if the present
state of the universe 1s a necessarv ‘but not a sufflclent | ;’
condition for the next, it must-beﬂthe case that something = °
else 1s required to make it . sufficient, but this something
aelse, if it is not part of the universe at present, 1s
nnthlng " and, 1f lt is nothlnéﬁsthe un1Verqe at ‘the next o o
fristant 1s completely uncauqed,_for a cause, bv anybody s ; i R
'denmtion, 19 not a Eartial cause (Ir x. Y, and Z are -
necessary and sufflcient conditinns for A, then each is a
-part of thp cause of A. wh‘le X ‘might be spoken of ag a
o partial cause of A, in thé sense that 1t is a part of the f
| .cause, 1t wonld not be a cause of A. and, 1f X and not Y and
not z and A, A would be uncaused) ' : L
The reﬂder will recall that I suggested that. 1f

causation were to be at all mea 1ngfu1. we would have to nake

‘our definitionq of cause and effect nore 1ncluslve and |
e
.réégcallv alter our conception of_the rela.ion betweensthgm.

.

In the preceding %wo paragraphs I have been concerned with the
_former--in the remainder of thls chanter 1 shall be concerned |
'-;prlmarily wlth the 1&32\2 and, as a result, with the 1mp11£a- ‘}

*

,tlons of this change 1n ur conoeption ot cause and erfect

for determlnlsm.i,ﬂ_; g ; ;} ;;-&1§§‘lf, ffﬁﬂ1f§f?f{f}¢%fgjiﬁf‘1;,
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. A TERNINOLOGICAL CHANGE - v

" As afconsequence of the,princlple'of causal entall-
.menty I would recommend a change in ‘our usual terminology.

Phllosonhers are accustomed to speak of antecedent and- post—

&

cedent events. I.would suggest "anterlor and terior“ LR

events. Antecedentvand postcedent sug~est that cause ana : -0

effect are logicnllv }ndenendent eVents separated bv tigne:
anterior and posterlor, construed tenoorally, suggest that

.events are dlstingulshed bv tlme, that thev ag\)the seme

\

evewte distlngulshed, in a sense, by terpo*al posltlon, as -
the anterior and posterior port ons of a person 8 heed are

portlonc of the sabe thlng dlstlngulshed by spetlal posltion.
- .

°Slnce the terms "cause and “ef‘ect" are almost hopeleeslv

&
-

J bound up with our*ordlnarv. phlloso hical. conceptlnn or
Q
, cause nnd effect ‘as separate and'dist net events, it would,

‘no doubt, ‘be best 1f thege terms were,.for the sake of clar-

o
=

ity, dropned all tosether. These terms are. however.-

3

convenient and I shall have reoourse to them occasionally

t\
LT i . . " :, -

THE coucep*r E'F Dmeakmxsm S -~

. S e .
L. _i - o

e

Hhet does tha prinoiple of cgysal entailment, as I

have so far 1nterpreted ?t. mean for the determinist thesis?
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prior instant A, such that, given the state of the universe
at A, its state at B will follow. The rost slgnificant“ph%nge
hero I take to-be-tﬁe replacement of "mnst“ by "wlll“

"Must® suggests either ‘that the connectlon between the two

:events 1s one of loglcal necessity, in which case it would
be altlméless connec;lon, or that“ihe connec;lon %s, in some
sense, one of «requirement, but the universe can hardly b
reguired to have Some'cohneotloﬁ'with the universe at sofe

‘other;tfﬁeh-no'more than the ELffel Tower can be required to

4

_be an& to rémain the Eifel Tower (we cnn,‘of»cou}se. require' \j
chat it continue to be called the “?lffel Tower" or that it

/
be painted and repaired occasionally to preserve it, but

Uthes"requirvmeﬂts are. not of the tower but of men).,This

'f “must“ wnuld, I thinx. require.the exlstence T

\\;\ three. entitles. the two evénts and some third entity in vir-

_’tue of .which the one event ls required to follow the other.

7

The usage of “must" as a logtcal connection arises, 1n nart. 2 ;[;

from our tﬂlnﬁing of cauée and effect 1n terms of antecedeat

*and postcedent, p N e., as 1ndependenu events qeparated by time. .
Lo %

~  Ho doubt. thla conoeption arlses in Lts turn from our tradi-_, T
',tlonal tendency to %h1n§ of tlme as a successlon of instants."w"

}bux 1f we think or eventssasﬁbeing related to one anothex as ;}“'”"
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4

instant would have to‘be.conteined,ln the etate of.the uni -
verse at the prévious ihétant, as the concluslon to a valld

syllogism is contalined in the premlsses, but thls; 1ain1y, -

1s not the case. Thls dlfficulty can be overcome if we recog- o
Vnize the fact that time is not a succession of an 1nfinite:

r

f;(or a ftnite) number of timeless lnstants.

* SPACE, TIME, AND '.INFit_!ITY"

2

g An‘ instant however small 1s the paSqage of some
 time. No-two .ad jacent 1nstants are 1n¢bnendent-'the one ‘is
"slmply the continuatlon of the other. Ordinarilv we tend to

relfv "1nf1n1ty"- I woul& suggest that "1nf1n1ty is slmply o.“ o
~an operational concept It refers to the posslbillty of con- f&r
tlnuing certain- mathematlcql operations, e. g., ‘no matter ' |

.

: with whlch number we stop countlng, there ls always a noxt

”~ a2 . *

higher or next lower.number as the case may be. There is no

“‘suoﬁ t 1ng as an 1nf1n1te1y smell number, but there 15 alwayé

the posqibillty of a smaller flnite number.,No more 13 ‘there

such.a thing as an 1nf1n1te1y ahort vortion of time, Just the -;ev e

j }‘posslbillty of 1ncreaslngly shorter flnlte perlods of time.

-As an examnle, between any two p&lnts=A end B there la a line.',.'y




-

'Just ‘that no matter how
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tween the two'points A and B: 1t 1s the fact that they'are
ot the same point. In itself it 1s nothlng, and nothing

may be divided: for ever. If we divide 1t into two equal

,_.—

'_halves, we do not divide it into tw equal pa ﬁ/. It dnes
.not have parts to- begin with If we ut a ru er\up to Lt, -
or, more acouratelv, up to the points A and B, and find that

11ﬁ reasures twelve 1nches,-we do not flnd that it 'has twelve_

P

or more parts. Nor do wn‘find that the distance between the

.,poln¢s A ahd B measures twelve inches; we find ‘that 1t 1s.

twelve‘inches; or, more accurately, that A and. B are’ twelve

lnches apart Space. 1n itself, is nothing and, as nothing.

1t does not consist of parts. But tlme. too, 15. in itself,.

nothing, and one 1nstant 1s not, thercfore, requlred or’

-necessitated by the other. A person s head 1s one thing wlth
anterlor and posterlor ends. yet an 1nf1n1te number of 1ateral

| cross-seotions may conceiv ly be made through 1t, which means.

1n the cross-sections are made there

o

is always the posslbility, in prlnclple at leqst, of maklng

: them st111 thinner, and each cross. sectlon, ‘when made, will -
.oocupy a fln&igvggrtlon of<apace uith Lan anterior aﬁd poster-f'
"lllor surraoe. Spaoe. while 1t 13 1n 1tse1f nothlng, ls deflned

of:by the exiatenoe of thinga’ﬁTime, tOO» ihlle 1“ 1t8°1f nothlng. ,fﬁ

A
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not separote events; that 15 not possidble for reasons which
I have given earlier. They are the comlng to be and the o
passing avay. Ehey are the anterlor and posterior ends of
the same event;

" TIME AND 'EVENTS *

The concept of en event is typlcally reetrioted, 1n
the domain of ordinary discourse, to the eventful, although
1t 1s not s0 restrlcted 1n the broad range of 'its actual
meaning.‘No doubt, the fact that this restrlcilon has been_!
plpced upon the concent in ordinary usage has contributed 1n

a large part to the rallure 61‘1 the part of many to grasp the

“ relatlon between cause ‘and effect we percelve some eventful_

cccurr ncg and we aseume that there must be sore other,-

’equally eventful occurrence which caused or produced 1t..The

meaning of “event" however, cannot te so restrlcted that it
is disassoclated from the concept of change. where there 15 o
change ‘there is. an evéﬁt and, conversely, where there 1s an '

[}

event, there is change. Arlstotle, finding that time also . ~

. could not be disassoclated frcn change. concluded that 1t

a
& [

h/must be some aspect of change. ere he nade an-understardable

mistakc. Time 15 not an aspect of change, nor 1s 1t derlved ,
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any way upon time, for time and chaﬁée do not éxlst separate-

ly. Nor, for that matter, are they distinct. They are one and
the same, If, then, tlQS is 1nf1h1te1y ‘divisible, so, too, is

)

an evept. In itself, an € ent i1s nothing; ¥t has no existence_

;
...--"

oijits own, What exlsts ] ,-ofAcourse, that which,is chéhging;

An event, then, 1s

-

process of change, 5ut,01f a

' thing is changing“ 1t must ‘e-the’case that 1t is changling
‘-‘:ﬁ —— -

fron sonethlng to somethlng else. What 1t is changlrg from we
mav call the anterior event- what 1t 1s changing to. theﬁ
 poster1or eVent Now I an not here sugzestlng gpv such thlns

s

as final causes.. What I an trylng te do 1s to élucldate the

;concept of "event", o""chanse.“ He can, I believe. say’. with
certainty that, if a th‘ng is now ohanglng, it will be scme="
'thlng elser that it w%ll dlfrer 1n soma resuect from whattlt

o 18 now. Of cc"rse, in saylng that 1t will differ from what 1t

1s now, the 1mpllcat%Pn ls 1nev1tab1y given that 1t 1s some
thing now; that tt is some dlscrete, determinate thlng. ﬂut
to asqume that it 1s some deflnite thing 15, of courve, to
 x_denv that it is changing.-That one ‘can neyer step 1nto the
_same ‘river twice is apn*opriate to the vlew thg& tlme is a
;ssuccesslon of 1nd1VIsib1e lnstnnts and is compatlble with :i:

'lwéohange. It is not, however, compatible wlth chanainsa for on _
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All this may well strike the reader as very 1hexact
and vasue, .88, perhaps, a failure to achieve sie rigorously \
disciplined mode of speech nece°sary for the precise communi- <;
., cation demended in philosophy, s failure which is due, no
! doubt, to laziness on the\part of the writer or, perhaps, to.

‘some brnnd of mysticism. This, however, is not the case._the

dif?aculty is that now" 15 stetic. It is svnonomous with

#n.

., "the present moment" or with "this,- instent " The concepts
which we employ to discuss and to understand events with that .-
© degree of precision and specificity which we, as thilosophers,
" all desire-are, 8s they must be, static, but'the events to
“which they refer are not. "The events are changinp. They are | o
change, and it is not possible to. soeak about then in 8 wav
ﬁﬂ which reflects that change without spen’ ing in oarticiples

” (a mode of . speech which is, admittedly, almnst“as obscure as

25

speaking in tonsues).

25 h Thesc remar“s mav be better understood, perhaps, in
‘terms of'a principle of physics which I think they. entail,.
. the Heisenberg Frinciple of Uncertainty, which, I telieve,
states that it 18§ not possible, at least for sub-atomic T
.. events, ‘to determine both their pasition and. veloclty at: Lo
' the same tjme. Physicists generally account- ‘for this prin—‘
‘eiple in terms of an instrument effect; that is, the effect '
- of the instruments uged to deternmine the pos sitions and -
velocities of sub-atomic particles-cease to be ncgligible
. where such- smsll particleqs are orncerned. But. the unceftaln-
ty has nothing to do with instrument effects, If follows _
 from the nature of an-.event and it ls just as true of mACYo--.
. ".gcoplc. as of microscoplc . events, If a" thing has'a definlte, .- -
.~ determinate pésition,; 1t: has, as-a cchsequence. no valocity,;- o
- - fts position is not changing.. If. ‘on’the.other:hand. its®
1pcsitio y ohanging, ALY, hag velocity. then it dees_not
defl 31tion ‘ s\ senberg uncértaint
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From the concept of an Ongoing; continuous change,,
it is not pos-i le to di sagsocliate the conéepts of beccminé,.
of developing; of somet - ing which #s, at the same time, "a ﬁ

coming to be and a pessing aWay;" A-thing which is under—_
going a currently onqoing, continuous change is always on
the verge of becoming, it is never become, for once; 1t has
bec e some speciflc thing 1%t ceases to change. So lons as it
is changlng it 1s not a determinate thing. 1t 1s a that~
tendinm-to this but to the extent that it 1s a tendins from
the one to the other, it is neither. Consider, for example,‘

y

" “the hour hand of & watch  Assume that the tip of the hour
hand is exac“ly as wlde as the hour markers. then, we may " sdy
that the hour‘hnnd 18 pointing to two O clock when the-edges |

,of the “hand are exactly ccngruous wlth the edges of the two

) olock marfer and when the tlp of the hour hand is as close.’ S -

4
¢

,’as 1t can come_to the 1nner edse or the marker. Now, let us

" F) ‘-.
|

' ask: When ddes the hour hnnd oolnt to the.two o'clocx

- marker? If the obviouq answer, 'When 1t is two o'clock. (accord-
1ns to the uatch)', 19 given. 1t need be pointed out only that

lt 1s tno o elocf accordlng to the wasoh only wheﬂ the hour

.“w hand 15 pointlng to the tWO - o'olock marker. The obvious

'princlple seems to: be confined to mierosoopic eKents hns N
nothing to do ‘with a sreater instrumént effect &b that lével:
© 4t i due to a .nscessary lack of preeislon in onr- 1natumentsj
" 'a Tack which, is far.more apparent at the ficroscopié’ than at’,
- the macroscopic 1evel. 0f course, I do not mean to: deny that
i there. 18 an: 1nstrument ‘affect, only that the instrument.
LA ' - fhle for . the uncertainty.




~89..
answer, thergfore, does not answer the gquestion. The dnly
'answer‘ls: When the watch has stopped running at two ofclobk;
S0 long.as the Watphkis runnlng; the hour hand is not

pointinm to anv definite time, and if'fhe watch i1s running,

the correct answer i1s: Never. It ceases to point to the two
o) clock marker asg 1t begins to proint to the two o clock

narker. It never points to the tw° o) clnC' mnrren. at two
: ¢ <y
.0 Yelock- 1t Eanqes the two o clock marker, Thls may, perhaps,.

i I

AN

be better understnnd metanhorfcallv- a bub“le Tloatln: in U

~

alr nay be continuously 6hanginp in shape. Its state at any T
\ one lnstant w*ll be dif“erent from its state at any anterior

| (antecedent, previous) 1nqtant vet there is.no 1nstnnt durlng
whlch we can sav that it has exactlv trls shnpe and that it
is not changing. althwugh we may-. well imag; e an 1nstant 80

shott that the change 1n 1ts shape wauld be negllgible "

This 1s. of course, bnly a metaphor, but I thlnx it nnt at

‘all unli elv thqt the univerqe 1s, 1n—more-ways than one, only o

3

_a]gnntinuously changing bubble, o _";_a.u
. : . o, ) . " . . . -
DET:.HJ IITISH AJD A RJOHJ"ULH.TIDN

"

Ao or-' ™E pnmcxpw OF cwsn, amm- ENT

.
-

i o Determinism, as»I potnted out earlier. 18 the view

-1

,that every eVent has a suffloiant caﬁse. ?he prlncinle of
i causal enta lment, on the other hand, ls‘ﬁhe view that GVery “_-

i ;§ent 13 a sufticient cause. Hhcn I firstﬁﬁormulated the
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somewhqt 1naccurqte. It shnuld be obvious now what - those
1naccurac1es are..In the*flrs* nlace, "cause” ca-nqt bé’undef— &

stood in the traditionsal sense as_an‘eveht which s~wehow

brings hbogt or produces anéfhgr,-dlfferent_event; Dut";x :

e

further ihaccuraby” reasts in tﬁ% rhrase "every event". | @
. : ) _i -

Macroscopleally, theére 1is onlv one event, the‘univefse. What

we ordinarily think of as events, as causes and eriects. qre

parts oI‘. thnt event, and, whlle they my be xnwldered anqrt

;from their total cnntexﬁr‘they do not exist anart from it,

=}

{This will be tafen'up at‘greater length 1n the followlnb,
"chnpter) From this 1t 1s~clear thqt a more accurate stnteﬂe ts’

of-the.vrlncl 1e-of cnusal entailment wonld be: leen any ;7 %
“event A,wwhere A ls the tntnl event, the event_A ls a pro- E.

,‘b

'~cess of chnngc, nf becoﬂing some other event Bj whe e B 15 7.; L
- the toEal event.‘and.where B 15 the-posterlor\é;gnt of the’

. ] IR : ra 1 . " .. .o .
anterior event A. Thls atatement, adﬁ:ittedly.;lnclfs-snmewh.qtL

3

of the beautv of precisiﬁn°'I can but hone that this 1ﬂCr 1q .

made up for by 1ts cnntrlbutlon to the nere dhbllme beauty or 5

understandlng. o -f"- . . - . T o

?,-,, The cnncent of deternanlbm 18 1oglcally 1ndefcnq1b1c R

f; and unJustifihble,'whereas tha prlnclnle of cuusal entgiluentb it

‘with the proper qualificntinns, 13. I thin Ty gulte sohnd.,,‘-

JfThus, glven B complete descrlntlon or aﬂy event dnrlng a tine

;f.period t1 (a des?riptlon whlch. as shou1&§g%hobv1nuq frﬁm the -




. refiodiht

'nriqc*nle of causal entailment but savlng or Rseu ings

-

N\}

corp1ete descript}on of anv event’ durlng anv subsequent tlm
PN t

'perioa. The effect“, 1n other WOrds, is dlscoverable in the

"cause™ It woild nnt, however, be nossible 1n prlnclple ‘to

om such a descrlbtlom.any event prlor to tl.

That 15, 1t 4% nrt- posslble cn. the basis of a deScrLation of

anyv event over a "finlte" peritd of tiwe o infer that the < -

\

"evﬁnt hdd 1t991f. A cause. There is alwa"s the possiblllty ..

thqt the unlverse%has only Just begun

Can we say, then, that the thesls of deter—lniqm ls

L

true? I de not know. Certainly, 1t is not entalled by_the

N\, -
deter"lnism 19 true 1s a’ very dlfferent thlnq frﬂn 1ts being

‘true, ‘and” tbere are certnin eifficultles wrich 4111 arive 1f

" we assume 1t to be\{q}se. Sﬂne of theqe airrs 1cu1t1es wlll be

dealt with in the*foiibwlng ojqnte:.

L™ . Ot .

| ) . | .. ‘ _-91[-'



DETERHINISM‘IN HUIZAN AFFAIRS |
o ~\¢f“ v
A Phllosophers are’ nrt, ror the most’ part, concerned 7

refute or even to challenge determ1n151 ar causal entnilnent

: ;with regard to the—events of the world. The glsnute, where _ o
- there. is anv, centers around th- s, eVents thrt- comnrlse

3 N .
_-hnman actlvitv._Thnt 13, the*arrument 1q.thut humqn actions

‘ are not. or need nnt be caused OP, 1n othér words, that a ;
Wman s future actions are nrt a conqeouence, eithpr dlrectly
.or 1nd1rect1v, of the current state of. the univeree._Ph‘

fview 15 denied\bv’determlnism--1t is noﬁ denled, at lewqt

not dlrectlv, bv the nrlncln%p of causal entallment ho«;ver;_

we oupht to ask what such a. vtew of human n&tivity uould

r

.menn in. 1lght of the princlple of caus?l entnilmeht. ’-; . .~
7 In the flrst place, 1t must be polnted out and re- 
emnhqsized that the comolete descrlvtlon of a cauﬂa or of nn.

‘event requires n conplete descrlbtinq of the entira univarxe.

Am I)a pnrt of the unlverse or ar 1 not?.If.I am,‘thcn‘sqph
desc?iptlon of the ' rrent state of the u;ivzrrb wo ld '/

‘requrre_q conplete’ dechrlpt&on of ne as well, n' n pnrt of '/"n_

rtheiunlvérse; and we rust then say thnt that ruturc acttnity o

- t

"f or mlne uhlch is uncaused 13 1ndependent or oy cur*ent stntc_}_

nd my current nctlvltiea. Fowevcr. hOBt PCTSOHS é{f Rl‘llnb L

- S : o Y

o
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to admit that at least some of my activitles are ceused, but.
tnls 1s a pecullar view, forw if it is accepted, it x?uld
g€~ to 1mp1y that I am a: most sch17ophren1c,sort of being, .
pqrt of which {s dependent unon the universe and 1tse1f for

1ts activ tles and part of mhlch 1s not.«Perhaps, there ls

o nnthlng 10¥% callv 1nconsistent 4n such 2 view but 1t 1s'

-

cortainly ther unbellevnble‘ If we. take the. view that I an
nnt a part of the unlverse, thls becomes even moTe trouble-
some. On’ this view, the 1dea thgl some of my behavlor 1s VI
cqused and scte not w- uld be - virtuallv unlntelliglble. In the

flrst place. we ShPUld have: to say that I an’ not conneqted

-
[
"

.yith ‘the unlverse at all, thgt all cf ny acttons and ry veryf‘...ﬂ_

| belng are totally 1rre1evant to thﬂ events around me trat I

'.However, 1t would not be a solpo1sm BS”GTtth thn non-exlst- ,

_snOuld have no 1nf1uence uoon them and thev nohe upon me,

thﬂur for me, thev do not exist or’ thnt, Xf thev exlvt, tbey

exlst as a part of me. Iﬁ oth o yords. 1t geens to me that

A

-, thls view nglles ao‘ipslsm 1n v rtually its purest form.

ence nf other entltlea. rnther, 1t uould e the cnse bhnt

other entitles whuld be senarnte nnd dlstinct unIVerqes. thal, . |

-

'1n "y un1Verse. I, nnd I alone.,exlst.‘9uoh A view as tis

n

" rav be. dif’lcult to accent. certalnlv I do not accept 1:-

"\ . .

'houever. suoh a vieu uﬂuld ennble us to undorqtand how I*—‘EWt

: bcta boing uQ}ch is the cnuso nnd the sole cauge of lta oNn’

behnvior. That I uruld be & guch a belns fnllous fron the -

prlncipleﬁor;onuaal-entnilucnt. AcccptlnP the view thnt 1 A= am (|

P
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_a’un1V¢r§é unto mj?élf, then.a completé.dgscrlptioﬁ of a%y_
event would bg-a-coTplete déscription of myself,:of'hé. h
Taklng the vlew thﬁt.evéry éfeﬁt is a sufficlent cauée, it
would fol ow tkat I, and I. alcne, am a sufricient calse for
‘MY own crntinued~being and my own activity. But what 1t .
would mean in this case to sav that some of my actions are
' cauged and some, not, I do not Agéw. Clearly. those wlich are
noF causeéﬁfo:%@ not‘be caused by re, qirce I would be the

cause of a11 those of my actionq thch are caused

But few peonle. I think, Hohld wish to tane thls View,

Those whe do cannot be refuted' sollpslsd as a metanhvslcal

- 3 . k}

.‘doctrine admlts or no refutatlon' the alledg 4 refutatlnn

..wo;Id after all, be Juvt o part of re, an arrument, ng 1t _3 7 /'
?were, to nyself whlch unﬂ1d be Just “v own invention. NHever-
theless, I assuqe thnt solinslsm 1s fu%se. I have no|ren1

grounds ftr thls ascumotlon (unleqs a smele inability to.

belleva 1t can be ﬂdﬁlttEd as brounds for cnlling it fnlso),

_neither QOes nnvone else.' assure, therefnre. that there

are- otﬂer entltleq than wyself and that I an a part ~r the

<

. -’
B

unlverse (nerhnos, T should sqv =of thls untverse ). .
other worﬁs, I aqsuﬁe thnt a oomnlete descriptlon-of the ;
unlverse wauld 1nc1ude a cnnplete escrlp f re as A part
,of thnt unlverqe. From thlq it unuld nppea* zhnt tharc could

.be ne pnrt of re uhleh 1s not a part of the uﬂlverse. s,nce e
1t would then not vé a pnrt of ne. All of 2y future nction

then. nre cnused in the gense tha: thev are causally entalled
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by me as a part of the universe, since any action which were e
u caused would not be my action.
) ‘
Still, 1t night be possible for ny arm, at’ some 0

future time, “simply” to rise up. 1n the alr wlthout cause. Thqt
15, 1t mlght “be possible for such an event to occur without
-thera having been pnﬁ.other evqnt such that 1L ° nu]d ocCur,
However, I could nnt in such a case ‘say thnt I had raised ny

P A
arm, that ié mv arm's rlsinp enqu nnt be an event ascribablp

to me or . to any other part of the unlverse._*he principle of
h’a possibill ty As this.

cauqnl entailment does nnt exclud

. does, ever. rgquire thqt 1t be oualifled. we ray - not

-

lsay Just that there here no events °ucn that my arm would rise_
_up-‘we rusé‘also sayv that theve were no events ‘such thav ny

R .
arm would not rlse up. In other words, we nust snY thnt what

-

I am doing, the currPnt state of my belwg, 1s 1rrelevnnt to.

-

"anv future state of my being. that t*e current coqtractlon of
. #ﬁ |
ny muedieq which eeps ny hnnd on this’ piece or paper, that

grnvitv. whlrh, in the absenca of any counteracting forces.-

ot . -
3

nlso erves ‘to keep mv- hand 1n plqce. And 80 on nll are

'ruddcnlv and 1nexn1icab1§ 1rre1thnt to tne aotivlties of

s T ‘_'r F . '

nv arm. '

The qtnte of ry belng at thls -nomnent 13 rnch thnt I
an hritlng nnd thnt I 1ntend to conmlnue hritlnb untll tnls -
pqrngraph is rinished- thnt is. _y neurological nctlvtty,

. nuscular nctlvity. nnd surroundlng eventq all are. such thnt

~7

they entn11 oy contlnued urltlng or. at lenst. ry tntentien

o

.
)
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. when: there are ‘events such that. 1t would not ‘hapren, then

.- the 3tate of the unlverqe, there is nnthlng abnuﬁ_thnt state

0 . . ST :

- T 296

L

to continue writing, If, despité;this, I were sudd;nly to
stoﬁ wrltihg; if my arm were suddenly to rise up in the air,
and 1f such an.event were’ uncaused, that is, if there were .
no event such that 1t would happen, then would we not have

to say that suddenly, 1nexnlicab1y,,a11 those events such
that 1t would nnt hannen had ceasea and _that. hhﬂt I intended
1 should do, that what the state of Qﬁe universe entniled'my
dolng was irrelevqnt to. what I did, 1n fact, do (1f one’ could
speal” of -one’* s “dolng‘ such an action) Furthermore. Af such
a thing could hapnen at some tlme when therc 1s no cause for

it, when there 1s.n- event such.that it wnuld hanpen, nnd

B L e

' Vshould we not have to say. that 1t could hapnen -at any tlme?

If so, if such an éVent could happen at any time, does 1t not

becnme sinply a .ntter ‘of chance such that, no mqtter what ™
such that.quch an' event will or wlli not hannen° If we say
that 1t is purely a mqtter of chance. do ue not have to sa ay

also thqt the state of the unlverse at any futuré tlm& is

o Independent. of the 3thte of the universe nt the preqent tlne
'nnd thn:'lt is 1ndenendent of thq state or the univeérse at L

-any“nrevlous ‘tine, Just as the atate of the unlverse nt pre-

sent ls eo 1ndependent. nnd 1f we- say this do ‘we- not hnve to .

" say also that the annarent ucffﬁrﬁity of nature is nrt only

"rationully inekpltoable but aotunlly contrnry ‘to reason. slncc,

}
1t there are mnre thlngs thnn one thnt could hnppcn ‘and

P
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nothing constrains any of?théﬁ to happen or. to happen in a
_ particular way or at any partlcular time, we should exnect

~ ' .-
them all to hapnen in' no particular order and wlthﬁut rhvne_. t

-, ‘-‘1 L . ’ . . - . . ) .
or reason? T " ‘ o '
o : , . ' :
I have finished that paragraph and ny arm fas not - =
once risen inexplica®bly.up into the.air. My intertions and =y

'einéctétinns have been fulfilled. No better emplrlcal proof -
may be glven fcr the principle of causal entallment hith
"teghrd to human affalrs. My memory ‘may ba ran1b1e. it zay
not have"been caused I may have core to be tut an 1nstqnh

ﬂFQ: 1ndeed, my. beglnnlng may be af thls rorcent, but, to

- .

iadmlt thls as wrounds for denvins anv phllogophICQ1 docurlne.

.even when the doctrine denled t's that whlch qsqertg thgt a PR

.fbelief in such a voqqlbllity as fact 1s false, uonld_be to

ol

‘deny the povsibilltv of philosonh} and to thqt extent. self-
refutlnp. I adnlt such a poeslblllty as a 1031ca1 poqsibllxty
'wflch, if rcc«gn17ed or thou:ht.to be true.luonld do away .
- with the posqlbllltv of logic an n‘l human reaQOﬂ.ubbt I do
nnt belleve 1t;'aq no.man belleves 1t, because: lt drnot be |
belleved. ~ o - # '; S . '._"‘ L “
‘I subrit, then. to the view tbat detar-lnlv- 1; true.

'.fhis ?ellcf 13 nntqlrrntlcnnlz 1t qi:ply cnn“nt bc FIOth
Q:Thé two nre'not the-%nbe. There 1s ne evidence’ ro' the truth

of deter'rnlsn ¥rich ls not in 1tself in qu»stlor.“helthcr is

there evidoncc ngnlnst detew~lnlsr- Ihe question s rot really’ »

"-Hhioh 15 truc:‘we cnnnot knog that. ‘xnc-questlcnvlsy;glvgn.

. . . N



”'fexcept nerhans an accldental one, With anything else, and

. .all bellefs abnut_the unlverse_and about ourselves weuld Te

-

r

what we do believe and the 1mp11cetlons of elther vlew for :
thqqe beliefs,. which can we accept? I we accept the vlew that

deterninism is true of human actions, then we must glve up the

’
®

bellef - that certain human actions are‘undetermined and,

¥

perhaps, sowe other beliefs atteniant upoen that 1r, hnaever,
» .
he accent the view that determinlsm 13, with regard QP hucan

. actinns,,felse,;then I submit that we should have to glve.up |

" all or virtuélly all of our bellefs, sihce, on this Vrew,

nothing dcne by a human belng wouid have any connectlon.

irrational, - ) A‘ T : - _“ - - o
B

This sectlon will be rade as-brief as vcsqlble._l .
i ~
intend here only to expand the maJor‘nrgument for deter"lnl

in human affairs, to Point out'briefly the way in which huzan

' behavior ts determined, and to clarify one often 515““d¢r$tﬁ?d
- . ) . 9 .

A

“aspect of deterrinism.

It hf]i be ﬁeil; first, to se¢t ocut the cost taSIO'

'ractc at our dlsvoeul'en& then to deterclne‘the 1cp11cntlcn§

‘, of those facts. In the flrst place, we mAY éav that a‘zAn 1s

o4

o belng of a partlcular-scrt. nhlle there ray be .gome ais-

agree'ent nbont what rort of boln:‘hc 15, feu w'uld dloagree

-

"wlth the vlew thnt he is a bclnﬁ of n pnrtlcular sort and

dlstlnct frcn other bclngs such as bcarn. 1lon4. nnd

 _98-
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élephants.”From this fact aiohe, from the fact'thht man is a

c 1
being of a particular sort, we may infer that to the extent

‘thlg 1s true, determinism is true. If determlnism were
eptireiy untrue, then'we'shguld expect man tc be a being of .-
no particular sort,and to be 1;1dis-ﬁ1ng'uishab1e from bears,
1ions, and elephants. But there are three and one-half bll;ion
men in the vorld and they are a11 beings of a particular -sort:
furthernore, all of their parents, for. they all had parents.
arp bcingq of the same particulnr sort, and we mav expect,

with a‘l the assurance human beings can muster, that, short

. of saome such th&;g_as A nuclear catastronhe, all of their

children and thdir children s chlldren will® be belngs of the
same partioulﬁ%fsort Each of these men resenbles ppé’others B
-'tn a éreauer or lesqer degree and always to a preater dc?ree
| than a. bear. a 1lon, ‘or an elephqnt' it nofhlng deterﬂin;d
'such things as these, then the fact that the Phy°1cnl nrpenr—-
ances of men are 50 slmllar would be not only unexncpted. but

-A totnllv unintelllglble." ) ' ,_' o . -

R Few philosophers, hnmevcr. would wish to\&cny that
such thihg as. phslcnl avnenrance are detcrﬂlned, but we nccd
not stop here. We note also thnt neurlv all ren 11re thentuqte
of sugar and dlslike tho tnste of lemon (at 1enst, of pure
lcmon). that nenrly all *en enjoy such things aa sexunl |
stirulntion and dlﬂlike such thlngs ¥ vlaclng thelrx hmndq in
fire. The 118t of exnrples could be oxtended at soze lc-.th.:f

. these are not. all or our basic 11P09 and d*allneq, but =y
. . F . " :
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roint shruld be clear. Glven the statistical signifidance ofi

such similarities, 1t is simply, unreasondble to assume that

. they are nnt, in some way,; determined. Granted that 1£_may

rd

be all a matter of sheered} coincidence, the odds against it

are astounding, and, given those‘odds; to aqsume that it 1s

"simply a matter ofncoincldence and undetermich ‘would be
unreaannable and 1rratlonal. We are forced to assume. I thinP
thwt there is somethtng about men such thqt-they 1ike certaln.
things and disll?e certaln octhers and that these likef and
dlsllles, oY at 1east some of them, are slmnlv Rlven--ln the{
§Pnse tkqt voqqes«lna them s part of w@é’_it ls to be a mnn:l
nnd thnt he Dossesses then for very nucn the same reason 'that
. he rossesses any of the other Dropertles that are a gnrt ofﬂ
what 1t is to be a man_{e. ey Renetlc ;ndourent). Thls 1
pnt. of course, “to say thgt a human nednate 1s “nrn with a

A

Ilklng for SuUgar and a dislixlns fo* 1emon. It i1s to says

/
is such thnt. 1n the absence of anv other relevnnt experl--

rnther, thqt a human neonnte, becnuae it is a huznn neonnte'

ence, 1t will llxe. or will exhlbit ulgns of lixlnb susar

T

' when 1t flrst tastes 1t and of dlsllklnb 1emgp{under the

same clrcumstnnces. ‘ - o= .

Y

Tth. I thinl. is= the rajor arru"ent for deterﬂinlsm.

It is what I shall call the stntlstlcal qrgu:ent. 1t does not

prove thqt deterrlnlsm is true: 1t nroves nelther trnt zen's’
physlcal ar reqraqceq are dete::__ed nor thnt their bastc llfco

and dlslikds are deter~ined. Uhﬂtﬁt§1§ nrgu;ont nY p.s to .
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establlsh is simply that, glven the statistlcalfy observed
rezulquty 1n such thiﬁgs as phvslcal appearance end basic
nllkes and dlsllkes, 1t is simply unreasonable ‘to aqsume that
they are not determ‘ﬂed The odds are overwhelmingly against

such a view, In the mlnds of sone. such an argunent as tnis

[ i

/ -
might not be sufficlent, “but oreciselv the same sort oI

) argument is used to show thq% non—human events are deterwlned.
fqnd Af such an argument 1s not sufficleht to show tnat such
thlngs aq bhysicql apnearance and basic 11hes and dlslifes
ATe. deterrined, neither 1: it sufficlent to show that the

orbits of the planets, ‘the flow of rlvers.‘nnd so forth are

A

r.;\

deterrinpd. To'aséert. t%en. that the world of non—humnn-
events is ueterﬂined and “that such things as a person?s |
apnearnnce and baslc 1likes and disllxes nre not deterwined,,
when the sane ¥ind of evidence 1s offered for each. would ‘
be 1rrationq1. )

human beings, however, are not entlrely slmllnr hndu
'.thls may.provide some ground t tho Uelief tha thelr 1lfes
nd dlsllkes and, more 1mpertnntiv. thelr actlﬁnﬂ nre nnt
_determlned 1 shall not atte“pt an nrgu-unt ngalnqt thlv
view., It 'is qufflclent for my purrose, to Jhow thnt 5uch
differences can be nccountcd for if detorrlnls" is true. We
‘mav begin bv asking uhy it qhould be the cass that nen hnvv,

AS n pnrt of thelr natures, ccrtaln '1nborn llkes nnd

- dlsli?es. The nuswer to t*‘s questtnn 13. I belleve. Talrly

i

obvlous. A oan - who poqqesqed no nntu*al llfes and dislikes

I



N
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would very quickly dle. That certaln kinds of food are
nutflflous amd ¢ertain others poisdﬁous Qnd‘that, of thosel

that are nutrltioug, men must eat a certaln minimum amount.

and thqt, of’ those that are Doisonous. rmen must éat no more.
7 '

- than a. certaln naxlnun amount, and all thiq sirnlv in order

-k

- -to llve, are facfts wnich no one. t?//y fnowledqe, would

s P ‘
deny (at least, "n~t for very 1ong). But, without benefit of

tralnlng, how wnuld a man know whqt thlnps qre or are lixely
\
to be nutritlous unless he hnd sofie unlearned 1ixing for -

foods wlth a certain ¥ind of tnste, ?}s., qaeet”»lt lq nn’

G

good to arguo sTe thqt men do have t*aininx 1n such ‘{;te~s,

sich an argumnnt would slmnlv beg the questl*n. If my

earliest trat ning regardlng edible fcods cane from rv %other.”gf

why should I hqve followed her 1nstructions--bpcau%e shoﬁb-f

..

would give me a“rroval if I did or spanki ings 1f B d1d m@t” RN

Then whv should I hqve ca*ed aboux the e° For arnrOVql. ln
g '

,uhatever fornm, to relnforce somn pnrtlcular bahnvior. 1t must

te the case thnt I cnre. in SHﬂe reqpﬂct. for thn' pﬁrovnl.

‘1.0.. it ﬂuqt be the case thnt approxpl 19 so*tthlnq I wnnt

lor ltfe. If up“rovql uere sonethlng nbov whlch I aid no»“ o

-ecare one wav or the othe* then. to- stute tie obvlous,

é%nfoval unuld be sqre*hlrg nbo”t whlch I slmnly dld "nt enre.

,s‘-—
and uheth-r I re031Ved 1t or not uould cnxefhot a'bltaor
_dirrerence to - mu, and 1f the sane ucro true of. dlnapprOVﬂl.

ngain, 1n uhqtqﬂer form. tben hnw could I ponslbly hnvo

. 1narned anything from ny ﬁothﬁ;” r-‘*sn:n nssuhlns thnt I ~ieht

s
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just possrbly,haée 1garnedhuhder these copditihhs ﬁgat'foBhs‘

and hhv should I have acted accordance with what I had

" were" editle, how sheuld T ha::/eame‘d which were ‘desirable

L]

’
leasrned? Thqt theqe basic li¥es and disllkes, and othe*s like

them, for particulnr tastes, mate*nal'affecticn, etc.,
deterﬂlne the actihns of animals and ynung chﬂldren will,.
1n al& probnbl’lty. be granted. The mgjcr ébjection arlses
,wlth nctions L at do not se»r to bemﬂeterrined by 11 teg and
disllxes hr, on the other hand, to te cnntrary to our basic

11¥es and disllbes. I have alre de argued 1h cpapter two that

N thls sort qr objectl*ﬁ ls‘bqsed uroen a mlsurderstandlng. dhat

I now wish to do 15 give,. n brief. the psvchologlcql etplan--

Ation. Tefithe development of dlsnositionF to act in wavs nhlch
;un contrarv,to our basic 11*es and dlsllres.-x

| It is poesible to teacn 8 chi anzee to crush 1¢q oNn
kull wlth its fist. It'ls noqqible o tench n chLlL "to. aouni}

teelf It is povslble to teach a rcan to Dlnce hlmfclf in i

@

gErave ard 1m 1nont danger. To teach 2 chlnpanzee tq crush 1ts

oxn skull,'slmplv give {t o banana chip vhen 1t hsr“enq to

N -

touch 'its bead walt to glve lt another untll lt tnuch s its
“head klth a Alt*lc more force. Renent this orﬂcedure. g*qﬁu—

“ally 1ncreaslng the requirement, until the chinpqnzee fPOU:

1t’01f u“consu*ous. Tb teach A chlld to NOUnd 1t°e1f or to ,

enﬁage 1n 8“1f-destruct1Ve bchnvior. sl tly tgnore 1T ywtll
lt hurts 1t8t1f. then ccmrcrt 1t wlth affectien. Rer cnt nlsr

o

Procc¢ure;unt11 thgrtnrllctlcn_of pgln-lg delibcrnte.;.

- . N

Ff{f

-

ot

——

hY

5
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teach a’ ‘man ‘to place himself in danger, reward hln With .
.apnrbvalfgheneVer he makes a remark sugwesting that - hé Values. -
the 11ves of ‘his fellows°'reward him whenever‘he does some—
thing f0r Wis fellows, especially when it 1nvolves some ele-'
ment of . self-sacraflce- punlsh or lgnore him when he raues

ja remnrk or exhlbits some bphavlorvsug*estiqh_fﬂﬁt he values,

‘he. does anvthlnz dangerod;~to hlmself belittle hi 'when he. '?;
refuses to Repqat thiq procpdure over the course orvseVeral- s
.yearP, then ‘send hlm off o war, The process descrlbad in
:'Tthésé'xhree cases 1s that of operant condltlonlns.iln the - _;

' first case, xhe TewnTrd (reinforcer) 1s primary. 1t ts o

o unlearnnd and uncondltloped.‘A chlmpanyee could posslbly be .)

taught to dislike banana chips' it need not be. taught to

11Pe them. Affectlon. in some of 18 fcrms (bodil" cﬂntnct,

sqft tonesm ete. ) 13 nrimary. 1n othors..sec ndary (nrnrovlng

Hords). Praise is secOndary. ne 1earn to fife it (asquwing it

+ ) ) J. 4 . ¢ . - . h, .l.i.:? N -
- 13 vcrbal). L 't _° P B

o
3

- Iye exarnles I ha?e glven héﬁe are. not 1nnglnnry,

I )

Lo althnugh the thlrd ls 'y hypotheticnl reconstruotinn of tho

9"
actual course of gvents. Vone or these procodurcs uould wor

LY

bowevcr. 1f the reinrorcers used werc nnt rainforclng. If

1

- chimpanzeeq dld not 11 ‘e bﬂnnnu chlps. lf 1ntantn aid. nc",j
o 11Pe ntrectlon. nnd 1r nen dld not &xfe prnlsc. rannrdﬂ _ .
conslstlns of these thlnga would hnva nn cffﬂct. Obvlnualy.-.

1f thig nccoﬁnt 1@ an nccurate aocount'of the. dovelopment or

. -~ ) . 5
! E ) . : Q.

-

. . . .
o 4 . .
. .
» , .
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such behgviors. it is ao'ngQUate account of the developmeot
of‘behaviors whlch, 1oAtheﬁseIVes; run ccnrrary to our basic
libes and dislikes. Of course, the same sort of atcrynt ray
be given to. exnlaln the disslmilarlties 1n the behaviors of
1nd1v1duals. For 1nstqnce, very fey chlldren engage 1in Selﬂﬁﬁ‘\«
destructiv/)behavior, but. then, few narents (whether ' o :
consclously or unconsciously) differentiallv reinforce 1t.

An objection Ievelled asalnst thls sort of accouuu.

, wlth refqrd tn-uo;ﬁh,behqvior at least.j}s-thathhumqn |
-behavior 1ls rule-governeg. Thls obJectlon, too, 1s based uooﬂ
d mlsuﬁderstandlng..A rule is nothing nore than a“fornulntlon
rof the contlngencles of relnforcenent ordinarilv. acting in
accordance with such formulatlons is, 1n the 1ong run, mwore’

- relﬁ?orcing than not. Stlll we rust 1earn to act 1n accord-

ance with rules. Nuch of a chlld's educqtron. at hone and at

&,

schocl. is deVoted to teachlng hlm, not whnt the rules nre.
' but to behave ln accordance wlth thenm, 'Klwavs flush .he
r‘tollet nfteﬁ USe" 1s a rule whlch the chlld r'w.zs!: be tnunht _ B
and which he su st be taught to obey--b. punlshment uneo he
Goes not, npproval Vhen he does. Later on *He‘nntnrnl |
consequences of not followinsg the rule wlll const*tute su;-
_ flclenc rclnforoanent Tor nsintaininz this parptcolnr bit of
T rule-anerned behavior. - .. _; : |
Not all rules must te nade cxpliclt. hcuevcr. Ta .
Language learnlns, for 1nstancc. conslsts ln a ve*y,lnrsc

part br”learning ‘Tules, yet a child so’do* recexvea un.

.
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explicit. formulatlon of those rules untll long after he has : "
begun to speak in accordance with them. At a vefy)earlv age
an infant utters sounds 1ndlscr1m1nately..Gradually he is
teught (by differential relnforcement) to utter certain
sounds (e. .y English phonemes) to the excluslon of - others.
He 1s taught by successive.approxlmations!to atter simple
wordq (Dada, Mama) which are very. easlly and qtrongly
'reinforced w‘en used (“mama" 1s reinrorced by the ancear&noe
" of  mama or by her delight if it is uttered in her presence).
Gradually other useful words are taught, folloned by word
combinatlons until, rinallv, the’ cHIld "gets the 1dea and.

flnds learning new words and new ccmbinaxions ‘to be’ reln-

'forcing 1n 1tse1f - He learns the rules implicitly. He leqrns,--- .'ﬁ

for lnstance,'that wordS\are of different tvpes and, at the

samne tlme. that words of different types ;re used 1n _ :

different Wways. He learns these’ rules not Xy belng taught .

them dlrectly, but by . being differentlally reinforced for

rollowing then fFor 1n3tance, when "!ou glve me coo”ie is |

'meantg'"He give you: cookie is llkely to have preclsely the

oprosite of: the deslred effeot). R : _-* |
Rulcs can and do affect the outc~res of our ratlcnal

cholces. How this 1s .80 should by now be clear. Let us examine

. the rollowing hypothetlccl recons»ruction. A chlld. we may

' sately aasume. finds the conpany or Lty mhther to be rein-

;forcing. thnt 318, 1ta bohavlor is relnforccd by hg; prescnce

“?nnd. posslbiy. punlshcdfby her absence or, nf“I/'et. by the
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wltod}ayal of her presence._Slnéé\ghpflnfant's bond to Lts
mother 1s very qtrong, moch of its equy behavior can be
shaped and develo?ed simply be her oarefolly (but not P
_neoesqarily consciously) relnforcing desired behaviors oy her
presence and. by her ounlshlng undesitoble behaviors by her
absenoe. Thus,‘a mother could extlnguish much crying buhnvior
by punishing 1t, by simolv 1gnor1ng it, and by differentially
reinforclng quiesoent behﬂvlor, by keeping the baby. comoany
‘,only when 1t 1s quiet or, at least, not crylng. A baby 1s
. ﬂlso reinforced and punished by certain or rts rother s _ :
behavlors. possibly these 11 tes and disliPes ore “1hborn ,'

T

,posslbly they are leqrned bv being aqsoclated uith the

mother! s appearance and wlthdrawal. For 1nstnnce. thp nother's
smile 15 reinforclng, her frown’ punlshlng. By the associntlon !
:1of her s'ile with her behavlor. the chlld will. learn that-a

. smile lq a portent of good; a‘frown, of. bad. As his oxperlence‘_
and aqsooiotion with oth;r peopie lnoreases he wlll find that -

. thls is true of‘most people. when they gomile they treat him
well- when thev rrown. ot so wells Of course, a child will

11ko thoso people who treat hie well and disltke those who do -
not. In all probabillty. he will oome to 11?9 thoqe people‘7

who umlle and disllke ‘those who do not. Hhen»he meets“ncw -
people. he may well determine uhether or not he lites thex

| on the basis of nothlng more- than thelr srilcs, and, at n

loﬁef.dato,,ho may well formulhte a rule te the effeot tha.U 

a good man omlles. Hls_evaluatlon of a man, then, nay xcll '
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depend upoe whether or'neﬁ he smlles, ﬁow; this 1s the seese .
in which- l belleve 1t may be sald that evaluatlons are - ;
capsally entailed by racts. That a child shculd 11ke men hho' )
. smile and think them good and that he should disllhe men who
frown and think them bad 15 a consequencz\of his nature. of
his belng the sort of being he 15, and of his 1nd1v1dua1

experlences with smiling and frowning men. or courve, I can-'
not relate t@p exact causal eendltions leadlns up to and _
lncluding hls evaluation 1n.anyth1ng llke detall. Purther;
‘more, the example whlch 1 have given here.is, admittedly,
exceedlngly slmpllstic 1n lts lack of detall however, it is

not neoessary for my purposes to glve all the detalls. Those

pre matters for the psvcholosglst to aseertain and %111
probablyjdlffer for each 1nd1v1dual case.’ But the proceea..

as I have deacribed 1t, 1s euffiolent. 1n its general out-
-1ines, to explaln the sense in which values ray be causally -~ -
entailed by taets and to show how such entailnent is possible.
_Other, more complleuted examples will dlfrer, I an-eonvineed.
“only in the fact that thev are COT® oompllcated. The prinei-
.'ples behlnd them w111 be the game..As to uhether.or not 1 am‘;-
correct in thla beller, it 1s for the psyehologist to '

dete:mlne,

T ) — = .

1 To those who have been uniortun?tel¥ guile%)int;cn
skeptlelsm/(e #11d word) -about Skinnerian operant) psych-
ology by Noam Chonsky's review ‘(*Vorbal Sehavicr. BY B.F.
Skinner." Lanzuage, 35 (1959)..pp. 26~-58) 1 would euggeﬂt 8
reading of Henneth vacCorquodale's reply ("On Chensty's o
-Boviel~8f Sxinner's Verbal Verbanl Eehnvlor.‘ Journal of the gzgeti-
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It 1s an unfprtunate fact that many philosophers who
argue agalnst determini sm do 80 1& the bellef thst determin-
1sm is the vlew that.whateveﬁ I do 1s a matter of what
“happens to me, that I am caused to do things..Thls under-
standing of determinism has nowhere been better erpressed
than in the followlng passage “from Thomas Rei&-

The law of nature respectlng matter, 1s grounded unon
this principle, that matter is an inert, lnactive sub-
gtance, which does not act, but 1s acted upon: and the
" law of necessity must be grounded upon the supposltlon,
' that an intelligent\being 1is an inert, 1nact1v§ gub-
stance, which does n t act, but 1s ected upon.’ .
The plcture of determlnism pregbnted 1n thls and in similer
passages, which may be found in almost eny philosophlcal work
lwritten in favar of free will (where 'free'\is teken to |
'entell “undetermined'), appears to ‘be that of a man. in ohelnsl_
being drasged about and forced to follow'xheir pull. or N |
course. the chains may be attached far more subtly. .than this;
they nay be attached, not. te our bodles. but to our ullle,
) determlnlng directly not uhat we do but uhat we ulsh to do.
"Such a vlew is not entirely 1naccurate. Its ohlet tault lies

. in 1ts oreation of e gap, or a distinctlon between ‘me- and the

: _ causes of ny behevior (e dlstlnetlon which is, probably. a

oonseqsenoe of the usuel dlstlnctlon betweeh cause and etfect)

‘ mental Analysis of of Beha vlor. 13 (1970)- PP. 33-99-

2  %gome Argunents for Free Hill.' In Dworvln. Gernld. .

ed., Determinism, Free' will, and Moral Heseonsibll&tz._
'euooa CIlt? : Prentloe-ﬁsii 1973. P
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Analogously, we couId.eay'that these writers view the
relation between my behavior and the cause of ny behavior ".
like that between the motion of a cebooee and ‘that of the
-engine. But a better analogy and a more aerurate vien would
be the reletion between the motion of the englne end 1te
cause. The cause of the englne's motion ce'not be separated
from the e%glne. But, it w111 be replied, 1t takes a. man to
turn ‘the key. Yes, it does. but what does thle preve° He _ .
_‘cOuld, afterell, easily 1magin€1& traln.run by a computer. - o
.tes, itc wlll be replled, but it takes a man to program the -
icomputer. Hell. does 1t? And lf it doee. then we may ask:
Hhere 13 the men\\“o programmed the aeorn to become an oak.
who - progremmeq the zygote to become a rleh, a monkey. or e

. man? The rotlon rf the engine iz selr-caused to the extent

) that the cause of the engine's motion eannot be aeparnted
‘/}rom the englne 1tse1r ‘but, nhlle the ceuse of the englne 8
motion oennot be aeparated trom the eegine, nel ther can it
‘be ‘identified with the engine. ‘We cannot say, for instance,
Just thet the pull of the engine is the eeuee or the engine 8

and. henee, of the eaboose'e motlon-‘we muet aleo 1ne1ude
the push of the ‘tracks (or thelr reelstanoe) The tracka_'

- may, to be eure. be dletlncuiehed frou the loeomotlve'e
wheele. and a dietlnotlon may. perhnps. be nado between tho
pueh of thg uheels and the pueh of the treeke, but they can=
not ve eeparated. that 18, they cennot e made to act inde-
pendently qt ‘one another. The two ocndittene are 1ntegrally

- . . . ~ A
. o - .

. .
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relateq as a part of the cause of the train s motlon or, -

‘more accurately. as 1ntegrally a part of the train's motion.

If we wish to kriow why the train is moving rather than stpnd-

‘ing atill, that the wheels of the locomotlve are turning and

pushing against the traclks may bc sufficlent to answer our -’

questlon or 1t may - not. Hhether or not 1t is a sufflcient

" ansWer w111 depend on our 1nterests and our purpose 1n asking.:
3

A satisfactory answer may have to include also the fact that

the engine 1s running. 1t may have to. lnclude the fact that

the engine ig con“ected. via a drlve shaft and transmlssicn,

to the wheels. Depending on one ‘s 1nté§est it may have to 1n-' |

vals 1n the engine B cylinders. that cxygen is enterlng by
uay of valves and what not into. those cylinders together with

fuel and sowon. It may have to 1nc1ude the fact that the.

- olude the fact that exploslons are occuring at regular inter-

b

brakes are not on. or. it they are on, that the torque or the

engine is sutfloient to overcome thelr reslstanoo. Thls pro-

and no one of the~ccnd1tlons

| cess could go. on until the entlre unlverse nad been descrlbed

mentioned would be the cause of.

the train a8 motion. The traln g motlon.is const&tuted by all

of them and nll of them together.f

; Preclsely the same thlng is true. 1r'deter—1nism is

true. or a man s ncttons. There 18 no one event or set or

ﬁ.\
conditlona whlch act upon a man to prcduce so*e actlcn. Eventn,

no more aot upon me than I act upon them. Tb Eﬂy that ny leg ;

Jerked heoause 1t was atruok

by a hanner nay be surflclent



of my pen. thqt I and oy movemonts are the sole and sufrl-
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for;tﬁé layman: 1t may not be for the physiologlist, and the
bhyslologiat'g_accbunt may not be sufficlent for the blo-
chemist, nor his for the'physidist. In the.end the completé
descrlptlon of my action will irnclude a complete descrlptloﬁ
of me ag a part or the universe and. of the condltlons
descrlbed, no .one and no single group of them wlll conbtltute
the cause of my action. My actlon will dbe constituted by all
of them and all of them together. I am. not acted upon by
events. I am lntegrally a part of them.

Agaln, I do not make this polnt in order to deny the

truth of thls view of determinlsm, but to point out that it

Fa

often rests upon 8 misconceptton or the relation botween ne

‘and the causes of my behavior. This view, 13 accurate, houever.

to the extent that 1t ghows my behavior to be the outcone of

olrcumstances none of uhich are, in the flnﬂi annlyais.
completely under ny: control. But need it rollow from thls

that my behavior 13, therefore. under the oontrol of somethlng

“other than me? I think it plain that 1t need not follow. My
| behavlor is. rather. undor the oontrol of both. At the nonent.'.'

I control-my pen, but 50 doea the paper and, turthormore. 50

does my pen control me, To say- that. I oontrol ny pen 18 not,
houever, 1naopurnto. It vould be 1naoeurate only i it were T

taken to mean that I an, in sona sonae, in complote contro

oient condltton ror overythtng dnne or acconpllahed by ny

pen. Th“\sane would apply to the statement that =y pcn

b
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oontrpls me. This statemeﬂt, as it stands, 1s.not lnaccurate,
but 1t Ts-clearly inaccurate if 1t is taken to mean that ﬁy
pen'is,_1n:some,sense,‘;n ooﬁplete 6ontrol oflﬁe; The stgte—
ment, then, that what I do 1s, Af determinism is true, not ~
under my control is in one sense‘frue but in anothe;ﬁsense
false. It 1s false if it.is taken to mean that I, s a dls-
tinot and /individual being am under the one way direction or )
control of.th;ngs othgr_tﬁan myself; In otﬁef words;.if A-fr-
and B'are dlstinbt thlngs-uhich, taken toge?he:. constltufef

C, 1t_wou1d be true‘lnﬂone gense thqt the exiaténce of Cis

gnde: the control of A aihdé}:itiﬁldnd not A, then'nqt7q,‘buﬁ; Y
in another sense to say that C 1a.undor the contr&i\cﬁ’a'lsA‘} s
ﬂ‘fals? since, 1t A, it does not-folibﬁﬂthat c.?1f'1 an A‘Qelns
_such ghat.i like the fgs;eipr auéar.'then 1t might be possible

tdjoontrolhsome of my behaiidr. under}q@:tain conditicns, by

30 This argument will also serve as a reply to the stand-
ard objection to soft-determinism. Soft-detérminisn may be

. taken to be, roughly, the view that determinism is true and
that I am the cause of (some of ) .-ny actions, The oblection.

1s, roughly, that what I do is caused, if determinism is

true, by events which are, eventually, antecedent to ne or

to. my doing anything {(such asg "willing") which results in ny
performing gome . particular actlon, Since. what I do, then, 1s
not under my control, I am not the cause of my actions. Now,
this objeotion is, as it stands, patently absurd, for, if an
event 15 not a cause simply in virtue of the fact that it
was itself coused, then it would seén to follow from deter-
minism, the doctrine that everything 18 cauged, that nothing " -
is caussd, But \f the objectien could be taken in guch a way
.that 1t would not have this ircp ation, thon the argudent -
glven inh the texi would apply: 1 the cause of my actions,
but not the sole or the conplete cau ¢, in the sengo that I
am integrally a part of the oonditiony leading up.to and
tneluding ny aoting as 1 do. : ) _ _ . ,
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~reinforcing 1t with sﬁgar. In such a cage, 1£ would be an
accurate descrlption to say that my behavior As under the'
control of gome particular set or contingencles of relnforce—
ment, buL such @V thrlption would be inaccurate if 1t were
oontinued with "but not at all under my co;trol.' The condl-
tions whlch cﬂnstltute me and the condltiona wnioh constitute :
‘the oontlngencles of relnforcenent together oonstltute the
event orxr- part or the . event whlch constltutes my bphavior. If.
.for some reason, ‘we must say that one or the other controls,{
_-whlch we choose will depend, as much as upon. anythlng else._'

upon,our polnt of view.
- - B

I
.



' RATIONAL CHOICE, DELIBERATION, AND DETERMINISM

s e

At the outset-of‘thls tHesls, . I stated thaﬁ I woﬁ;z\\\

be’ concerned to examine two arguments, th*se foered by.Carl C
Ginet and Richard Tavlor, to the effect that thn concepts of
¢holce: and deterrlnism are tnconsistent and that,: therefore,
determlnism must be assuned to be false. It should be polnted _
out now that nelther or these two men makes the claim that

"determinisu is ralse nor that they have proved 1t to be false.

An alternative cnnclusion to .their argumehts, as each admits. .

would be that men do not make choices.1 tn the other hand."

each of these two men 1s convinced, and I an 1n011ned to

. agree, that the bellef thnt men do make cholces s far noTe

baslc to. our usual conceptlon of ourselvesvand our place in T

 the WOrld than any phllosophlcal theory such as determrnlsm.
and, while the fact that “choice“ is such-a funda ental con-

| cent does not prove that nen make cholces and certqlnlv doés

. nnt prove that determlnlsm is false. 1t uowld be sl ply

1rratlonal, in the face of the relntive 1mpor;qnce Nhlch we

attach to these two concapts to nbnndon the more funduﬂentql 1

in favor of the less. e - ‘ . . -_;/Z

By this time the rendcr should be aware that I am not

1 Actually. Tn?lnr's argunent 18 not concerncd sn. much
®ith cholce as with dellberatlon. but this wlll be taven up
later. _ [ /

{
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in agreenent wlth the positlon taken by dinet anc/}aylof. In

the first placey; I.am not-convlnced.that their_erguments are

sound, and I shall offer my own counter-arguments to show that

they are not, But, 1n the second place, I am not convlnoed
. 17

that, even ir theta arguments arexgranted. we shculd be .

between the beliefs that. ren do marn cholces
and that deterninlsm is true.‘To ¥now, with all the ce*talnty
r possible in human Pnowledge, that ﬂén do raxe ch-lces is not
‘necessaTrily to xnow precisely what 1t is to make a choice,'
and a proper enalvsls of the concept of choice or, at least,

_ of rational cholce,'mav show that all that need be abandoned,
if determlnism'is ‘true and 1r 1t is inconslstentqwith the o
belief that men nake choices, 13 a- partlcclar,'erroneous u
rconceptlon of what 1t is to maPe n cholce. At least this is:
uhat I belleve and ﬂﬁnt I shall a*te"pt to show. I shall ‘e~
gin wlth Glnet's argument and I shall attenpt to ehowfl&)

" that, 1f the first part of his argunent is correct. the
_-premissee necessary to establlsh the truth of the sccond :
-part cannot both be true, 2) that, cn Che bosls of that

| part of Ginet's argument whlch mny be uccepted deteroinlrm
cawnot be taken to lmply that. slven complete knouledgc of .
éoe present state of the universc. it uould be posqible 1n ;
princlple to predlot evcrything vhat will occur 1n the '
"future, an (3) that Glnet hns ‘an. c*roneous conception of
?cholce'.gzx

with regnrd,to ;aylor's argunent. 1 shall atte pt

to show (1) that it is liable to the .game objeations as "“’” |
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"levelled againgt Ginet and (2) that it rests partly upon an
equlvoc tion 1n his use of “cause or “surficient condltion"

and in his use of “1t 13 up to ne."
. i A

 GINET'S ARGUEXT

- Y

In hls nagg{“"Can the Will Be Caused""2 Ca“l‘tinet
. argues that 1t is "conceptually 1mposslb1e“ for a cholce, a /
decision, or a volitlon (each of which he thes, for the

-purposes of his argument, bo be substltuta%le forxr “wlll“) to

!

be caused That this 1s so, he sava, follous from the tho

following proposltlons-J_ ', -

g .

(A) It is. conceptually 1mnosc1b1e for a ‘person to Xnow
what a declslon of his is ‘going- to be berore he

-

(B) Ir 1t were crnceotuall"nosslble for a decision to

"' be caused, then it would te conceptually pos-ille
for a person to ¥now what; a dsclslop of his wns;. o
going to be(before naklng\it. — .

Glnet's argument 1s devided into two parts- 1n the flrst_part
he argues for the truth of (A) anﬁ./in the secnnd. for (B).
About broposltlon {A) 1 shall say nothlng except that 1 Q ;
aocept both ‘the nropoéitlon and Ginet's nr:umrnt'for &t

Ginet atteﬂpts to argue for the truth ?f (B) in roughly the‘

'following way- ‘He' argues‘that, 1f 1t here posstblc for a.

R eholce or a dedlsioh to be caused, then 1t must be loglcnllv

K In Dworkln, Gerald. ed.. ﬁoternlnlsé, Free ugll. nrd

"Moral Resggﬁslbillty. :ngleuood Cliffs: Prentice-iall, Inc.
1970, pp. 115-1 - 5; o _ f. . oo
L Ibid. P fzo. . ‘




posslble'ror a person to knon in advance what a declsion of

his wouLd be and this would be. possib e if -the two following ;

\\\condltions were met - f'ﬂ - A ‘

- - ) ’ i

T (1) The decider knew prior ‘to his’ declslon the causal
. law that circumstances of the kind that were golng

S S oy to -cause it are always accompanied by a declislon of .
- tht kind. L s
i (2) The declder kmew prior to his deelslon that clicum=
.. o '~ stances of -the required kind existed or wonid exist.
Lo ;d
~ lFor: ‘the sake of brevlty and ciarltv. I sﬁoll~rephrase:these; ‘
b e );q . . L
. two conditions as followﬁ' . ) . L : -
(la) The  declder knew the causal law that some set of - .
. "tenditions C.i1s.a- sufflclent conditlon for a S
LA e cholce X 7. - : S

- : . N -

(23) The declder ¥new at a tlme t that C would obtaln
at a time tl.

L
[

§>Given bhat both (]a) and‘(Za) are true, then, according 5
Ginet. the deeider would know at a ‘time t that at a time tl R
he uould maka the choloe X. whtch would be 1nconsistent Hlth

e (A).nBut the questldn "L.s can both (1a) and. (Za) ‘be true?

N f The -problem- ulth Glnet's argunent- at least BS 1

R
L™

B

'understand lt,'ia slmply thls- Ir, accordlns to proposltlon
- (A).q;t 1soconceptually 1mpossf\$s for me to know in advnnoe
N of my choice what X Nill ohoose d 1f I ’am. to choose‘i:gﬂeon N
some sat of alte;natIVes X und Y. then. assumlns thnt I nn “\
oégins to chnosaex. I must not know pr&or to nuch time as B¥ .
H# cholce 13 actunllv rade that 1 uill ohoose X.'In other words, '*»

propositiong?A) stabes n nooeaswry condxtion for thc event of

Ay M
& “ o

o e w23 <

. |‘ :' Tt n:
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my choosing. Accordingly, if there is a set of condltions C

sufficlent for my choosing X, then, among the set of condl-

tlons constitutlng C, there masgt be some condltion such that

_—-

I do not know that I shall choose X and. if Cy then elther

1 do not know prior to the time that I have made ny cholce,
the causal law that the set of condltlons C 13 followed by
the choice X (condition Ia) or I do not’know that C (condl-

tion 2a). G%ven that (A) 13 true, then, it follows that .

elther {1a)"or (2a) must be false. _

Whlle Ginet argues-that we cannot den#'the possl- \

bilitv of condltions (1a) and (Za), he makes the nlstaxe of

)
b

argulng for them senarately. He argues that we cannot deny

the possiblllty of (la) and he argues that we cannot deny the
possibilty of (23), but he does not argue that we cannot deny
the possibility or (la) nnd ‘(2a): thqt 13, he does not argue,
as he must if his case 13 q§ be established. that it is
‘possible for both (la) and (’a) to be true at the sane tlue.
That a decider could know that a glven set of condlttons. C,
o~ ‘obtalns is not. by 1tse1t. 1nconsitent with his mnxing the
cholce x, nor ‘418 his knowing the cnusnl lau thqt C is followcd
'by the oholce X 1nconslstent with hls chooslns x. -hqt wouln
be sb inoonsistent is his knowlnx voth that c obtaing or wlll
lobta;n nnd the causal lnu conwecting c vlth the cho!oe X.‘ ' -
Condltlon (ln). Blnce 1t—states n causal law (uhntevcr thnt '
*hny bo). thet tavoa to be a unlveraal propositton. and he '
' aygues that ‘If a conpletelr unlversal proposltien can te _--{\

- : o L

Sy ‘ ’ ’ . L ’ ‘ o ~
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¥nown by aqyone, then 1t can be“known by-everyone.‘é ﬁhether ’
or not this ls true. I shall not attempt to say;. however, if
it 15 assumed to be: true, and 1f 1t 1s assumed that I xnow'
.lt téibe true, then I know, too, that I‘cannot Pnow that C T e
obtaLns, 1f and when 1t obtalns, for at least one person,
namely, myself,.I coq}d xnow, perhaps, that uondition C -
obtained for someone élse (whichIQOuld bé a pd&iiculér o
~ proposition and not, therfore, entailing that he could also
know), but I could not know that condltion c obtained or -
"would obtain for me. Ginet's argument agalnst this 1mn11catlon
of (1a), that if I ‘inow (la). then I know that I cannot fnow'

that {2a), 1s decidedly lnadequate. He argues,-

How could the posqlbllity ‘of the second condltlpn...be o
excluded? Cne camn, of course, descridbe a set of clrcum-
gt nces- that 1t weuld be 1oglca11v-2mp03ﬁible for the

declder to %now in advance of his-decision, {One need
only tnciude in the set the clircumstance that the decl-
. der remains ignorant of certain other circunristances in
the set at least until the time of the decisioNecesls
- and a set of circumstances would not.be a less- plausl—
ble candidnte for the cause of a declslion merely because -
it had this feature. But neither could a set of circum-
~ stances be ruled out as a candigate for the cause merely
. becaugf it lacked this feature. . _ \\

Eut. as I have trled ‘to show, for any set -of clrcu*stances to
be surflcient for some. decision or cholce of pine, that I
should be ignorant of some-nspect of the set (either that
they entnll ny mnklng 8. pnrticular~choloe..cdndition (1), or‘

that they obtaln. condltlon (2), 1s not Juat a lnuglble

To1d., pp..iaa;u. "f o ' \\
'Ibid. pp. 128, e

N * o V . N L - - ) ’J
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Al

feature of such a set‘cf circumstances, but a neceesarx one.

What folIows from thls is that, if it is a ract “that my

future is such that I shall make at least one choice and.lf

1t is theecase that determinism is true. I cannot in

" principle, know my entire future, oY, alternatively. ir 1.

.do kriow my entire future, I know as a pant of that Vnouledge

oT, at 1qast. can infer from 1t, that 1 shall make rio cholces. |
Let ‘us suppose for a moment, however, that Glnet' |

argument, or at least that portlon of hls argunent that I

have outllned above, could not 'be refuted. Need it follow | \

“.that determlnlsm is false. or 13 there ‘some other alte;na— | \\%

tive? Glnet, hiwself, admits ‘that we could denv that men '

mafe choices. but that men make cholces ls,\i thlnx, too

rundamental a datum to deny in fnvor or a- theory (1f. 1ndeed.

lt Wnuld even be possible to do such a thlng ulthout maklng

a. choice). Is. there. “then, yet another alternntlve° If we

assnme thqt determlnism 18 true, nust ~e deny that *en make

.choices or cnuld we  saY, instead, that that conceptlon of

=uhat it is to make a- cholce which is lnconslstent with

determinlsm is wrong and that what. needs - to be denied 1s not

that\Fen make cholces but a partlculnr ccnccptlon of cholcc°‘

Ginet 1nterprets thlnaing of a decialon or choice as. caused

AS th1n11ng of A declslon as a. 'speclric evant'uhlch. like a

flash or a‘bang. can be 1dent1fled 1ndependent1y of inquiry
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into its cauSes.“7 Perhgps,_this i1s so, but 1s this what it \\‘
is, necessarily, to think of a cholce ofia—decision as
determined? ‘It would serﬁe little purpose to -repeat, at this

point, the first two chapters of this thesis, but if I'am

correct in the analysls that I have given there of rational

cholce, then, certainif} A ratlonal cholce is ndt.g_sﬁeclflc

- |
event which. can be 1dent1f1ed 1ndenendent1y of its causes

and certalrlv it is not an event 1i%e a flash or a bang.,Cf
the two  senses of - cholce that I dlstingulshed tn chapter one,

‘the secrnd 13, 1n the context of a dlscusslnn of deterrlnlsm.

the moTe fundnmental. But in the second sense, to make n
rational cholce 1s to g0 through a certaln Process, d nrecess
_ which we may call the process of chooslng. Since 1t 1s a
 process. hohever, as opvosed to a specific, dlscrlp;pgble,
and dlstlnct event. lt cannot be thought of aé béing'caused'
in the sense . descrlbed by- Glnet. nor can its occurrance be
.ascertnlned uithout 1nqu1ry ‘into its necauses,” for each step,
"stage, or part of the process 1s, given the total sltuntion.
a qufflclent condltinn for the next nnd 19. in that nense,
'-thc 'cause' of the next. but no one part of the prnceqn i ‘-.
1dent1r1able wlth ‘the whole. nnd it ‘5 thn ﬂholr’brwoess of

'onnslderlnq ‘the alterﬂatlvaa and thelr propartlea in llzht of’

Hona 's orlterla that. in this sense nt 1enst, const;tutes the

cholccior the choosinge. But on Glnet's view, if deter=linism

ate—

7 Ibld. p. 124,
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were true, the event of ﬁy chqpéing woulﬁ be somefhing that
happens to me and something which I could know to be
hapreniné to me without knowing how ;r ﬁhy.‘But it rational.
‘cholge 1s understood to be a process.,asrsﬁmeth;ng #hlch 1
do, then;iﬁ is Elear that I know,the,eﬁént o; Qhoosing is
'happening to me bﬁcause'I know thét 1 ém makinrla cholce.
-In other words, 31Ven the views of rational choice and:.
causatlon develoved earller 1n th‘s thesisg, the activlty of |
my choosinz is lntegraliv a part of the evenﬁs 1ea§1ng up

' tn and 1nclud1ng {(1s a wcause of "} my choice, and my inquiry.

1nto thP causes of my mqking a partlcular cholce that I an

in process of mablng is my chooslng. Ginet belleves that if

> deterwlnlsm were true and declslons were caused. 1t would ?e

N 3

possible for a declder to sit back and “wntch n serles of o
causally connected evants and oircumstances prrduce a decl-

slon of his. 8 If my ‘views of ratlonal cholce and determinlsm

. are accurate. it would avpear thnt the owlr way to make sense

éof thls stntement wﬂuld be to assume that there nrq tw=o
selves. one whlch u&tches and one whiclt chooses. The meta-
"physlcal problews raised by such n view nre, of course.
outraseous. but even 1f determunlsm asserted guch a view of
' the self (as. or course, it does not) 1t wnuld not follow -
from the fact that the aelr uhlch uatches cnuld vnow.in ad-

vance uhnt the choice w-uld be that the selfl vhloh chhoses L

° Ibid. p. 123.
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oould know,

Now, it is only when "choioe“ is belng used 1n this’
sense, in a sense that inVOlves choosing, that 1t 1s
1mpossib1e for a person to know in adrance what his cﬁolce N

will be, but slnce chrosing is not an- event of the kind '

. descrfibed by Ginet but,’ rather. a nrocess. thexe rieed be ho-
reason to assume: that. Aif determlnlsm were true, lt would be
noasible for a person “to dlscover what a fuxure cholce of hlé/
-will be.. In’ othg* words,.slnce a cholce is not, in tﬁis sense.

y -
an event the occurrence of which is ascertalnable lndependently

‘=of 1nqu1rv into its causes. in order to ‘mow that I will ma&q
a particular cholce at somef}uture date. it 1is necessary that -
I Xnow that there will exist condltinns sufficlent for my : |
maxing that choice. dbut since one of the ocnditlons necessarv
for my maklng a cholce 1n tgis gense. 13 that I do not know

_ what Il am godng to do or uhnt I an going to choose to do. then,
elther I could not “now what cholce those cnndltt ns are

."aufflclent for or that thnse conditions exist. of ‘course,’ 1f;

a choice were an event of the xind desorlbed by Ginet,’ then
1t unuld be pos °1ble. at least in prlnclple. fbr me .to Xnow
that I WOuld make a partlcular chotce (1f. for 1na:nnce. I

. could see 1nto the future)'but this posqlbillty N“01d not -
‘follow, I think, frbn determlnism. slnce. lt the basis ror
the ponslbllity or my Ynowlng what T will choose 13 the cht
thnt determinisn iu true, then I would ‘now what 1’ ‘will 'chnésa

' only by krowins lts oauaes and that thoao causes uould axiut. _
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' TAYLOR'S ARGUMENT - .

»in h;S'bock,‘Actioh and Purpose,g.ﬂlchardbiaylor
offers an argument which is, 1n.ﬁany respects, very‘slmilar
to Ginet's. Taylor, however, takes a soméwhat different
approach to the problem. Rather than attemptlng to :show that‘
“the concept of choice, itsgelf, 13 inconslstent ulth deternln-
igm, Tavlor attemhts to show that dellberaticn is lnconsls- |

. tent with determlnlsm. I do not belleve that this is so,
and I shall atte—pt to. show ‘that it is not by a step-by-step

/

analvsis or Tavlnr 8 argument.

" Like all sound philoSOphical arguments, Tavlor S
‘begins wlth 8 deflnltion, 'Dellberetlon.' he says, S
1s a process of active, purposerul thoubht. hnvlng as
its alm or goal a declslon to act, under circumstances
in which nore than one action 1s, or at least is
belleved to be, possible for him who dellberates.

~definitlon is one. wlth which, with some qusllfl—

cationy I can.agree. Deliberatlon. I tn(e to be a proce«s of :
rational chotce, as I hnve described that proeess. where the

alternatives fron uhlch one (or more).la to be.chosen 1s a

E E'xgleweod ClAffs: Prentice-ﬂnll. Inc., 1966, chapter -
twelve, Tavlor offers essentially the sane arcuzent in his

- aarlier bonk, ¥etanhvsics (=nglewood Clifis: Frentice=tinll,

- Inc., 1963, chanter four) and in his paper "Deliberation and’
Porernowledpge™ (American Philosorhical suarterly, I, no. 1
(Jan., 1964), 73-50). while the argunent is essontially un-

. ohanged, it is presented in $ts fullest, rost sophisticated
form in Action nnd Purrpose. Accordlnslv shall be con-
‘cerned with Taylor's arsucent only anA{t occure in that wWOr~<.,

~All references and quotntlons arc rrcn chapter .twelve, unless -

- otherwise noted.

- . - . . : : -~

10 Ibid. p. 168.

”
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get of aitefhetives conslsting of different eessible actions
or ocourses.of action. Thus, deilﬁeratlon"differs from the
process of rational . eholce, ir it dirfefs at all, enly 1n'
that it is directed to a narrower range of obJeets. There is8
another difference. not very lmportant 1n 1t3e1f The coneept
of deliberation differs from the conoept of ratlonal choiee
in that 1its meanlega are not-so broad. 'Bational oholce', as
I polnted out in the rtrst chapter. has two. senses. In the
firat sense, the sense or 'reasonable cholce. it refers bo

the object of cholce {whlch, at least in the oansge of deliber-

atlon, is elwavs an eetion or a course of aetlon)g in the
eecond sense, it refers to the proeeas of ohoiee. the pro-
cess. of aotlve. purposefﬁl thought.' whereby the choice 13 '
made. Except for the faot that. as I heve pointed out above.f

its range of apnlicntion 13 narrower, lt would have been pos-,‘:

; Bible in ny earlier diseusslon of ratlonal choloe to have

g employed the term 'deliberation‘ in plaee of the phrase
-'rational choice' Thla alternative was foregone, however, .
'ror methodologlcal reaeons. Since the procegss or ohooalng o
‘ratlonally. or of dellberating. may nlway be 1nterruptcd

'before a ehoice 18 aetually made. 1t i understandnbfe that -
the ooneopts of dellberntlns and choosing should be sometines o

: thought to be more dlfrerent than they are, I beliove. hnnever._
that they do not di.ffer in eny st gnifioant respeots (other | |
than those mentloned above) and that thoy refer to the pa=e

thing. When we eheoee. 1 By ghen we g0 through the procese

i
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'of choosing, we do so for the ourpoee of selecting one alteré.
native or one set of alternaélves from among the set of
eiterhatiwes which we take to be aVaiieble‘lln oteer worda,
choosing has "ag its aim or goal, a: deoision to: aet, under
oireumstnnces 1n which nore then one aetion is, or at least
18 believed to be, posslble.' And, of course, the same is

- true of deliberetion. It ehould be noted. however, that the

" aim of’ dellberation is not Just a declelon to act, if that is,-
understood qulte literally\ it 13. rather, a deolsion whether
to act or not to act or nhether to perform thla aet or th&t

‘act, that 13, a decieion to pertorm cne from amons e_set of

. apperent elternatives.

It should bde noted, too, that Tnylor takes the raot
: that deliberatlon is a process which 15 both ggglxg and
gugggeeful to be of. primery eigniflcanoe' 1n his derinltlon.-
Por the moment, 1t 18 euffioiant to note that I do not attach:
the aame 1mp11cations to theso ooncepte that Taylor doos,
aiece _he beliovee, or at leaat geems to believe. that theee
conoepts are also 1nconsietent with determinism. I ehall not
undertnke in thls theele to otfer a direet rerutetlon of -
Teylor's argumente conoernlng thesge enncepte. honever. it .
ﬂ-'_ will be necessary durlns the eouree nr the rolloulns dioeue— .
sion: to make a few ‘Temarks,. in pnsslns. about then.‘ E R L
Pron his detlnltion and the fact that dellboration 13

' onnoerned only wlth the future, Tnylor bolleven that the tour

rollouing ‘reatrlottona' rollou' Lo -
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(1) that the subject of one's deliberation is something
concelved as future, never present or past-

(2) that the subaeot of dellberation 13 an aotlon, and
not some event unconneoted with action;

(3) that this 18 always one's own action and never that
ofanother agent- and :

() that it 1s an actlon which 1s concelved as merely

possible, and: ¥§ver as one tnat is elther unavoidable
or 1mpossib1e. ; .

 The flrst three of . these oondltlons may stnnd as they are
:gléen here, The fourth, however, w111 require some ‘elarifica-
- tiom and, perhaps. some qualiricatlon as well, '

Taylor goea on to argue that one oannot dellberate o,

' about an actlon if one believe lt to be"already inevitable

or nnavoidable.' Thls. he says, rollous fron the fact that
one-can dellberﬂte only about what ls wlthln one'q pouer :
_both to do and roreso' (not to-be ta<en in a sense whlch 1s -
selr-contradictory). Now. at this point Tnylor runs a very
grave rlsk of presentins an argument whloh alnply begs the |
' queatlon. If "1t is in my power: both to do and to foreso' is-
" taven to ‘mean that I am free wlth reapeot to the aot-in
question (1n a sense or *free* uhloh 18 lnc&npntiblo uith
-datorminlsm) “then to say that 1t 1s within oy power to'do and
to rorego is to say that ) § am, uith regpect to the act in

:questlon. undeterntned and that determlnlsn 13. to ‘h%f

-
- .

A
11 Ibid.. r. 171, In Hetaphysloa he rotors to these con-
ditions as presupposittops.‘- _ | .

'12 . . Ibld. » pp. 1?3'1‘.. " . o -‘ .‘ .-
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extent, félse. From this, of course,'it would follo; that:
delidberation is, by deflnltion. 1nconsiatent with determinism.
but the real question 1s "Does deliberatlon presupbose that )
whe?per or not 1 perform the act is 'up té me' in the .sende

that 1t 1s within my power both to do and to forego and, 1f

so, doeg it presuppcose this in & sense which ia 1noonslstent _
with determlnism 8 being true?” If deliberation does make ‘1 no

‘ this presupvosition 1n this sense, then there ‘18 no need for
arguméf\\ it is 1nconsistent wlth determinlsm, but in the

‘context of philosophical dlscusslon. at 1east. that deliber-. -
ation does make such da presupposition and that 1t mnkeerit 1n
: thls gense 13 somethlng to be demonstrated, not Just stated.r

This dlfficulty. however. may be passed over for the moment.

‘TayloT oontlnuaa hls arsument by statlng that to oall

something 1nevitable or unavoiddble is to deny that it ls
'wtthln my power both to do and to forego. But this, I.thlng.
is also a matter for arsument. since it depends upon Fhé qehse.
cin uhlch '1nev1tab1e' 485 being used oT, at leasb. what it is
heing used to refer to, ag well as upon what 15 ncant by o L

methlns 8 belng *up to me. |
B The next polnt Tnylor naPes is one uhloh has alrendy

been granted 1n the dlsouselon of Glnet's argunent. Thls is
the - point %hat one oanrot deliberante nbout\yhat to.donlf one

already knous what one 15 golns to do. About this po;nt there
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need be no discussion.?B'From this Taylor rightly belleves 1t
follows, that a man cannot deliberate about Hhether oT not to

perform an action ir he believes that conditions exist .oT

Cwill exist which are, in themselves, sufficient for his per—

7forming that particular action and if he knows what those

conditions are. Now, this point 1s, again, one which may be

‘\
granted, but 1t needs some olarirication. For example, suppo se
that during the course of a lonf automobile trip I must cross

a.-river. I may cross it by a bridge or by a ferry. I deliber-

'ate about which to te?e. Now. suppose that, during the course\

of my deliberation, I find that the bridge has been washed

out. In. discovering this, I discover conditions which are

b

- gufficient for rendering & oertain course of ‘action (taking

the bridge) impossible and for rendering another course of
action (taking the fer*y) inevitable. It is no longer np to
me whether or not 1 shall take the \bridge because there is.
in effect. no bridge to teke, and, of’ course, if there is no-

bridg; to be taken, then it is not with n ny pouer to take .

(1
"it. To say, however, that it is uithin ny pover. to forego

taking the bridge 1s rather neaningless. 1t s aluays’within

ny power to do what I rust do and oannot avoid doing. “he

- 1.

13' It 458 not neoessary that 1 nrgue for thig point, since,

AT it is false, it presents no difficulty for the viex that I,

" wish to defend, but, for those interested 1n counter—exqsples.

see John' Canrield's paper *Knowing about Puture Decisions”
- (Analysis, 22.6 (June, 1962), PP.- 12?-129-) and the reply by
Peter Swiggart ("Doing end Dooiding to Db® Analvsia, 23.1

(Oct., 1962), pp- 17-19.). | _

’ : D ﬁ%“.
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polnt of thls example 13 Just that the’ conditlons render;ng

a partlcular actlon of mlne 1nev1tab1e, at least 1n this ¢ase,5

have nothing to do wlth ny deliberatlon. In 1ight of th;se

conditions, any further deliberatlon on my part would be:
cmanifestly, to use a phrase of TBVIor 8, . otiose and point-.

1ess.“ The alternatlve actions involved here are, in effect, ;

not posslble actions. The action of my crossing the,b<i;ée S
| is an 1mposslb1e one, for there ls no brldge/zgﬁcroas. ‘
. From the precedlng argument. Taylor believqs 1t
Lrbilo#s*that "one's deliberate acts cannot be caused. in the

usuai sensé. or, 1:_they a;e. then one cannot kno: that :

those cau;eé exist at the time he deltberates.* " Now: there

is someIQuestlén ﬁeré about what it‘ls:fof”an ﬁctian to be

caused "in the usual sense,' but ) 4 thlnk, from the oontext.

‘\k&tifjﬂéilorntakes it to ‘mean something llke 'causedqin ‘such ;

a Qay that whether or not I perform the actkon inquesyion .
*111 not bp the outoonré of oy dellberatlon. To shoil that this ‘

15 the correot 1nterpretat1nn. T may polnt to the example ' -

Taylor lmmedlately provides and from uhich he concludes

'that in: suoh cases [wnere one's/hotion 1s. caused "in the

uaual sense'] one"* 8. deliberatlon is otlose nnd polntless. o

~since what one then does 1s not the Eggglg of his dellberntlonv

15 : A o i~

)

-at al}.

3
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] ‘-From this point, Teylor goes on to argue that ‘1f‘
one does nox know what he. 18 going to do. but nevertheless
knows that conditlons alreedy exleﬁ whloh are,causally
sufficient for his doing wnatever 1t isg that he 1s golng to’
do, then he cannot dellberete about what to do, even Ehough
he mav notkknow whet those condltione are. 16 That this'is'
so. he again attributes to the Tact thet one mey deliberate

only 1n the beIief that what one does 1s within one's powere

. "to do and forego.“ From the examples whlch Taylor031Vee tG\\

]

111ustrate this point. rt would apbear that he 1s using

’ ”conditions...which are ceuselly sufriclent' 1n the samne. WAy

that he earlier used "caused 1n the usual sense.” To take\.
one-of his examples. Adam has been 1nv1ted to epend the

niéht at the ‘house of a frlend. He dellberates about wheuher

‘n

or.not to stay until Brown eﬁnouncea ‘that he knows uhat Adam
1s golng to do. and that he knows thls on *he baele,of eondl-

tions which are cdueally auffleient fgr xendering what ‘Adam’

wlll do to be 1nev1tab1e without telling Aden-uhat thoee

condltlone arevor wﬁat he 1e going to- do; Ae an example qr

“'what those condltione night be, Taylor suggeete that Brown-

, might know thatqthe last train had left and that there was no

8ther way for Adem to get home. In thls ceee, 1t 48 clear thet

.the’ condltlons are sneh that Adam's &eoidlng what-tg do ulll

,‘be-polntlees. He:hae no oheloe, Thero ere:go alternatives to

U
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choose from and what he does will not be the result of his:

decision. Of cpﬁrse{ if.Adam belleves Brown he can no longer' L

-

" deliberate for the obvious reason that, if he'belleved'Brown,
he would belleve that he had nothing to deliberate hboet.'

and whether or not he wishes to &0 home {or to stay) ‘he must
do what existlng condltions allou. Agaln. there 18 the prob-
1em here of what Taylor means by its belng wlthin one's power‘
”both to do ‘and to‘forego,“‘but this ;s a phrase which he
takee'to be mrre or less eynenemoua‘with "{1t is upito mei
and;;from'hls'example, 1t would seem to be clear that what he
neans here is that what-I,da 18 "up to me" if 1i is the
result of my decfsion,'dellberatlen, or choice.l T

Taylor goéas on to suggest that this foint may be

generalized. such that, if a man befieves that there are,
or ever will be, conditions, not themselvea withln hls con-

trol yet suffielent for his doing whatever it 13 -that he 1s

- 1
golng to do, then he cannot dellberate about what to do.- ?
~

Now, - thls may be.a fair generalizati nor it may not, and

K._whieh it 1s depends upon whether or not Taylor has changed

uhat he menns by "surQ{iij:t condltions.' ) ¢ conrese that I
‘am not quite sure xwhat . eans here- houever, 1t Hould
appear from the examnlea which he provides that he is uslng‘f
this phrase 1n the game sense as hae been given pre ouSIY.

For 1nstanee. 1n one of_hislexamples (that of a pan one of

--inij.pp;'178-9. o

17
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- If .a person ¥knew what another was going to -do as the result

SR | ~13h-
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whoée'futufe actioné will be defgfmlned by a roulefte wheel),
pe concludes that "having got thisg far into the game it is
no longer up to hlm...there is nothlng left. for h1m to
decide. n18 “

1 . : N :
At thls point Taylor makes rather a giant leap to.the

-propasitloﬁ"thgt'"no one codld in.prlnciple'ever know what

another.man 1s going to do as a ;ésulm of forthcoming .
w19 | |

‘delibaration. Taylo}‘s argument here is 1nterest1ng;- e

_however, 1t 13 also fallaolous. While the. faulta in hle

argument are real they are- also subtle and 1t is not easy

to make them clear. To elucidate these taults, ‘then, will
require some close attentlon to detail.

£

Taylor argues for. this polnt ‘in the following manner-

of dellberatlon. he would have to ¥now on °the baals of ‘some

kind of evidences that i1s, on the. baa&s of...certain condi-
tlons that were causally sufrloient for the agent's doln

the thlng in question.” ?0 This'mnoh we may grant; . 1f 1Y/ 18
true that-A can predlot what B wlll do, A's abllity o make
gsuch a predtction must (assuming he does not have 'aecond
slght“) be based on hla knouledge of condltlons uhich will
produce B's actlon. Tavlor goea on, however. to make-.a ¢laim

which should now be familiar), 'lf there ware such condltiona

. 1 . 480 X
18 lnid., po. 179-80 10 - IBid., p. 180

20 - Ibid., I o e T N

-
i — - R - ’
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then they could aleo be known by, orxmade known to, the egent
himself, such that he too. could 1nfer what he was going to )
do. Thls, however, is 1mposslble, 80 long as the agent’has o
not-yet decided what, to do.™ 21 Now, thls is obviously Just
Ginet's argument in a somewhat different form,22 and-
preolsely the same objections that apnlied there wlll auply
here., If A knows that B Will do X and knows this because he
.knows B will do X as a result of his dellberatlon or deci-
sion to do‘x, then A knows that among the condltions aurri-
clent for B's dolng X . will be the oondition that B has decid- -

ed to do X. Since A's knowledge must be based on knowledge “ 7~
of conditlons sufrlcient to produce B'a aetion and siuee these
.oondltions haue\not yet been realized—-B has not yet

decided--A must be aware of condltions whlch are or will be

sufrlcient to produce B‘s decision. Now, among the condltions

sufflclent for any person 8 makins a deeielon will aluays be
,found the condition that the deolder doeg not know, for some;'
reagon, what he will deoclde. A then knows thet B does not o
know and will not know until he hag decided what he w11l '
decide. From this A must know or at least ‘be ebla to infer
that.even if he attempta to make B euare of . thoee condltione‘
of which he 13 anare, he uill not suoceed in ma?tng B awnre
that he will deolde to do X betore he aotually deeides. In

2 Ibid. ‘ R I
ez ~ As Taylor himself acxnowledges ln nis earlier paper .
'Deliberatlon and Foreknonledge.' although not in his book._

i
-
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other wcrdc, 1f A knows that B will decide to do-x,-then A
knows—that a11 of the conditions necessary for B's making
guch a dccislon are or w111 be met: since. one of those
conditions 1s that B not know what he is going to decide
to- do. it follows from the fact that A Knows that B does
not know. Thus, if a person were to know "what cnother man
is going to do as a result of forthcoming dellberation" it
would not'follow, as Taylor suggeats, that the other man -
could know also (if the other man did know, he could nct
decide--whlch would refute what - the person making the -
predlctlon was supposed to know) but, rather, that he could
‘not know.‘Tavlor's argument, thercrorc, ralls at. this point
for preclsely the sane reasons ag does Glnet's. |

This 1is the’ aeverest problen in Taylor's argument.A

but thers are others as. well. Taylorrhas attempted to show

°enr11er that, lf there are condltlona which render tthat .

a person dces 1nev1tab1e, the person cannot deliberate abcut -;
what' to do it he knows such condltions exist. The‘present
argument would seem, then, to be Just an extenslon of the
',earller onc. and it wculd geem that i we. accept the - earller
 argument, we must also accept thls argument. However, thls is

not ‘the’ case, for this reason- the sufflcient condltlons

referred to there are not thc same as. those rcrerred to here.

The sufriclent condltlons vhlch Taylor gpoke of earlier ucrc,‘_

‘as I have shown. those which affect the alternatlvas (e.8.

*"the last traln hasg left,* "the bridge \s uashed out.' otc.),

B . K
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and ‘they determine what the person will do by 1imiting the
alternatives open to him, by eliminatiné\rhe cholce-eltuetion,
what these condltions render 1nev1tab1e is what the person |
- doeg and they do thls by removing the alternatives open to
him. In the argument at 1ssue, however, what 18 rendered
1nev1teble 18 not directly nhat the person doee, but whet

the person decldes to do, and the sufficlent conditions
referred to in this argument must be those that affect the
person S declsten That there 1g this dlfferenoe between the
.two arguments Taylor does not meke olear. but 1t is not at .
all obvious from the fe\F that conditone 1rre1event to the
person s declvlon woich render a certaln action 1nev1teb1e

" make hik declding "otloee end polntlees” (and- 1mposelble 15

" he is aware that such oondltlone exrlist) that deolsione'

themselves carnot be caused. The conditions referred to

eerlier do not cause the declslon. they remove the neoeeelty

i

jfor a decielon, end, 1f the.agent: is aware of them, the’
ﬂf_ possibllity of hle meklng a deocision. Certainly it does not
follow from this that decislons cannot be caueed. There is n
neet bricx whloh may be employed here, however, to make 1t
follow thet declslons cennot be ceused° we mey ohange the
definiftion of "it 1s up to me.' Hhere conditlons suf ficlient
for ‘oertaln action render a deolsion 1npoeslb1e, what I do
is not then 'up to me.®” This follous from the feot that 1f
what I do.1g “up to me » what T do must be the reault of ny

decislon to do it. Hhere 1 ennnot deelde. therefore. uhet I

. 2



} _caused, and thls begs the question. In his previous arguments,,x

N

do cannot be up'to me. Now, if we understand ™1t is uo,to'me“
to mean that my declsion 13 not caused, then, 1f there .are
sufficient oondltlone ror my making a deolsion. i1t followe\
that what I do 1s not up to me, and if 1ts being up to me is
taken as a necessary condition of 1ts belng the result of ny
decision, - At follows that my decislons caﬂnot be caused. ‘It
also Begs the questlon, end 1t is essentlally the argument
Taylor offers here. He says, "Indeed, the agent cannot even
belleve that any such oondltions...exist, and at ‘the same
time believe that 1t 18 1th1n his power both to do, and to
‘5forego doing the thing in question. n?3 This 18’ true, however. 
only if "it s wlthin my power both to do, and to forego"

"1t is up to me" 13 taken to mean that my deolsion 18 not _

| Taylor has rlghtly argued that "1t is up to mo is 1noom-

patlble with my aotlon 8 belng oaused in euch a way that

which actlon I perform 15 not the result. of *y deoision. He

. has not argued, however, at any point, that "lt is up-to ne"
is inoqmpatlble wlth my declslon's being oaused. and that 1t
.:18 1ncompat1b1e with my declslon s being caused obviously.
‘does not follow from his earlier definitlon or "t is uo to
‘me.; This being soy 1t is clear that, ainoe the predlotlon
:taken by'Taylor to ‘be 1mpoaslb1e 1n.thls argument is what

another man is golns to do as A rosult of his dellberetlon;_

. AR o _ ‘f:- -
3 Ibid. | L . O
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there would seem to be nothinz ab~ut the act or the predio-' -
tion of it whioh 13 1nconslstent with its being up to ‘him,

" In oxrder to .show that such a prediction coulq, in
principle at least, be made and that it would not be incon-
sistent with the agent's dellberatlng or wlth the act's belng
"up to hinm,"” I shall glve the following examplo: Dick 1s a
man who' owes a very large debt which he- cannot pay and
whloh will, in all probabllltﬂﬂﬁcause hlm to declare bank-

) ruptcv, with subsequent loss of nearly all that he owns and,

~qulte possgﬁly, the loss of his wife and famlly as well as
the respoot of his colleagues. Diot has been'entrﬁsted. how;
ever, with a verv large,sum of money by a friend and
buslness associate, Tom. After havlns entrusted this sun of
money to chk, Tom becomes: aware, for the first time, of

Dick's flnancial circumstnnces. he also 1earns that. slnce 5

reoelvlng the" monev, Dick has been maklng discrete lnqulrlea

' j‘about travel arrangements to Buenos Alres and extradition

'.agreements between hls own and the Argantlne government.
Tbm, needleas to saYy, beoomes wor-ied about the safety of hia
money: howevor. he doesn't wish to make a d}reot accusatlon
on the basis of. suoh evidenoe. He oonsults Harry ror advice.
Harry is a bosom buddy of Dlok's. ‘they greu up together. went
to sohool together. had a double weddlng (marrying tuin als—
ters), are buslneas partners, and get tosether eeveral times

\.'__-./—'

a veek on a rrlcndly baais. In short,. Dick and. Harry ‘know

-

~each other-'llke a‘book.t Harry advlaqa Tom 1n_this zanner:
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"Don't WOTTY. I ¥now dlck He is probably considtrlng
absconding with the money, but he won:t-ho it. He ls Just
too moral. Pretty soon he w111 be calllng me to ask for
advice.” Next day, Diek, .who has been all the while deliter-
,ating about whether or not to abscond. with tae money, calls
his frlend Harry for advice. Harrv advises him in this way:
"Don't worrv, Dick' you will do the rlght thing. I know vou
wlll." Dick believea him, but, perhaps, does not Vnow what he
is golng to do, what 18 the right thlng. In thls case, 1t
- would perhaps be true that Dick could no longer deliberate.
But surpose the conversatlon had gone in this way- “Dick "
Harry savs. "I Fnow you 11ke a book." 'I ‘know you do, Harry.
chk replies.:"And I could tell you what you are going to do,"
' 'Harry continues, "I belleve ynu could, Harry,' says Dick..

‘bit_despongently (Why are his conversationn with Harry alvays

s0 ﬁninro:matlve; he wonders). “Bntzh says Harry, "I Hon't.

"I knew. you would say t§at. Dick repllea. a blt preoccupled.-
'"Because,"ﬁafry goés on dogged]y; "I believe_ynu gshould make
up Your own mind.“ "Well, you Vnow, Harry, I:Ehew.you-wouldz
feel this way. Stlll. it wenld save me a lot of personal |
torment 1f you wnuld Just tell ne what I would otherwise
have to chonse so I can simply do it and have done with it,”
but Dick knnws his frlend u€}1 enough-to know that tkls '
‘ entreaﬁy uiyl prové'rutllé. 'Wali:>01ck.‘.aays Harr?' you
 mow I always have your best ;ﬁE;rests at heart, and I thlnk o

‘the sg;ugpqe 'lli be .good for your soul. You'tenlly.ough;uto-l\ -
: _ : L d - ‘
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. understand yourself a 1little bette?, voh know.“‘“Perhaps.". o
says Dick, "but if you will excuse me. I havé a lot of think-
1ng to do." Next day, “ick calls Harry and tells him thatl 1

after much thought, he has declded, finally, to return the °
.mOney. "I knew you would do that," says Harry.

Now, this example may be a bit far-retcbed, but there |
lls nothing about At that makes it, ln prlnciple. 1mposslble.
Certatnly, more ramiliar, everyday exemnles of the seme sort
could be rnund. And, obviously, there s no good reason to  ‘ »'
. BAY thnt what Dick does, 1n this case, 1s not up to hln. Herry
knows what Dlek will do because he knows what Dick will
declde to do, and he rnows this, not ‘because he 1s eware ‘of
some crndltlons whlch will make what Dick does. 1nev1tab1e'
(sueh as Tom's having him errested), but because he ¥nows

-

Dick. R BT

Tayler offers,an cxample of his own to shrw. that this
sort of thing caﬂnot hapnen. Suprose a man B nhen he 18 )
conrronted with a certaln cholce always nakes the same | .' P
_chnlce nrter dellbernting about the matter. In thts case, ;f
would be poasible to pfedlct what he would choose. But, se#s
.Tnvlor. 1n such a caee. our knodledse of what he will do 18
not knouledge of what he will do as.a result of his dellber-'
ation but of his hnbits. Now.’}his/;e a—very strange nabit,

'but. if the habit 13\Ju3t that of alwavs deilberatlng in such
a sltuation. then, ce;;alnly. thls is nqt tnconsgitent with (fff\\-
j

. his always chonsing the same thtng as the result of hls
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habi tual dellberations. Asqnming that the situation and he
were the same, why should hla decision differ° If his choloej
is the result of his deliberation, whether or not he. haé the 2
hab%t of deliberatlng, whgt he does is, at least as, Taylor’
hasrbéeﬁ uslng the phrase, fuﬁ to him." Adm;ttedly; 1t might
be strange for a‘ganfio be a.hahitualldellberator; neverthe-
less, theiB,W0u1d geem to be nothlngxin the 1dea such that S
it would be 1mposs1b1§. on the other hand, if the habit 1s
making that partlcular cholce ‘%hen Taylor's analysls of the
'example would be correct to the extent that the act was not
~ the resuit of his dellberation. but it need not follow that
1t 1s not up to him or. thntflt 18 not his cholce, assuming,
of course. ‘that ‘a cholce can become a hablt. At any rate.

the mere fact that a man uaually or: always does the smme' '
Athlng 1n the same sltuatlon does not entail that what he does:

18 habltual or that it is done because or habit and not rrom

.oholce, unless, of -COUTSse, 'hablt' is derlned slmplv as
ér;éularlty. | ‘ _ |
Taylor goes on to glve another example whloh ls. i
think. even more odd. Suppoae 1 know a man 18 dellberatlng
'-about whether or not to. leave 4 room ana supppse I tnow, too,
that the house 18 on fire and thnt the man wlll soon become
aware of this fact. I know, then. accordlns to Tnylor. that
'uhat he 1s going to do will not be the result of his deliber—

W20 :
ation, but ot n}a.knowledge»or the olrcumstﬁpcea. . Perhapa,,

2 Ibid., p. 181,
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given the. circumstances, this 1s so, but certainly 1t does
seem odd to opvose one's dellberatlng about hhat to dojln a‘
glven set of clroumstances $0 emphatically to one's knowledge
of those circumstances.

_The conclusion whlch'Taylor drhws from his argﬁméntL
lé, of course, that “deliberatlon is 1nconsistent with

determ_in-lsni."z5

He has not, I thlnk, establlshed hls case for
"this ylef. But he goes on to say that it 3111 not do to say
'that deliberation may be o?e of thé ceuses of humgn_éctionér
T™is is so, he’savs, because "It 1s'p§ft 6f the ferv concépt
of delliberation that it applies to situations 1n which there
are, or are at least belleved to’ be. lternatlve possible
courses of action, and that ags a result of one '8 deliberation.
‘.he might do either one. w26 Now. thls 18 very 1ntrigu1ng and,
ifr I may be permltted ‘the llberty of saying so. the oddest

statement Taylor has, to my knowledge. yet made. For, liter—

' ally interprated, 1-t. means that even arter having deliber-

ated and deoided, 1 may- or I may not do what I have dchded -

.:.to do. Understood 1n tris way. 1t is clear that deliberation'

l would, 1r determinism were not true, ‘be even more "otiose . and

polntlesa' than if. determlnism were true. of course. 1t is

_'doubtful that Tnylor means 1t qulte literally. What he no
doubt means 1s the quite trivia] ‘fact that one dellberates

° only when there ATe alternative posslble courses of actlon,

25 yptda. | 26 nn_d_.. p. 183,

[
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and, depending on the cohrse takén by one's déllbenationifone ) i
might take one alternative or the other. In the same sense, |
we may say that, dependi}ng on how the eight-ball 1s struck,
1t may roll 1nto the corner pocket or 1t may not So 1ong as
we do not know -how the ball will be struck, we do not know
lwhere it wlll roll and we can only say that as a result of
its belng struck, 1t might do ‘elther one. Hhere there are
. alternatives open to “the ball, it might do elther one- wherew
there are glternatlves open to we, I might do elther one,- SR
- Taylor makes the remark quoted above to explaln thé sense 1n
'which saving "that some agent does somethlng as a. result of
dellberatinn is verv far fro;\;;}ing that he is cauaed to do -
.1t by hls dellberntion. 27 Indeed. this 13 50, but from the
fact that sayving the one 1g the result or the other 13
dlfferent from savlng lt is the {causal) effect of the.othér,

1t most emphatlcally dees not Tollow that it is to eny that

it is the effect of the other._There wquld‘be nothlng wrong
wltb saying. 'The elght-ball rolled into the corner pocket as
a result or 1ts being struck,' "and, whlle thlémTS very far
._from saying that it was oaused to do uhat it dld by its
being atruck 1t is obvlnusly not to deny 1t. There in no ;
reason to assume. then, that deliborntlon may ‘not be one of

the oauaes or huran actions.

27 _Ibid:, pp. 182-3,

£F
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THE FUNDAMENTAL NATURE OF "CHOICE® -

i 1

Hhile both Ginet and Teylor have attempted to show

[

that the concepts of determinleﬁ and choice or dellberatlon

are 1nconsistent, neither haa‘attempted a very careful

analysls of both these concepts. Teylor has attempted an

analysis of “cause", but his analysls of dellberaticn as

an activity is far from complete. Glnet, while he offers "77

an . 1nterpretatinn of what 1t would meaneto-think of a BN
-;\“decision as causeg, has. not attempted to defend thls '

1nterpretatlon as the only'possible-one in view.of determin-"
" ism andedoea not even pretend to have offered an analysie

L) 2
. N

~of the concept.

£l

on the other hand, I belleve that the concept of

J«r,*irational chotce 1s 86 fundamental that we cannot even under-

v

" gtand what it means to say that human actlvity 13 determlned

"~ without. an- understandlng of nhat it le to ‘make a ratinnnl
i.cholce. r have deflned a ratlonal cholce as one made dﬂ the
basls of or in accordence with reasone (alternatlvely, one'
could say aL a result of a conslderetlon of those reasohe‘)
where a reason 1s s&me fect about the object sean 1h light of
' ,e atandard or' criterlnn of cholce and uhere atandards and
criteria are. reduclble to our basic likes -and dlsllﬁes. Given
this conception of the process of rationnl cholce (orof
R dellberation) end my erpllcntlon cof the concept of determin-

1em ln llght-of the prlnclplc of causal entellment. it iaM ‘

LA ! N - L o



o lleest. “upon my knowledge and bellers about the. sltuation

~3

. upon the sltuetion and. the alternatives. or, at the.very

i : g

o

fairlf edsy to see how these two concepts could be fit
together. Thecreal question, I think,: wheS::r*or not determin—
ism is true,‘is ”Whv do I choose what I do when I. choose
rationally?" The answer, I believe, is conslstent both with

the view that men do make ratlonal chciees and ‘that determin- T
1sm is true; namely. ‘I so choose beoause I ‘am’ a being such

as I an and the sitpation is such as 1t 1s. If my cholce '

_nere not the result of my belng the - person that 1l am, having

the 1likes and dislikes, purposes, and bellers that I have,
it would be difflcult to see how 1t could be desoribed as

my . cholce at ell. and were my cholce not at all dependent )

1

'end the alternatlves, then, 1ndeed, deliberatlon would be

'_pointless. Thls, of course, 1s not to say that dellberetion

b X :
ig not pointless. Co e R ;#J_ A
L nmsons:ns cmsss _ Lt

There 1s another topie which should be taken up

. brieflv before thls thesls is brought to a close. rhis is the

- 'dlstinction made so much of by Richard Taylor and other

28
contemporary phllcsophers betueen reesons and causes.-‘ It Ls

not a distlnctlon, honevar sound the arguments for lt, whlc#

concerns me or which should, for thst mstter, conoern anygne

ra

Ibia,, chepter.IO. e s
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else. "Ca%ses“ as theyiere ordinari;y'ﬁnderstood do not exist.
To speak of the "cause" of an eé@ht'is always to describe, in
an abbreviated and always artlficlal fashion, the actual
course of events OT to uﬁL a muoh more accurate phrase of
John Dewey"* s.“&he ®gtate of affalrs.™ I need not speciry the

"cause“ of any event or of any actlon, nor need any determln—

1st. What needs to be descrlbed, 1n as accurate a. manner as

”possible, admittlng-that complete accuracy in this oase is .

always lmooesible, is the series of events or condltionsv

“leading up to and including the event to be aocounted for

(althoumh to think of the state of affalrs as a 'series of
events is already to have falslfied 1t) I do not élaim that
ny reasons for making a particular choice. however Neighty,
"cause" ‘that cholce. I do. not need to. What I do claim. 13

-

that, if determinlsm is true, ny havlnz thoge reasons is an

1ntegral part of the event leading up to. and 1nclud1ng ny

making that choiee and that anv acvount of my. maklng that -

‘particular choice as opposed to sone other, Af oy cholce 19\
fratlonally made, must, ‘1f lt 15 to be at all comnlete.

1nolude-an aceount of those reas“ns as determlnlmg fnctors. :

" ’ 4‘3';
wrxomL 'E:xpmcnaxufrr

.

1 have argued, too, that 1f detennlnlsm uere false.

: hunnn behavior and events in general uould be ratlnn311Y

inexplicable. ylor takes issue wlth this polint, argulns o
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that such things as roasons and purposes, ;hile they do not
provide causal explanations, do explain human actions and
that the claim ﬁhat‘yuman actions wollld be rationally inex-
plicable 1if determinsim were faise 1s. therefore,“groundless.29
This argument is, in a sense, yalld, but 1t misses the. polnt.
On Taylor s view, to explaln an act 1n terms of reasons,
purposes, goals, etc., 1s not to deny it is caused. It 1
- give a'different kind of explanation and‘savélnoﬁﬁing about
the exlstence or non-exlstence of. condltions sufficlent for
Just that action. It 1s. rather. to descrlbe gome, but not
_all of the condltions surrounding the act, that 1t was done
with Teason or with purpose, and, thus, to nake the act '

"intellizible,” Such an “explanatlon." of course, does nopa‘

explain'thp act, at 1east~not all by 1tself and in ény'usudl
gense gT "explaln.” At'bést.alt'déscrlbes;thé'aot ;n'terms |
Hof 6ther‘thtngs;_1t puts 1t in a éertain kind of rramework.
Sometlmes such an ”etplanatlon“ of how a given act 'fits 1n“
wlth surroundlng circumstances is all I want, but more often
I wish‘to know why 1t gho"i1d flt 1n(;5\hnnt. in such cases,
to know not "What dld you do that fo}?" nor *What did you
hope to accomplish?' (both,” senses in which "Why did you do
that”' mlght be taken), but 'th dld you do that°' in the
sense of "What 1ed you to do that?' Tb take an exarple, the

: psychiatrlst askg his patlent uh{ he did something and the

29 Ibld..-pp. 1uo.-1u7.'_
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ppatientfglves him a reply of the first type. Bﬁt what the
psychiatrist.wants to get at 1s an explanation o%.the-second
tvpe. It is the fact that explanatlons of the first the can
be given that makes actions rationallzable. It 1is the fact
that explanatlons of the second type can be given (assuning
'they can) that makes them ratlonal, and 1t is in this sense .
‘that actinns become ‘rationally 1nexnlicable if determinism
is false. To take an example used by Taylor, if I ask a
j guest at a party to 1eave, I could, as an explanatlon ror
;my act, say that he was becomlng rude and I did not Want him
to spoll the whole party. As Taylor correctly points out,
thls would be an explanation in terma of my purpose which

would, quite possibly, make my° action 1nte11151b1e to others.:

+ But such an “explanation.‘ it 1t ware not the case that I
"had asbed the man to leave beocause, under those circumstances,
I wanted him to %eaVe or because I yanted him npt to spoil
the party, w;uld clearly, atrlaagt ag the words are
wdrdinsrilyrused. be a oaae'of,tﬁtioﬁaiization. and my action,
“1f no explantion of tﬁe other kind could be given for it,

1f 1t could not be shown of, at least, asgumed to be,rlﬁ

some manner, connected either wlthﬂ;;;ﬁsftuation or'with ny
dllesed purpose. would be, at best, non-ratlonal and, 1n this
. sense, rationally 1nexp11cable. and that I should have
,pertormed this action rather than some one of the othar.

innunerable posslble nctlons and that 1 should have had this

purpose rather than some one or the other 1nnunorable poaslble
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purposes would be totally unintel%lglble. It is in this sense
that I belleve human actions would be‘rationally lnexpilca-
ble if determinism were completer false, but I do not claim,
nor have I claimed that human actions ever are, in fact,

rat;onally explicable.
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